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INTRODUCTION

H. R. Stoneback

On April 25-26, 1990, the Second Annual Graduate English
Symposium, "Hemingway & the Movies," took place at New Paltz. A
Hemingway movie marathon on April 25th featured a number of the films
which are discussed in the papers in this volume. On April 26th, in the
afternoon, the Graduate student Symposium centered around the
presentation of papers by Marci Dodds, Dennis Doherty, Joshua Mark,
Fiona Paton, and Arnold Schmidt on various aspects of Hemingway and
£ilm, followed by a discussion period. These papers are here published
substantially as prepared, with admirable grace under the pressure of a
sudden deadline, for oral delivery at the symposium.

The concluding event of the Symposium, attended by a large college
and community audience, was the world premiére of the latest film based
on Hemingway's fiction, "Indian Camp," produced and directed by Brian
Edgar. It was particularly apt for this world premiére to be held in
New Paltz, since location shooting was done at Lake Minnewaska, and a
number of New Paltz faculty, students, and residents participated in the
making of the film. After a reading of the text of Hemingway'’'s story by
Leslie LaChance and the Indian Camp Readers, the film was shown and a
lively question-and-answer period with the producer-director, Brian
Edgar, concluded the program. Since the New Paltz World Premiére,
nTndian Camp" has been shown, with great success, at the International
Hemingway Conference (John F. Kennedy Library, Boston), at Columbia
University, at the Edinburgh and Tel Aviv Film Festivals, and, most
recently, with French titles, at film festivals in France. We are
especially pleased to be able to publish here Brian Edgar’'s screenplay,
together with an interview that is designed to reflect the lively give-
and-take of the discussion session that followed the New Paltz showing

of the film.

It may be appropriate to note here, in addition, that one other
essay in this review, Alexandra Langley’s study of T. Coraghessan
Boyle’s world’s End, reflects another literary event of the past year:
the visit to this campus, on April 5, 1990, of T. Coraghessan Boyle.
Widely praised as one of the leading writers of fiction in his
generation (and sometimes referred to as the "Hemingway of the Hudson"),
Boyle read from his work to a packed house, an amused and appreciative
audience, and he more than lived up to his reputation as one of the most
gsought-after, one of the most engaging readers and writers of our time.
Ms. Langley’'s essay incorporates portions of her interview with Boyle.

Finally, the editors of this review with to thank all of the
students and faculty who have participated in and supported the annual
symposium, and to invite and encourage participation and support for the
forthcoming symposia. The Third Annual Graduate English Symposium will
take place in Spring 1991 (exact dates to be announced). The topic for
the symposium will be Medieval and Renaissance Studies. Graduate
students who wish to present papers at the symposium should contact
professors D. Booy and D. Kempton for details and guidelines.







INTERVIEW WITH BRIAN EDGAR

(The following interview with Brian Edgar, producer-director
of the film wTndian Camp," was conducted in May, 1990 by H.
R. Stoneback. The world premiére of "Indian Camp" was held
at New Paltz, as the concluding program in a two-day
ngemingway and the Movies" Symposium, April 25-26,1990.
since that screening, the film has been shown at the John F.
Kennedy Library in Boston (The International Hemingway
conference), at Columbia University, at the Tel Aviv Film
Festival, and elsewhere.)

HRS: of all the stories--of all the Hemingway stories--you had to

"o

choose from, what drew you to "Indian Camp”:

BE: Wwhen I reread vwIndian Camp" about five years ago, I was struck by
the impact and ¢isual poignancy of the story. It seemed that this jewel
of a work would make an excellent film adaptation: its pathos, the the-
matic possibilities and visual power are profoundly compelling.

puring my first year at Columbia, I wrote the first draft of an
adaptation of "Indian Camp," a8 well as some original short works for
film. After not finding any of my scripts compelling enough to spend
$20,000 to make, I returned to "Indian camp"--after my professor,
Vojtech Jasny, remarked that it could be "a little masterpiece.”

HRS: What particular challenges did the story present in the process of
adaptation for film?

BE: one of the challenges in adapting the story to film was in recre-
ating this world convincingly, on a very limited budget. Because it
takes place at night on a lake, we had to rent a lot of lights
(fortunately, we were able to plug into a power box at Lake Minnewaska,
where we shot--this saved us renting a generator truck). Being a pefiéd
story, it was necessary to give it the right look: this was wonderfully
achieved by Aletta Vett, my art director and costume designer in New
paltz, and Gaye Howard in Manhattan. The biggest'single challenge,
though, might have peen Hemingway's dialogue. How to effectively carry
over, intact, his words, while having it work in the very different con-—

text of film.

HRS: Several viewers of the film who did not know the story seemed to
have missed the fact that the Indian cut his throat. What decisions did
you have to make regarding the filming of the man’s suicide? Were these
decisions affected by lines of taste and delicacy concerning blood—-and-
gore that you did not want to cross?

BE: The tone I wanted to keep through the film was one of subtle power

and mystery. Hemingway graphically describes Nick'’'s impression of the
man’s suicide, put I always felt this would destroy the poignancy of the
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story. On film, the bloody throat would almost be gratuitous. Perhaps,
though, there needed to be a bit more indication of his act.

HRS: Perhaps. However, at the question-and-answer session after the
viewing the other night, several viewers thought your introduction of
the beads sequencé handled the matter beautifully. Let'’s take another
angle on that. When we were discussing this before you made the film,
didn’t you say that Milos Forman or Vojtech Jasny told you that you must
decide why the man committed suicide before you could make the £film?
Hemingway, of course, doesn’t tell us--he never does. Students reading
the story in my classes love to argue about this question. What did you
finally decide? .

BE: Yes, this question again. I resisted the belief that one must
know why the Indian man killed himself. Part of the enigma in my ver-
sion is that, in the end, Nick’s father has no answer. But standing in
the Native American‘s shoes, I came to believe that this man had lost
face when his child could not be born, and amidst his wife’s screams,
the arrival and touch of the white man became too painful.

HRS: Well, Brian, I'm not convinced of that, but I, too, "resist the
belief" that we need to know why he killed himself. That’s not
Hemingway’'s story. Most readers of "Indian Camp" seem to feel that the
focus is on questions of life and death and how these guestions rever-
berate in the father-son relationship. Do you agree? Or does your
adaptation stress more the "intrusion"--I believe that was your word for
it--of the outside world into the world of the Indian camp?

BE: Definitely, the heart of "Indian Camp"--and many of the Nick Adams
stories--lies in the questions of life and death, and the ineffable fa-
ther-son connection. This is probably, unconsciously. what pulled me to
this story.

I do also see this story as a metaphor of intrusion, and feel that
this makes up the meat of the drama. This may lie on the waters of
Hemingway's iceberg, while the unspoken conflicts exist below.

HRS: Now let’s pose this question, Brian. What do you think of the no-
tion, advanced by some Hemingway critics, that Uncle George is the fa-
ther of that baby? The cigars and all that?

BE: I knew you’'d ask that, Stoney. A fascinating idea, and it was H.
R. Stoneback, who first told me this when we were scouting locations for
the Indian camp. This would have made an interesting version, but for
film (where this would have to be shown or suggested), it could become
too easy a resolution.

HRS: Yes, I agree. Let’s talk about something more important. Many
Hemingway purists will miss the father-son dialogue, which concludes the
story. Why did you choose to truncate this sequence? Too talky for
film?

BE: 1’11 probably get stoned for saying this, but I feel the last ex-
change between Nick and his father is the weakest part of the story.






For me, the real significance lies in what is not said. While part of
the dialogue we shot got cut in the editing--the result of not
vtranslating" well to spoken words--this final scene I always saw as fa-
ther’s inability to answer.

HRS: And about that marvelous final image of the story: Nick trailing
his hand in the water, feeling "quite sure that he would never die.”
Would you explain what happened to that?

BE: This image I desperately wanted, but unfortunately time and money
kept me from having it. I had intended to shoot this last scene at
dawn, as it appears in the story. But we had only two nights to shoot
at the lake, and to have done this scene would have required consecutive
dawns, after shooting from 8 pm-4 am. Nick and his father would have
been zombies. We had to compromise with a pre—-dawn scene, shot the last
morning. (In fact, Nick’s hand was trailing in the water, but you can’t

see it).

HRS: You entertained various options, the use of voice-over, the intro-
duction of Nick-as-old-man: why did you reject these devices?

BE: Originally, I wrote this last narrative line of the story as
voice-over, but realized this would gsound clichéic. I then created the
image of Nick as an old Man, which would have been the last image of the
film: suggesting his reflection back on this time. Wwe shot this, but
during the editing it confused too many people——including Milos Forman.
I decided finally to end on Nick’s image of his father. '

HRS: Tough choices, wise decisions. I do want to say here that it’'s a
fine film, that many in the WOrld‘Premiere audience here at New Paltz
were Hemingway aficionados who loved the film. In fact, many of them
were students (or former students) in my Hemingway classes here, and
they’'re all asking the same question: will you make another Hemingway
film? Or, let me rephrase that, if you make another Hemingway film,

what story or novel would you want to adapt?

BE: I'm truly moved that Hemingway students and scholars liked the
film--I knew they would be my toughest audience! As far as adapting an-
other Hemingway work, I haven't really thought about this, though I‘d
like to see adaptations of The Sun Also Rises and "The Snows of

Kilimanjaro" done right.

HRS: Maybe you should do it. After two days of viewing Hollywood’s
versions of Hemingway on film, and hearing our graduate students--two of
them have gcreenwriting experience in Hollywood--present symposium pa-
pers dealing with how poorly Hemingway has fared in Hollywood, it has
been particularly gratifying to conclude the Symposium with your film,
to know that Hemingway's delicacy and exactitude can be rendered on the
screen, to see that there’s at least one film-maker who is not afraid of
Hemingway'’s resonant silences. And we all thank you kindly for coming
to New Paltz. ‘

BE: It was great to premiére Indian Camp here, "back home" in New
Paltz, where it began. Thank you very much, Stoney, and thanks to ev-

eryone at New Paltz.
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Indian Camp: Screenplay by Brian Edgarl

‘Adapted from the short Story by Ernest Hemingway

[Brackets indicate passages cut from the film.]

FADE UP on wide angle over MOUNTAIN LAKE, DUSK:

- "Perhaps he went into the sun’s trail
' So that I can never see him egain.”

A Tlingit woman’s son

|
- _

FADE OUT.

The FACE of a YOUNG WHITE BOY appears in the night darkness, illuminated
by an orange light. He is nine years old, and expresses both a child’s
innocence and a look of deeper anxiety. He is staring at something, as
the SOUND of crickets and cicadas are heard...looking up, he follows the
light out of FRAME.

CAM MOVES in through dark branches of pine. Crickets buzz loudly. The
CAMERM rises to the edge of an unseen trail, as fluttering light ap-
pears: the reflection of the moon on a lake, nestled below in the
wooded mountains. CAM STOPS.

Closer high angle on the rippling moon lit water.

Angle on the boy, NICK, looking down at the lake. He holds the hand of
a MAN. He looks up, TILT UP to reveal his FATHER: a man in his early-
forties, with a kind but weathered face. He wears an old Pendleton
shirt and aged jacket. DR. ADAMS’ expression is serious, fixed on the
lake below, put he looks to the boy and winks. He moves forward, over
the dark edge.

Over the moonlit water, a light appears, moving through the darkness.
HOLD. ) .

Angle on an éLD MAN: silently sitting on a fallen stump, eerily lit by
an unseen lantern. He has a white beard and wears a beaded necklace.
He turns slowly, smiling, as CAM MOVES UP above him, the light from

1Copyright C) 1989 by Brian Edgar. All rights reserved
Printed with“permission.
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Father’s lantern reappears over the hill behind. Father and Nick de-
scend down the hill.

Angle across the surface of the undulating water.

The SUBTITLE appears:

AMERICAN NORTHEAST, 1915

A strange, ETHEREAL SOUND has begun--a presence which suggests something
unknown.

EXT. EDGE OF LAKE--NIGHT

A small flame shoots from a brass lighter, illuminating the rough,
cherubic face of UNCLE GEORGE: a large white man in his thirties. He
lights a cigar and looks up, as the flame dies.

Nick and his Father reappear near the lake’s edge, the water glimmering.
carrying a fishing bag, Dr. Adams follows his lantern’s light over to
Uncle George, who greets Nick’s Father by a small rowboat. A lantern

burns oil on the bow, illuminating fishing rods and a long rifle.

Nick smiles at the two men OFF CAM, as a moving light appears from the
water darkness behind him. A canoe is revealed, and TWO IRCQUOIS
INDIANS, who silently approach. Nick turns-=-=

SLOW MOTION as the Indians glide past, appearing as striking figures:
they wear a mixture of Iroquois dress and Western clothing. HOLD.

Nick moves to his Father, as Uncle George approaches the big wooden ca-
noe. He helps pull it to shore as ECHOHAWK, the lead Iroquois, jumps
out to push. Uncle George hands both men a cigar.

Nick'’'s Father moves to the water, Nick stays close.

EXT. LAKE, CANOE~--NIGHT

Nick’s POV on ECHCHAWK, seen from behind as he rows through the mist.
He wears a ribbon shirt and beads. The SOUND of the paddle is heard
through the water, the rowboat is HEARRD ahead.

Reverse on Nick, sitting next to his Father in the canoe. RUNNING ELK,
the second Iroquois, is seen in the moonlight, paddling behind them.
Nick shivers in the cold.
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NICK
Where are we going, Dad?

DR. ADAMS
over to the Indian Camp.
There is an Indian lady
there, who is very sick.

! NICK
i Oh.

Close POV on Echohawk: his black hair falls back, shining in the night.

Nick looks at ECHOHAWK.

Wide shot of the canoe sliding over the dark water, guided by the
lanterns. )

DISSOLVE TO
EXT. MOUNTAIN FOREST, INDIAN CAMP--NIGHT

Lights appear down a dark path, as the four men and Nick appear, moving
toward us. Approaching, they move up through the trees. Echohawk and
Running Elk lead the way; Dr. Adams, Nick and Uncle George follow with
lanterns, George carries his rifle.

They reappear on a wider trail, continuing down. Nick approaches, CAM
MOVES with him. :

; Reverse MOVEMENT IN on a small group of bark-slab shanties, built
i around a clearing. Small lamps hang, illuminating the shanties. The
g furthest shacks disappear into the forest darkness. A small bonfire
F burns in the center.

. Around the fire are a FEW IROQUOIS MEN, sitting in a broken circle.
3 ‘ They watch the approaching visitors; one holds a half-drunken beer. A
DOG is HEARD barking, but not seen.

! CAM MOVES past these men and the fire.

Nick continues on, reacting with restrained fear.

The two Iroquois guides move down a wooded hill to a 1lit shanty, CAM
i FOLLOWING. Approaching the shanty and turning the corner, an OLD WOMAN
i is seen in the doorway. :

Nick stops at the sudden sight of her.

The woman appears almost ghostlike, lit from the glow within the shanty.
MOANING SOUNDS can be heard within.
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Echohawk directs Dr. Adams to the old woman. Echohawk speaks to her, .in
Mohawk: ‘ e

Angle up on SILENT BEAR, the old woman. she is lookingréi ﬁick;s
Father. She turns, and they are led inside. The CAMERA FOLLOWS.

INT. SHANTY--NIGHT

Nick’s POV reveals a YOUNG PREGNANT IROCQUOIS WOMAN: lying on a wooden
table at the center of the stark shanty. she appears as:anvobscu;ed,
bloated body--her bare limbs sprawl out under a blanket.. She SCREAMNMS.

Nick jumps, startled.

Uncle George moves in to one side, gsetting down his rifle. Dr. Adams
looks closely at the woman. He loqks-to‘Silent Bear:

DR. ADAMS .
(motioning) Put some watar
on the stove, to boil.

]

| He nods to a middle-aged IROQUOIS MAN, who lies in a bunk above. The
man, half-hidden in shadow, does not respond.

Dr. Adams pends: down:close to Nick:
DR. ADAMS
This lady is going to have
a baby, Nick.

NICK
I know.

1 His Father looks at him.

DR. ADAMS
You don’t know. Listen to me--—

. The woman SCREAMS, Nick jumps in fear.
| A YOUNG IROQUOIS WOMAN gently cools her face with an herbal balm. .
NICK »
oh Daddy, can’'t you give her
something to make her stop
screaming?
‘ DR. ADAMS
No. I haven't any anesthetic.. .

He puts his hand on Nick’'s shoulder and straightens up, leaving Nick

¥:}ons in the FRAME, looking at the woman. _ —

o —————— T ———
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Dr. Adams moves toward the stove, setting down his bag he goes through
the crude "tools" he has brought: a folding knife, a jackknife, fishing
line, hooks and flies. He tosses the flies back with some irony.

DR. ADAMS
[But] her screams are not
important...

Dr. Adams crosses to the wood-burning stove and drops the tools into the
boiling water. Silent Bear watches him. He moves behind hanging blan-
kete to a crude sink, and scrubs his hands with soap.

DR. ADAMS
(talking over his shoulder)
You see Nick, babies are
supposed to be born head
first, but sometimes they’re
not. When they’re not, they
make a lot of trouble for
everybody.

Angle on Echohawk and Running Elk, who move forward.

Silent Bear steps closer to the pregnant woman, taking her seat by the
woman’s head.

Nick is sitting beyond the pregnant woman, with his hands between his

.knees. Uncle George stands near him.

DR. ADAMS (0/C)
George, I'm going to need
some help.

UNCLE GEORGE
Sure thing...

Uncle George approaches the woman.
Dr. Adams comes out and crosses to the stove, as Uncle George holds down
the woman heavily by the shoulders. Silent Bear stands up, calling to

Echohawk and Running Elk to calm the woman with touch.

Dr. Adams moves to her legs. Reaching under the blanket, he touches the
woman between her legs. She CRIES out:

Nick reacts to her CRY, and then a Y -
The woman twisting her head bites Uncle George in the arm.

, UNCLE GEORGE (0/C)
Ow! Damn squaw bitch!
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Angle on Nick, .who sits watching through his fingers. Running Elk is
HEARD laughing.

Nick’s Father looks down at the woman, his face serious. B o

DR. ADAMS
Nick, how would you like
to help me?

Dr. Adams turns to him, waiting.

Nick doesn’'t move.

DR. ADAMS (0/C)
I want you to get that bowl
of water.

Nick slowly stands up.

pOov as Nick moves behind his Father, around the table and past Running
Blk. CAM moves carefully past the bunk, past Echohawk and finally to

the stove.

Nick picks up the bowl, he turns as CAM REVERSESland he nervously car-
ries the bowl of water pack. He stands peside his Father. o R

Dr. Adams now stands in profile: He holds the thin folding knife, the
long blade showing. The CAM FOCUSES beyond, to a movement in the bunk
above, and the man. His injured foot looks bad. . .

Nick looks to his Father, then back to this man. HOLD.

Closer POV of the man above, gazing ahead. He wears a peaded nécklacgl
Lantern smoke and darkness envelop him. Slowly, he turns his head;'gﬂis
eyes meet Nick. - o

Closer angle on Nick, looking up at the man...nOLb.

The man looks straight at him: an expression gteeped in a pain &ﬁa
knowledge Nick can't understand. An unspoken Qonnection} . The man

smiles.

Nick, next to his Father, smiles back.
The woman SCREAMS, Nick turns away, to her.

Low angle on the Young woman's faceé "her'eyes are Qide, shé'ié“bﬁéath-
ing hard.

The man in the bunk looks down at his wife, who :15:‘1QQ¥}“9 away.
Slowly, he turns pack into the shadow of the bunk. ' o

B s —————————— S
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Low angle on Dr. Adams, tensely working. He straightens, and drops the
knife in the pasin of water that Nick holds...

pov on the knife in the pasin of water: the blood drifts up from the
blade.

DR. ADAMS

Nick, why don’t you go outside,
and find some more wood for the
fire.

Nick looks quickly up-

NICK
can I?

—

Dr. Adams 1ooks down to Nick, smiles.

DR. ADAMS
Just stay near the camp.

EXT. INDIAN CAMP--NIGHT

Nick jeaves the shanty with a lantern, relieved to be outside in the
cool air. The ponfire has nearly died out; the Iroguois men have gone.
Glancing back, light comes from the shanty. He moves to the edge of the
forest.

EXT. FOREST--NIGHT

CAM MOVES BACK with Nick, into the forest. Birds can now be HEARD with
the crickets. Nick steps through some branches, picking up a dead piece
of wood. A SCRERM is heard from the ghanty--Nick 1ooks bock, then con-
tinues on. '

Through the dark misty trees, Nick’s light appears, moves On. Leaves
and branches crunch underfoot. Now, a STRANGE SOUND can also be heard.
His light stops. .

Angle on Nick, sténding motionless with the lantern. The SOUND becomes
jouder. It is animal-like but ethereal, both frightening and beautiful.
Nick stands there, looking into the trees.

pov into the forest--only black shapes and mist can be made out. The
SOUND continues, now joined by a low AMBIENT TONE, which rises in inten-
sity... c

Extreme low angle up through the towering dark trees, as clouds appear
to MOVE FAST through the moonlit sKy. The ambient tone PERKS, contin-
ues. HOLD. .

EXT. INDIAN CAMP--NIGHT
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Angle on the shanty, as the ambient tone FADES. Nick enters FRAME, car-
rying the single piece of wood and the lantern. He hears his Father and
the woman inside:

p—

WOMAN (0/C)
Uhhh..!

DR. ADAMS (0/C)
That’s fine, that’s it... -

Nick moves back to the shanty.

INT. SHANT&--NIGHT

As the door opens, Dr. Adams brings forth the NEWBORN BABY.
- Close view of the baby, as he cuts the umbilical cord.

Nick sees this from around the edge of the door. He enters in a daze,
fumbling down the wood and lantern. He pauses, looking to his Father.

Dr. Adams slaps the baby and hands it to Silent Bear, smiling. She
carefully wraps it in a blanket. He turns to see Nick standing next to
him, holding the bowl of water.

DR. ADAMS
See, Nick it’s a boy.

Dr. Adams drops the umbilical cord and afterbirth in the water. Nick
looks away.

DR. ADAMS
How do you like being an interne?

Nick moves toward the blankets which cover the sink.

NICK
All right.

Behind the blankets, Nick enters and quickly sets the bowl in the sink.
He turns toward a small torch, that burns near the rough wooden wall.

He approaches a small shelf, lit by the firelight: it is adorned withfa
painted leather pouch; a ceremonial pipe, a beaded necklace and an eégle
feather. . _
Nick carefully reaches out to the feather...just short of touching_it.

DR. ADAMS (0/C)
I'1l be back in the morning.

Hearing this, Nick stops. This moment gone, he turns back, and returns
through the blankets.

e
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Nick’s Father ties off and cuts the stitching leader. Nick reappears.

DR. ADAMS
The nurse from St. Ignace
should be here by noon, and
she’1ll bring everything we
need.

Nick’s Father moves to Uncle George, swabbing his arm with peroxide
where the woman bit him. Nick gazes at Silent Bear with the baby.

Nick’'s POV of the two women, Ssilent Bear and baby, the bunk, the two
Iroquois men. Running Elk lights up his cigar, Echohawk looks at him.

i
¢
:

DR. ADAMS (V/0)
| That's one for the medical
' journal, George. Doing a
?\ breech with a jackknife and
b tapered gut leader.

b : GEORGE

(! You're a great man, all right.
18 —
\

Nick pulls his Father’s sleeve. He bends down toward him.

| DR. ADAMS

i We ought to have a look at
i the proud father...they're
, usually the worst sufferers
i in these little affairs...

Nick nods.

Dr. Adams crosses to the bunk. Reaching in, his expression changes. He
| prings his hand back, and pulls back the blanket.

Extreme low angle as the beaded necklace falls from the bunk--

Floor level of the necklace hitting, pbeads flying.

Nick bends down and picks up the broken necklace, then looks up to the
bunk.’ ' :

TR EE

TN NS

Dr. Adams holds the hanging lamp near the bunk--an open razor lies in
the man's hand. The blanket is soaked in blood.

pr. Adams lets the lamp go, swinging back, leaving the Indian in dark-
ness.

|
i
E‘.
|
#
|
b
.

1

' g DR. ADAMS
Take Nick out of the shanty,
George.
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Uncle George enters Nick’s FRAME and touches his shoulder.

UNCLE GEORGE
c'mon Nick.

Nick gets up and goes with him, passing the stunned Iroquois men. . They
leave the shanty.

Silent Bear enters FRAME, as Nick’s Father looks plankly toward the
door. HOLD.

EXT. MOUNTAIN LAKE--DAWN

The sun spills pink light across the mountains. The lake below is al-
ready buzzing with life.

EXT. LAKE, BOAT-~EARLY MORNING

\ TRAVELING POV over the surface of the rippling water, as the shore and
the grounded canoe recede. After a few
moments, Nick is HEARD:

NICK (V/0)
Do women always have such a
hard time having babies?

DR. ADAMS (V/0)
No, that was very exceptional. '

—
The limestone rocks and foliage of the lake shore glow in the early ‘
morning light. The rowboat enters FRAME, Father rowing, as the boat

glides through revealing Nick.

sitting at the stern of the boat, looking down, he is trailing his hand
through the water. HOLD on Nick.

NICK
Why did he kill himself, Daddy?

Cclose angle on Dr. Adams, facing Nick as he rows. He searches for an
answer. ‘

close angle pack on Nick, still looking down at the water. He turns to
his Father, waiting.

Dr. Adams struggles for words.

DR. ADAMS
I don’'t know Nick...

Angle back on Nick, looking at his Father.

e s e B S
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NICK
Is dying hard?

Angle on Dr. Adams rowing. He tries to say something more, but finally
cannot. He looks away, across the lake.

Angle back on "Nick"--now seen as an OLD MAN: the same man seen at the
beginning. He is sitting as young Nick was, and wears the broken beaded
ngcklace which, as a boy, he picked up in the shanty.

The old Nick looks out across the water. Smiling sadly, he turns away.
FADE OUT, as the AMBIENT TONE from the forest RISES.
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From Bitch Goddess to rgtupid Little Idiot’: The Transla-
tion of Women from Hemingway’s to Hollywood’s The Snows of
Kilimanjaro :

by Marci Dodds

of Hemingway, F. Scott Fitzgerald once said:

Ernest knows how man fights wars, blows bridges, holds out,
surrenders, dies - he’s really in the big league when it comes to
men dying - not so good on women dying - in fact when it comes to
women in general, I don’t think Ernest has learned a single thing

about women since he was a juniof in Oak Park High School. (in
Gladstein, p. 120) '

Most critics-—indeed, most readers--agree with Fitzgerald that Ernest
Hemingway had a problem with women. As early as 1939, Edmund Wilson
noted Hemingway's "growing antagonism to women" and he noted it as "the
emotion which principally comes through in 'Francis Macomber’ and 'The
Snows of Kilimanjaro" (Wilson, in Bloom, P- 30). "This instinct to get
the woman down," Wilson asserted, "presents itself frankly as a fear
that the woman will gét the man down" (Wilson, in Bloom, p. 31). Other
critics have carried this theme farther, maintaining that "what man has
to fear [from women] in Hemingway is his very being and most especially
his manhood, his cojones” (Gladstein, p. 51)- They argue, in fact, that
Hemingway seems to illustrate almost perfectly Philip Wylie‘’s rabid
ndiatribe against ‘momism’...[in ‘'which] a preponderance of American
women dominate their men." These women are viewed "as emasculating,
neurotic and pampered creatures who [will] not allow their male children
to reach maturity. such women are dangerous, not because they'May
betray a man, but because they will not allow him to be “a man."
(Gladstein, p. 51). '

Even those critics more sympathetic to Hemingway’s'treAtment of
women have begun by conceding that he had a problem. Leélie'Fiedler
states that "there are no women in Hemingway’'s books... {because] in no
case can he quite succeed in making his females human . . ;“”'(in
Gladstein, p. 3)- carlos Baker tacitly agrees with Fiedler’s statement
by justifying the superficial treatment of women "on the gfdunds that it
"'is a merger of style and theme" (Gladstein, p.'52). For Baker, the
famous Hemingway style cleans things down to the bone;”'aﬁd since
"Hemingway's novels and short stories are really about man alone," women
have no function other than as thematic or literary devices who serve to
help or hinder the man in his quest for meaning in his life. "As such,
Hemingway's females are much like the mythblogical goddesses or
sorceresses the hero encounters in the archetypal quest dr'jbufney“in
classical mythology." (Gladstein, P-. 52). ~ She is, in other words,
either Glenda the Good Witch or The Wicked Witch of the West. o

, Good or bad, knife-wielding or mgtheriﬁ@, bitch4goddéss or corn-
goddess, wearing a frothy pink dress pr'screéming "I'm mglting,f the

S
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Hemingway woman is still a typeés an other, &an object, and alien, and
there is nothing in The Snows of Kilimanjaro to counteract that
impression. Instead, there is, as Wilson noted, much to support it.
Harry. the narrator, is a writer and certainly he vjg the man aware, Or
in the process-of becoming aware, of nada," the nothingness (Warren, in
Bloom, P- 44) . Harry is facing death, ruin, and despair, put he is
facing them 1ike the typical Hemingway hero, which is to say: he is
facing them existentially alone, testing himself, confronting death with
a stoic endurance and a rough and pitiless honesty:

It wasn’'t thig woman'’s fault. 1f it had not peen she it would
have been another. If he lived by a 1ie he should try to die by
it . e - she shot very well, this good, this rich bitch, this
kindly caretaker and destroyer of his talent. Nonsense. He had
destroyed his talent himself. wWhy should he blame this woman
pecause she kept him well?

wThis woman” is Helen, his wife. Throughout the story, her role is only
to care for Harry- she is, therefore, a "good™ Hemingway womanj she
loves Harry, cares for him, mothers him. Anything that's hers becomes
Harry's, UP to and including not only her money put also her life:
»wrThat’s not fair,’ she said. ‘It [the money] was always yours as much
as mine. 1 left everything and I went wherever You wanted to go and
1've done what you wanted to do."'" she repeats this idea of doing
something if Harry wanted to do it and loving it if Harry loved it
several times through the story; it is not, however, a whine or a
recrimination. Helen doesn’t attack Harry, nor does she blame him--the
statements are statements of fact, for Helen has rebuilt her 1ife around
Harry: vthe steps bY which she had acquired him and the way in which.
she had finally fallen in love with him were all parc of a regular
progression in which she had built herself a new 1ife . o + <" Her old
l1ife was rough. She survived a great deal: she lost her husband when
she was still "comparatively young” ; she tried devoting herself to her
two children and drinking. soon, she was drinking too much and 8O she
took a succession of jovers. The lovers stopped the drinking, but not
the boredom. Then one of her children died in a plane crash, and we
meet the Helen of the story, the Helen who rebuilt her 1ife yet again
through Harry. Wwhen Harry turns on her, then, she responds with
patience and simple dignity:

You don’t have to destroy me. po you? I'm only a middle-aged
woman who loves you and wants to do what you want to do. I've
been destroyed two Or three times already. You wouldn’t want to
destroy me again, would you?

Harry's answer WIfdAlike to destroy you a few times in ped" serves both
as an affirmative answer and a clear reaffirmation of how little
Hemingway had learned about women since high school. It also, however,
gerves as 2 tacit realization of the "implication . . . that though
Helen can seem. to be destroyed, she is, in effect phoenixlike,
indestructible. Having Dbeen destroyed and enduring several times
pefore, she will survive . . - ° she has had practice." Harry, of
course, does not; indeed, can not. strong and male though he be, there
‘is nothing in the Hemingway hero that is indomitable, indestructible or






21

enduring. Next to Helen’s endurance, Harry's endurance is that of a
hothouse flower set out in the cold. Even his cause of death--gangrene
resulting from the gcratch of a thorn-—suggests frailty.

_ Not so in the Hollywood version. In the Darryl F. zanuck, casey
Robinson, Twentieth century Fox movie version of The Snows of
Kilimanjaxro: Helen, played py Susan Hayward, is no longer & character
who has been destroyed and rebuilt her life. she is gimply the nrich
pitch," @a woman Wwho cares for Harry, and loves him, put who is
completely destructive in her well-meaning desire to care for him.
Helen’'s qualities of endurance and resurrection arey instead, given over
to an entirely invented character by the name of countess Liz (Hildegard
Nef). She is first introduced in a flashback, swimming in the ocean,
wearing a bikini, teasing Harry ‘(Gregory peck) who sits, fully clothed,
sunning himself on & gailboat. AS she swims aways Harry describes her

with these words: "I suppose it was the elusiveness - - ° that was her
main attraction. She was something to hunt down and trap and capture.
The Countess Elizabeth. Frigid Liz. The semi-iceberg of the semi-
tropics.” she is the first of Harry's wealthy paramours--Helen is the

1ast——and far from any further mention peing made of how Harry hunts and
traps Lizs Liz is shown to have trapped Harry: she has set him up in
her home, pbought him all the finest clothes, arranged for them to be
married. The suggestion is made, none too subtly, that she has turned
Harry into a kept man, and Harry’s'writing ralent has almost»dissipated
because of her. ger coldness, too, is still evident: she is drawn and
played as a strong—willed, independent woman but that, in Hollywood,
makes her cold, domineering and certain to lose the man. 1t is not
surprising, therefore, that the flashback ends with Harry walking out on

her.

opposed to Countess Liz, however, is Cynthia. played by .Ava
Gardner;, cynthia is warm, tender, weak and needy. she is the main love
of the movie Harry's 1ife even though she, also, doesn’'t exist in the
original story-. Nonetheless, cynthia is the most fully drawn of the
movies’ female characters, and she most ~ nearly represents the
stereotypical ideal of the non-threatening woman: peautiful, she is yet
unaware Of her beauty, hence it never pecomes & weaponj gentle, she
averts her eyes when Harry shoots a rhino, asking jater "What’'s wrong
with me? 1've tried to 1ike it, pecause Harry loves it SOy but the
huntindg, the killing—-it all terrifies me." undemanding, she never
complains OF worries about her reputation when she and Harry move in
together without being married. She is not wealthy, and 8O is not gself-
sufficient, and when she discovers, in Africa, that gshe’'s pregnant; she

worries:

shall I tell him? what do you think? Mr. Johnson,.when»l first
met Harry - - . all my 1ife I'd just been drifting. Nobody, n°o
place. 1 guess Yyou could say I had no personal gecurity - - °
there was 1, weak and needy and there was he, strong and
confident. When we first went to 1ive at his place, I was . ¢ *
content toO just git still and hold on to my’feelingsvof safety - -
.. 1f 1 tell him about this anchor, this child, this load of
responsibility . . . shall 1 tell him now and risk beginning to
1ose him or put it off and see if something happens?
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In one of the most pizarre, but wholly consistent, plot additions to the
story, something does happen to Cynthia’'s and Harry's baby. After
obliquely sounding Harry out about his desire for hearth and home and
peing told that if she wants home now, she can have it now put without
him, Cynthia throws herself down a stairway, causing a miscarriage.
This forced termination of a pregnancy can not go unpunished, at least
not in 1952, and so Cynthia, wracked with guilt, turns to drink, finally
leaving the man she loves by running off with a strange flamenco dancer
in Spain, thus assuring her complete ruin. In an ironic twist, it is
cynthia, not Harry, who is allowed to find redemption, meaning and
dignity in the final moments pefore her death. All Harry can do is
stand, like Helen in the story, helplessly by.

stereotypes of women abound, ranging from the mundane-- the first
time Harry meets cynthia, she’s wearing a tight red dress--to the
astonishing, as when Harry walks into the hospital room after Cynthia’s
thrown herself down the stairs and greets her not with a "how are you?",
"how could you?" Or even a simple "hello," but with the line: "It’s my
child too, You know." Harry’'s Uncle Bill describes women as "excess
baggage, " and Harry tells his African servant that maybe the Africans
have the right system after all--buy a woman for a few cows, and if
she’s not gatisfactory, return her and get the cows back.

Ironies abound, too: ‘while Harry is supposed to be the ultimate
personification of Hemingway the man, Harry lives a 1ife that Hemingway
himself rejected. At the same time, Harry is one of the worst examples
of a Hemingway heroj rather, he is the stereotype of the American macho
man image -—-—strong, swaggering, rugged; insensitive, unbelievably
attractive to women, an excellent hunter, & rotten companion. The
women--"Hemingway's women"--as the movies’ tag line described them,
aren‘t characters in the movie any more than they are in the story.
Yet, what 1ittle flesh and sympathy is given Helen in the story is
hammered into stereotype by Hollywood, traditionally the one art form
most open to portraying women and women’'s issues with some gensitivity.
Perhaps the ultimate irony, however, is that in Hollywood'’s quest to
film Hemingway., it ignored the fully—realized character he’d written and
instead presented him as a ca:dboard cutout--doing to Hemingway, in
short, just what Hemingway had peen doing to his female characters for
years. And in a sea of some of the most depressing representations of
women since the Greek myths, that, at least, is some small comfort.
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Message in the Medium: Hollywecod’s pranslation of The Sun
also Rises

by Dennis poherty

1t must surely be an interesting experiment to translate & work of
art in one medium into that of another while remaining true to the
interpreted spirit of the original, oOr even while shaping it into a
personal vision that the original inspired. The obstacles are great and
the creative powers to hurdle them must be equal to the task. The
problem is greatest where the motivation is pasest, as in the case of
the novel made into commercial Hollywood motion picture. This is not to
say that novelists don‘t pray for commercial auccess~—indeed, most must
hope for fat movie contracts—-or that nothing artistic can come from
commercial endeavor-—even artists love payday- certainly The Sun Also
Rises was a great achievement in poth respects for Ernest Hemingway, and
any gqualms he may have had about compromising the purity of his art and
its message did not prevent his turning the material over to the movie
makers. R book can be made into a good movie (although this hae yet to
pe the case with The Sun Also Rises). but SO much is usually gacrificed
to the conventions and constraints of film making that the two--though
poth be of some merit--share little more than incidental points upon
which they touch, characters’ names, perhaps 2 title, and gometimes,
gimilar intentions. They do not ghare and cannot share the dimensions
through which an author explores the world of his novel nor the richness
of the characters who people it. ‘

It is a problem of motion pictures in general that the
conventional commercial movie must operate within immediate and exact
time limits--we can know the running time of a picture to the minute--so
that (like the short story according to poe) the entire work be
experienced in one comfortable gitting, and until recently, that at a
public theater. The experience is the sensory impression of z series of
finite visual images with a superimpoaed gound track. Most people are
i1ikely to see the two extant filmed versions of The Sun Also Rises on
commercial television, and it is a problem of that medium in particular
that works guch as movies are infused with intrusive commercial come-ons
while the films are frequently edited not on the basis of unity,
clarity, or aesthetic merit, but on squeezing the work into a time slot
that allows for such commercials, intrusions for which the movie is
merely a vehicle and to which all artistic effort is prostituted. The
latter version of The Sun is a mini-series produced for TV, and in this
case the process is reversed and the material is inflated with stock
mini-series melodrama, put all to the same purpose. The message of the
medium is vpuy"; the real text is the book of the bottom line, and the
program is merely a subtext which gerves as market bait.

A major gelling point for these films ig the name Hemingway,
although he had nothing to do with the productions, put who would flock
to the local RKO to see a movie hyped as written by Pierre Viertel,
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screenwriter for the first version? Hemingway didn’t write, produce,
direct or star in movies. He wrote novels, among other things, and
though a novel must sell, it has greater freedom from commercial
pressure in that it hasn’t the same strictures of time and the necessity
for constant visual and auditory stimulation.. And long term
considerations of literary merit can redeem a work that is short on
immediate receipts. While it is subject to the constraints of its own
convention--storyline with conflict and tension, character motivation,
and so on--even a pop novel has greater latitude for authorial
commentary, plot intricacies, gradation of meaning, symbolic folds, puns
and allusions. We speak of Hemingway'’s condensed style, or of the
economy of The Sun Also Rises, yet it is two hundred and forty seven
pages long and can pe read over the course of days. A novel lives with
us during those days or weeks that we read it; its characters and
considerations insinuate themselves into our thinking, and in the case
of a masterful stylist such as Hemingway, that thinking often comes in
the cadences of the prose. '

Books have this great advantage over movies--they speak to us in
the language of words. An expository, narrative, or descriptive passage
in a book is mediated only by our individual imaginations; hence the
experience is deeply personal and varied. But a movie is manifestly
iconographic, and a novel made movie is mediated by the screen writer'’'s
and director’s imaginations, as well as the collective work of the movie
crew. A movie can be peautiful, gripping, thoughtful, but it is finite,
entering us through the eyes and ears and limited to an elapsed time of,
say, an hour and fifty minutes. Words seem to enter through the navel
and connect immediately with the voice that utters them.

still, translation from prose to film, as I have said, can produce
good films in their own right. The problem lies in trying to translate
too literally, to make the one be the other, or in making hyperbolic
claims that the book is no a major motion picture. At best you will
wind up with a two-dimensional approximation, and at worst with a
pastard concoction. Francis Ford Coppola has some success transposing
Heart of Darkness into film because with that shorter story he has room
to work, and while translating all the incidents and characters from
nineteenth-century Congo to twentieth-century Cambodia in Apocalypse
Now, he updates and soO reaffirms the universal nature of the horror that
awaits us up the river with Kurtz, and of course in our individual and
collective hearts. only by taking great liberties with no apoldgies to
conrad does Coppola render Heart of Darkness fine cinema, and an action-
adventure treating a popular topic makes it commercially viable. But
when William Kennedy writes the screenplay to this own best-seller
Ironweed, the movie is still a commercial failure, and finally, despite
its fineness, it fails the book. The movie, doggedly faithful to the
sequence of incidents in the novel, gives us what the publishers
originally feared, a bleak picture of Depression-era bums in Albany, New
York. What is missing is the joyful eloquence of Francis Phelan’s soul,
the richness of his history, and the sensual reconstruction of his
Albany through the matrix of Kennedy's prose. All of which brings me
pback to The Sun Also Rises.
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Again; in bringing Hemingway to £ilm, the makers, for the sake of
commerce, must exploit his name and the persona of his public
reputation, as well as touch upon gome of the major incidents that
highlight his novels and have gseeped into the popular cultural
consciousness. Everyone, regardless of whether or not he’s read the
pooks, is familiar with the behind—the-stories figure of the hard-
pboozing, hard—loving,-bullfight-going, 1ion-slaying soldier-writer. Sso
Hemingway's name is touted as a commodity. consequently, rather than
translating the spirit of his art in the new medium, the film industry
retells the story outline with an emphasis on the aspects with which the
movie-going public is familiar and supposedly expectSa—boozing,
pullfights, and so on. At the same time, £ilm makers seem compelled to
try to take on the literary Hemingway to a limited extent, as well.
perhaps this reflects some artistic aspiration of the writer oOr
director, Or perhaps it is a literary pone to those who have read the
books, or a perhaps it is a cynical condescension to the general public,
that they will feel they have been in contact with a "deep"” work, with
the Great American Writer as well as with the legendary man. In any
case, the result is a confused mishmash.

The Daryll F. ganuck version follows the novel’s plot rather
closely, which becomes rather meandering when exposed as pure plot
without reference to the catholic pilgrimage, without the perspective of
Jake Barnes, without wit, without the freight of meaning. Ritual is
transmuted into pageant. symbol becomes sentimental gesture. The major
incidents are all there, but it is no longer & contemplation of how to
1ive "all the way up", of proportioning things their proper value in a
post World War One era, or even of catholicism. 1t is a vehicle to
showcase Ava Gardner, that luscious star with a great case of angst. As
her love interests, Tyrone Power is 8O stiff he seems to play Jake
Barnes out of the Alan Ladd school of actingj and Robert Evans as Pedro
Romero the toreador looks 1ike a greasy rodent in drag. But the problem
of travesty in casting is best left to the film critic. Travesty of the
text is our realm.

In a way:s Hemingway's theory of omission, that the exposed eighth
of an icebergd will inform the reader of the remaining seven-eighths,
should play into the hands of the time-limited movie makers here--the
crucial point peing that you have to know which parts to show. 1In the
£ilm, much is made of drinking, pullfighting and lovemaking, but the
part that is trimmed is almost invariably the significant snippet of
dialogue, the symbolic gcene or even the omission that calls attention
to itself.

The scene with Count Mippipopolous is emblematic. 1t is generally
faithful to the book except on two points: the pleasure he takes in

" exposing his arrow wounds in connection with a central theme--that of

payment and experience and getting the proper value for things in
exchange--and his definitive statement as an exemplar, "Yyou must get to
know the values." Without these he is merely a lovable, avuncular if
somewhat lecherous character who chases Brett around, but who could
plame him with an angel like Ava. And though Errol Flynn has the role
of his life as the drunken bankrupt Mike, he is little more than that,
and we are never sure why the others tolerate him, much less love him.






Gone are the hints at distinguished military service, the communion‘of
war and the ever present gsense of paying that has led to pankruptcy -
Here the communion is only that of an interest in Brett Ashley/Ava
Gardner. which brings us to another problem. All serious consideration
of Jake Barnes’ catholicism is dropped. Though the novel’s pilgrimage
ijg fraught with ritual and religious symbolism, the film uses the Church
as cosmetic for Brett’s character. In the pook, .Jake goes to church
several times, and once we see him with Lady Brett, who doesn’'t like it
much, and leaves. In the movie, it is Jake who leaves, 80O that Brett
can sit in the pew, her eyes misty and glistening with holy light as a
phantom choir sing3. Never mind that the film includes the scene later
when Brett gays of the expatriate code of behavior, wit’s sort of what
we have instead of God," and it is Jake who replies, wSome people
pelieve in cod. Quite a lot." This flip-flopping in spirituality and
sudden return to the text remains a conundrum.

The film makers do make their passes at depth of expression,
perhaps to fulfill the promise of a Hemingway movie, to show that they
know their Hemingway put these touches do not enhance unity in the film
and they 1ack the objective correlatives of the novel. 1t's fine to see
Jake in pajamas that look 1ike prisoner of war garb, oOr to watch Mike
chasing a pouncing check around a corrida, but these scenes can't
réverberate properly without the refrains of payment that occur

throughout the novel.

The makers of the ABC mini-series also like to show that they know
their Hemingway- At one point the older waiter from "p Clean Well-
lighted place"” pops up to expound on the virtue of light and order for
those who can't sleep at night. The trouble ig, the £ilm makers don’'t
know their The Sun Also Rises. To pad the mini-series in order to make
the story jonger in order to glean more advertising (it’'s interesting
that a pook that takes days to read should be too short in this case to
f£it into gix hours of programming), they expose the other seven—-eighths
of the iceberg;, and in 80 doing melt the whole thing into a watery mess.
The good Count Mippipopolous becomes a sinister plot contrivance, &
Machiavellian assassin from the court of Tsar Nicholas. The affable
Bill Gorton pecomes a lush, a pathetic victim of the war, of whom Jake
says, "HOW do you forget your own death?” and this is how the movie
insinuates jtself into the world of ideas, by having the characters
repeat to each other in one way or another, "We‘re all a lost
generation.“ 1t functions petter in the world of visual stimulation,
peginning about ten years pefore the novel, where we can actually see
Jake bayonetting Germans amid exploding grenades, or loving“prostitutes
who suggest that they should be paying him. There is a quaint symmetry
in Jake'’s having a friend who 1ost his face in the war and comments that
the one can get women put can’t have them, and vice versa. But his nice
jrony does not add depth, it simply restates the case: "That dirty war.”

of courseé; the true irony here is that a work about value and
faith should be gsubverted into a sales pitch. so much of The Sun Also
Rises is about the exchange of values, paying the correct price for the
product. I would say that both film versions come too dear. '
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The 0ld Man and The Loss of Dignity:
How NBC Reduced a Classic to a Soap Opera

By Joshua J. Mark

wrhere’s a dignity there that’s extraordinary."”
wWriters think that way I suppose.”

Writer and Lopez in conversation, NBC version of The 0ld Man
and The Sea, March 25, 1990.

"How many people will he feed, he thought. But are they
worthy to eat him? No, of course not. There is no one
worthy of eating him from the manner of his behavior and his
great dignity."

santiago on the Marlin, OMAS, 83.

Ernest Hemingway returned to network television on March 25, 1990,
after a two year absence, in the form of a new version of The 0ld Man
and The Sea. There are, no doubt, some here in the room who can still
vividly recall the stirring figure of a hefty Stacy Keach lurching
across the Italian pattlefield as an eighteen year old Hemingway in the
made-for television biography in 1988. The new version of The 0ld Man
and The Sea is not nearly as indulgent as the life story was - yet there
is the unmistakable mark of television upon the film, the mark of Cain,
as it were, warning you that you cannot kill the thing but should not
trust it to do you any friendly turn (or, put plainly, you cannot turn
it off yet cannot bear to watch).

The characters in Hemingway's novel are possessed of a certain
dignity that is thoroughly lacking in the film version. Throughout
Hemingway’'s work one notices an attention, on the part of the
characters, to detail, to the small things which signify greater themes
running beneath the surface. In the film this characteristic, when seen
in the people, becomes unbearably maudlin.

The individuals themselves, apart from Anthony Quinn‘s Santiago
and Francesco Quinn’s young santiago, are all wrenchingly maudlin stock
characters. We are introduced to Lopez, the kind and giving proprietor
of the local bar/hotel, who provides for santiago out of the goodness of
his heart and bows and scrapes in abject servitude pefore the writer and
his wife. There is santiago’s daughter, Angela, imploring her stubborn
and aging father to come to Havana where he can live with her and her
family to read the paper and listen to the radio in domestic bliss. We
have a version of faithful Manolin as the surrogate son calling baseball
scores out to the empty sea when Santiago has not yet returned.
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The most horrific addition to the story, however, is not the
daughter nor Lopez, pbut the writer and his wife. These two act as a
kind of chorus to let the audience out in TV land know that Santiago’s
struggle and final victory are significant in that through their
obsession with the fate of the old man these two vapid individuals
resolve their marital conflicts and come to a new awareness of their
deep and abiding love for one another.

In the novel, santiago remembers an episode involving a male and
female Marlin. He ig far out at sea and recalls how he once caught the
female and the male remained peside the boat, waiting to see what would

happen to his mate. "Then, while the old man was clearing lines and
preparing the harpoon, the male fish jumped high into the air beside the
poat to see where the female was and then went down deep . - - - He was

peautiful, the old man remembered, and he had stayed" (54-55).

In the film this story is related to the writer and his wife by
Manolin while the three of them are waiting in the night for Santiago to
return from the sea. In the novel the episode serves to emphasize
santiago’s character, his love for the things he kills, as well as the
beauty and passion that he feels these fish possess. one of the most
important parts of this story Santiago relates is that the Marlin
"gtayed," was loyal to his mate. This underscores the themes in the
book of loyalty and betrayal, doubt and faith, love and hatred that are
80 pervasive in Santiago’s relationship with Manolin, the other
fishermen, the sharks, the Marlin. In the film the story occasions the
remark from the writer to his wife that he will be like the male Marlin,
that he would "gtay" were anything ever to happen to her. The dignity
of the Marlin in the original passage from the novel is reduced to a
parable which motivates the writer to suddenly declare his constant love
for his wife--a sentiment which we have thus far seen small evidence of
(and, the wife’s character being what it is, little cause for).

The introduction of Angela to the story seems to signal a desire
on the part of the writers to make Hemingway's classic "relevant” for
today’s television audience. she is the suffering daughter who is only
thinking of her father’s welfare when she offers him a place in her
house. He is the stubborn father who refuses to admit to or act his
age. santiago is reduced from a lone man, hungry and poor, pitting his
strength against the sea for a l1ivelihood, with no choice other than
starvation,(to a stubborn old man who refuses to give up his way of life
and live easily with his kind ‘daughter. This is a problem widely
pondered these days —-how to handle one’s parents at a certain age--and,
doubtless, in order that the film might appeal to a wide ranging audi-
ence, it becomes a theme in Hemingway's story. Even so, Hemingway's old
Man needs no such shot of rrelevance" to make it appealing and one
suspects the final reason for including the character of Angela was to
provide a part for Quinn’s daughter.

Throughout the f£ilm the ideas of dignity, honor, sacrifice, are
altered and debased, brought down to a level that even the lowest,
drooling aficionado of Tide and Tidy-bowl commercials could understand.
It is no longer the dignity of the Marlin that is of importance but
rather the writer’s notion of Santiago’s dignity. 1In the passage from
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the film used as epigraph to this paper, Lopez and the writer discuss
santiago and the writer expresses how "extraordinary” he finds
santiago’s dignity. Lopez responds by saying, "Writers think that way I
suppose."” Though it seems obvious that there is a certain dignity and
courage in refusing to give up, we need the writer to inform us of the
fact. Wwe then hear from poor, simple-minded Lopez, Wwho feels that
writers think nthat way" but surely not "common folk." The baffling
obsession of the writer and his wife is contrasted with the calm and
patient attitude of the "natives"--and though the writer and his wife
are the characters highlighted, the characters we are supposed to
sympathize with and, perhaps, jearn from we are never given convincing
reasons for their concern with the old man’s safety. When santiago does
finally return, the writer informs his wife, and she exclaims "Thank
God" as though he had just told her they -had discovered a lost child of
hers. Earlier, she has a dream about santiago being picked up by a huge
ship which feeds him. These touches could work if we were given any
indication at all that the woman had some feeling for the fisherman, but
as the film stands her dream and her exclamation of thanks sound silly.
The film tries very hard to make us realize how terribly significant
santiago’s voyage and return are, and yet filtered through two of the
most maudlin and vacuous characters to appear in film (in spite of the
attempt to link the writer with Hemingway)., the entire story becomes
somewhat diminished. »

Anthony Quinn on his own does maintain the integrity of the text,
and the sections of film that deal with his battle with the Marlin and
the sharks are quite effective. Even so, we are treated at the end to
santiago’s vindication before the entire town, his daughter, and the
writer and wife. Instead of the lone painful walk up the beach in the
dark, the scene takes place on a Sunday morning with everyone gaping in
admiration. Even the fisherman who insulted Santiago in the beginning
is there to retract his statements and hail Santiago as a champion. The
daughter calls santiago a "stubborn old man" when he falls under the
mast, and then, when he rises again, relents and asks him when he will
visit his grandchildren. The dignity of santiago, expressed in the
words "a man can pe destroyed but not defeated" and illustrated by the
old man carrying the mast back to his shack alone in the dark, is
replaced by this manipulative Spielbergesque monstrosity--and one almost
waits with halting preath in fear that the people will hoist Santiago on
their shoulders and pbegin singing.

1t is the simplicity of the novel that gives it the power that it
has. Like any classic work, The 0ld Man and The Sea deals with an
eternal theme: one man fighting against the odds, not by gstubborn
choice but by necessity. Linked closely with that theme in Hemingway's
story are resonances of the story of Christ, of the passion, of the link
petween the lone warrior who fights to the death for his Lord (like a
Roland, the archetype of the Christian Knight), or the warrior who
sacrifices himself in pattle for his people (as Christ is depicted in
the poem "The Dream of The Rood"). These subtle but powerful themes are
absent from the television movie and in their place we find themes
thought to be more nrelevant" to today’s society-- a stubborn old father
and his mindful daughter, a marriage in trouble--themes sure to stir the
heart of every glassy-eyed viewer. Yet in the removing and replacing of
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segments of Hemingway ‘s novel they have removed the dignity of the piece
and replaced it with sentimentality and clichés, stock figures and a
stock sub-plot; all easy to understand, all calculated to make a viewer
respond. Coming from the media that assaults us with warnings of ring-
around-the-collar, that cautions us against raising our arms unless
we're sure, and shows us plainly that we can be fulfilled in life if we
put our trust in weight watchers, one should expect no more from the
film. Even so, there is always that hope which keeps one from turning
the television off--that perhaps they will get it right, that perhaps
there is a screen writer who understands the sense of dignity and honor
that Hemingway tried to express in his literature. It was a vain hope
in the case of Quinn’s "The 0ld Man and The Sea," as it was with the
1988 Hemingway biography--but I doubt I have learned my lesson.
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Hello Hollywood@, Farewell Hemingway: The Borzage production
of A Farewell to ATmS

by Fiona paton

When A Farewell to Arms was published in 1929, it not only
consolidated Hemingway's literary reputation put also the gomewhat
legendary stature he had pegun to assume in the public eye. pespite his
aversion to publicity, he was already associated with such manly
activities as big-game hunting, deep se& fishing, and drinking in
parisian cafés, and he now became the dashing young ambulance driver of
the Great War. 1t seems ironic, therefore, given his decidedly ‘macho’
image at this time, that the first screen adaptation of his work should
have been a classic example of the genre known as the rwoman’s picture’.

paramount’s 1932 production of A Farewell to ArmS starred Helen
Hayes and Gary Cooper and was produced and directed by Frank Borzage.
His name may mean little to us today, but his reputation during the
1930’'s was substantial. Known primarily for romantic melodramas, he had
already won two Academy awards by the time he was nominated for a third
with A Farewell to Arms. of course, the type of film now termed a
rtear-jerker’ was encrmously popular during the 30’s and 40's, and
paramount would not have expected their audience to be exclusively
female. AS has been pointed out by Frank 1,aurence, however, A Farewell

to Arms wWas, nonetheless, undoubtedly filmed with feminine sensibilities
in mind.

Their promotional campaign, for instance, used the slogan 'If
you're a woman, you’ll l1ive the 1ife of Helen Hayes in A Farewell to
Arms and understand!’ and described the film as 'The mad mating of two
souls lost for love’s sake to the thunder of a world gone mad!’ The
line ‘Let’s love tonight. There may be no tomorrow’, which wasn’t even
in the film, never mind the novel, appeared on every poster. At the
same time, however, paramount was careful to assure the public that the
film followed the original with ‘great fidelity'. pointing out that ‘The
country 1is filled with avid Hemingway fans who would resent any great
iiberties peing taken with this book or with the dialogue.’ avid fans
notwithstanding, liberties were indeed taken, for in order to create his
saccharine slice of Hollywood, Borzage had to compromise the plot, the
characters, and, inevitably, the whole theme of the original novel.

The majority of the changes were instituted in order to make the
film more appealing as a ‘woman's picture.’ The first meeting between
catherine parkley and Frederic Henry is a good example. Hemingway has
Frederic reluctantly accompany Rinaldi to the British hospital to meet
catherine and her friend Ferguson, who is Frederic’'s intended date. As
it turns out, Frederic and catherine are more interested in each other,
and their romance develops from there. However, screen writers Oliver
Garret and Benjamin Glazer decided that this was altogether too mundane.
It would do for the second meeting, put not for the first. Thus they
created an entirely new scene, in which a drunken Frederic ends up alone
at midnight in an air raid shelter with the parefoot catherine. As
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pombs fall all around, Frederic fondles the shapely calf he finds before
him, mistaking catherine for the prostitute he has just left at the
villa Rossa. The chaste Catherine is momentarily struck dumb. As the
raid ends, and Frederic attempts to fit the prostitute’s large shoe onto
catherine’s tiny foot, he realizes his mistake. His embarrassment is

acute. catherine is naturally disdainful, and stalks off into the
night. The audience, of course, would find this scene delightful,
secure in the knowledge that the pair are destined for a wonderful and
unusual romance. Hemingway, when he finally saw the film, was

disgusted, stating that the scenée was ridiculously contrived and
implausible. Unfortunately, it was only one of many.

Another more serious example involves Frederic Henry’s desertion
from the army. In the novel, Frederic takes part in the Italian retreat
after the disastrous defeat at Caporetto. It is a slow, sullen and
miserably wet affair which gradually disintegrates into insanity and
confusion. Frederic, however, persists in trying to get his team of am-—
pulances safely to Udine. It is an important sequence in the novel, not
only highlighting Hemingway's profoundly disillusioned view of the war,
but showing Frederic’s integrity, his ’grace under pressure.’ only when
on the point of peing shot as a German spy does he take his symbolic
leap into the river, washing anger away along with any sense of
obligation.

Borzage, however, wanted love alone to be the motivation for
Frederic’s desertion. Back at the front after his wounding, Frederic is
a reformed character. He spends his nights writing to Ccatherine,
ignoring Rinaldi‘s invitations to the Vvilla Rossa. Weeks pass, and he
receives no letters in return. Unbeknown to him, Rinaldi, who becomes a
somewhat villainous character at the hands of Garrat and Glazer, has
peen intercepting his mail. Frederic has therefore no idea that the
pregnant catherine is in switzerland. In fact, he doesn’t even know
she’'s pregnant. In his desperation he decides he has to go and find
her. nwhat does this war mean to me anymore?" he asks the helpless
priest. wwhat does anything mean except finding her?" Classic
Hollywood romance. Melodramatic and improbable. This radically alters
the plot of the original and disfigures the character of Frederic Henry.
This, certainly, is not how Hemingway'’s Frederic would act. This is not
ngrace under pressure."” :

In fairness to Borzage, however, I should point out that this
scene was altered not Jjust to increase the romantic appeal. There was
another factor at work here: that of censorship. The novel itself had
peen banned by Mussclini due to the unfavorable portrayal of the Italian
army during the retreat from Caporetto. He also threatened to ban .ALL
American movies if Borzage's film cast a similar light on the events of
October 1917. Borzage thus had to avoid any specific references to
caporetto or the retreat itself. One feels, however, that Garret and
Glazer could have come up with a more plausible scenario, and certainly
one truer to the original, had Borzage not been so relentless: in
extracting every drop of romantic pathos from every scene.

censorship was to prove a stumbling block in another key aspect of
the film: the relationship between Frederic and Catherine. This time
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it was not Mussolini that Borzage had to contend with, but the equally
daunting Motion Picture Code of production. In the novel, Frederic and
catherine are never married, and Borzage anticipated problems if this
situation reémained unchanged. The two lovers therefore had to be joined
in holy matrimony as quickly as possible. Once again the genius of
Garrett and Glazer came into play. 5

The solution was to invent another entirely new scene, loosely
constructed around the priest’s visit to the wounded Frederic in Milan.
As Frederic and the priest discuss the war, Catherine pustles in to take
Frederic's temperature. They begin to joke about the ‘beastly’
temperatures their children will have. The priest is shocked by their
intimacy. This, too, is the war, he sighs. Quietly, turning slightly
away from the two lovers, he begins to recite the marriage vows while
Frederic and catherine hold hands, glassy eyed. The priest, his cursory
function in the novel duly performed, then exits. The original issue of
the film had catherine stay the night with Frederic, but this was later
cut, along with several other scenes deemed too suggestive. Borzage
was, apparently, also concerned about the reaction of the catholic

League of Decency.

Borzage, it has to be said, had little in the way of artistic
integrity. His purpose was simply to pander to the desires of post-Wall
Sstreet Crash audiences in need of a cathartic weep. This is made
especially clear in his treatment of the ending. Hemingway's oOwn
handling of catherine’s death was restrained, understated, and entirely
unsentimental, in a way which actually heightened the emotional impact.
Borzage, on the other hand, created an impossibly indulgent, long-drawn-
out melodrama guaranteed to flood the aisles with tears. after the
fatally complicated delivery of her stillborn child, catherine lies
weakly in bed. she has clearly undergone a terrible ordeal, although
thankfully her false eyelashes are still intact. Before seeing
Frederic, she asks for her bag, SO that she may powder her cheeks and
comb her hair. This is, of course, just the right touch in a "woman’s
picture.” Frederic comes in. After much rolling of eyes, and much
tortured dialogue, virtually none of which is in the novel, catherine
appears to die. The tragic strains of Wagner's rrristan and Isolde’ are
punctured abruptly by a factory steam whistle. Frederic 1ifts Catherine
and carries her to the window in a magnificent swathe of white linen.
church bells chime and doves flutter from the steeple. The irony is
wonderful. catherine’s death coincides with the end of the war.

Borzage was concerned, however, that this would be too much for
the audience to cope with. He recalled that the death of the heroine in
Universal’s war romance waterloo Bridge, released the previous year, had
gseverely distressed the movie going public. Maybe a happy ending would
be a better commercial risk. On the other hand, maybe not. To cover
poth bases, Borzage released two versions of the film. one had
catherine die a peautifully poignant death, the other allowed her a
peautifully poignant revival. The fact that he finally opted for the
tragic ending probably had something to do with Hemingway's less than
flattering remarks regarding the alternative.
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Hemingway also had a few unflattering remarks to make regarding
Helen Hayes. He referred to her as ‘the peanut’ and complained that
paramount should have cast a taller, gexier actress in the role, someone
1ike Claudette Colbert or Marlene Dietreich. Helen Hayes was, however,
far more suitable. whatever catherine Barkley is, and the critical
debate continues, she is certainly not a ifemme fatale. Helen Hayes,
despite her diminutive stature, is reasonably solid in the role of
catherine. superficial she may be, but pefore ascribing all the blame
to her acting ability, we should remember that exactly the same
criticism has been made of Hemingway's Ccatherine.

In any case, the character of Frederic Henry is certainly not
superficial. Much has been written about this particular Hemingway
protagonist, and much of that can pe discarded. The important thing
regarding Frederic Henry is that he is NOT representative of Hemingway'’s
so-called "nada," O moral void. His stance is not one of passive
cynicism, nor is he immune to the suffering around him. He has a
certain detachment, YyesS, reflected in his somewhat terse manner and
laconic wit, put this is not the detachment of one who does not care.
on the contrary, Frederic Henry cares very much. His detached facade is
a response to the moral dilemma he finds himself in, for while he
pelieves that the fighting is necessary, he does not believe in war.

Now, to give credit where it’s due, Gary Cooper does make a
genuine effort to give some senseé of the original character. He plays
the role with a certain amount of reserve, a certain toughness, which at
the same time is not incapable of deep emotion. unfortunately, however,
his performance overall lacks subtlety, lacks balance, SO that de-
tachment comes across as woodenness, and sensitivity as much exaggerated
rolling of the eyes. His performance during catherine’s deathbed scene,
for instance, is particularly painful, although with Borzage in the
director’s chair this is perhaps inevitable. And of course, the
Frederic Henry Cooper was given to play was not the Frederic Henry
created by Hemingway. This is really the most damaging compromise of
all, for in reducing Frederic to a one-dimensional hero of the silver
screen, Borzage completely ignored the complex philosophical questions
raised by Hemingway in the development of his character.

while the scope of this paper does not allow an in-depth analysis
of the philosophical implications of the novel, a few words can be said

in conclusion. A Farewell to Arms is not just a novel about love and
war; it is also about the relevance of religicus faith in a world which
can, in a sense, pe described as existential. Frederic Henry is an

individual profoundly aware of the discrepancy between religious faith
and the suffering he sees around him, yet at the same time profoundly in
need of faith, of meaning, however incongruous it may seem against the
packground of the Great War. His sudden awareness of the existence of
the soul when wounded is crucial in the development of his character,
and therefore the novel, but is not even suggested in the film.
similarly the priest, the novel’s key exemplar, becomes a mere bit-part
player, whose only function is to appease the censors by reciting bogus
marriage VvOws. count Greffi, another exemplar, and again vital to the
question of faith, is omitted altogether. The only statement made by
Borzage is the surrealistic montage created for Frederic Henry's
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desertion, which combines confused shots of troops moving at night with
images of the cross and the crucifixion. The theme of the individual’'s
gsearch for religious meaning is not even suggested. Clearly it was
deemed inappropriate for a 'woman’s picture,’ or possibly Hollywood was
not even aware that it existed.

A Farewell to Arms was produced only three years after the
publication of the novel, insufficient time, perhaps, for ‘the
philosophical jssues below the surface romance to be absorbed.
Intervening years, however, showed little increase in the gensitivity of
Hollywood's response to the novel. In 1957 David selznick, the man
behind MGM's Gone With the Wind, produced the version starring Rock
Hudson and Jennifer Jones. shot on location in Italy, it was undoubt-
edly more spectacular than the Borzage production; but unfortunately
demonstrated the same lack of respect for the original material. AS
selznick warned director John Huston, who soon quit in disgust, there
would be no "Papa—worshipping grovelling on this picture.” Indeed, this
comment can almost be taken as the official Hollywood dictum, for of the
fifteen adaptations made of Hemingway's fiction, the majority have been
quite straightforward travesties. It is nice to think, however, that
Brian Edgar’s production of Indian Camp may herald a new age in
Hemingway adaptations, one of increased sensitivity, respect, and, not
least, intelligence.
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NARRATIVE THEORY AND THE FILM ADAPTATION OF HEMINGWAY'S
sNOWs OF KILIMANJARO

By Arnold schmidt

Why is it that so often, film adaptations of fiction prove
unsatisfying? Is it the technical quality of the film —-the actors, the
director—— Or is it the written adaptation itself? Or does something
else prompt the frequent observation: n"the book was petter than the
movie." Actually, one should not be surprised at this dissatisfaction.
After all, any adaptation commits what has peen called the "heresy of
paraphrase.” Art blends form and content. A paraphrase retains content
and alters form. But part of the content 1is the form. One wouldn’'t
expect even a scrupulously faithful prose paraphrase of a Hemingway
short story to yield the same experience as reading the story itself.
Further, reading the story and its paraphrase would still share the
commonality of the reading experience. The issue pecomes more
complicated when adapting, i.e., paraphrasing one medium to another, as
from fiction into film.

put what is 2 faithful film adaptation of prose? While
necessarily changing the form and medium, it should accurately represent
the original work'’s narrative and thematic content. As much as
possible, it should retain the original’s detail and evoke the same
feeling. Achieving this is difficult. Regardless of how scrupulously
the adaptation strives to be faithful, it cannot reproduce the original
experience pecause of differences inherent in the media. For example,
narratologists agree that prose can avoid description, while film
generally cannot. prose can halt the narrativej film action 1is
constantly advancing. Prose can unobtrusively present character’s
thoughts, not possible on film without the unwieldy apparatus of the
voiceover. Given their intrinsic differences, what narrative prose and
film share are their story-telling elements.

To narrate, explains Jonathan culler in 4Structura1ist Poetics:
Structuralism, Linguistics and the study of Literature, @a work must

allow the wreader [or in this case, the viewer to}] . - - organize the
plot as & passage from one state to another and this passage oOr movement
must . - = gerv(e] as a representation of theme" (Culler, 222). Though

the way in which they tell stories 18 different, both fiction and film
share narrative conventions that allow readers and viewers to understand
them. Such elements as dialogue, description, and plot ‘make up
character, getting, and action, though the conventions that evoke these
elements differ.

wJjust as the speaker of a language has assimilated a complex
grammar which enables him to read a series of gounds OF
letters as & gentence with a meaning, 8O the reader of
literature has acquired, through his encounters with
literary works, implicit mastery of various gemiotic
conventions which enable him to read a geries of gentences
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as poems OT novels endowed with shape and meaning” (Culler
VIII). :

The same is true of f£ilm viewers and cinematic conventions.

Familiarity with these codes paradoxically means forgetting them,
writes Seymour Chatman in Story and Discourseé, Narrative Structure in
Fiction and Film. 1In fiction, drama, Or the cinema. naudiences come to
recognize and interpret conventions by 'paturalizing’ them . =+
mean([ing] not only to understand it, but to rforget’ its conventional
character . - - giving to it no more thought than to the manifeetational
medium, saYy the English language Or the frame of the proscenium stage"
(Chatman 49) .

Though the prose and film versions of Hemingway's The Snows of
Kilimanjaro are quite different, the first half page of the story is
rather faithfully represented in the first minutes of the film.
Analysis of how literary and cinematic conventions delineate physical
and psychological aspects of character, dialogue, and setting

illustrates how different even an accurate film adaptation is from the

literary experience.

Hemingway's Snows pegins with a 1ine of dialogue: n/Phe marvelous
thing is that it’s painless,’" (Hemingway s snows, 3): which does not
describe the speaker. After five lines of dialogue, the speaker is
obliquely identified: nthe cot the man lay on was in the wide shade of

a mimosa tree" (Hemingway, snows, 3); he is watching-several vultures.
compare the 1952 20th Century  Fox film, directed by Henry King from a
casey Robinson screenplay. It begins with a close-up of a man’s face
with shadows passing over it, then a shot of a puzzard 1anding in a
tree, the face again, a shot of the tree that pans the 1andscape and
reveals the tents of a camp with a mountain in the packground. It then
returns to a two—shot of the man on the cot, with a pbandaged and, as we
learn later, gangrenous leg. Nearby is a woman fanning him with a leafy
branch, presumably mimosa, which had created the ghadows on his face.
Then he gpeaks.

The irony of the story’s opening——after all, much of the tale
examines the character’s-psychological and emotional pain--is lost in
the film’s opening iine, & variation on the story’'s: "Now ig it sight
or is it scent that brings them 1ike that?" (Hemingway snows, 3):
i.e., does the sight or amell of the leg’'s rotting flesh attract the
buzzards. The film is forced to ghow--and by showing, describe-—the
man. On film, he is a particular person, wearing particular clothes,
acting, and delivering lines in a specific wayy none of which are
exactly indicated in the prose.

Thus, as . Chatman points out, prose can avoid description, while

film cannot. A wyerbal narrative may elect not to present some visual
aspect, say., @ character’s clothes" (Chatman 30), describing them
generally as "'He was dressed in street clothes.’ [Or as in the story:
the cot the man lay on . - - .] The cinema, however, cannot avoid a

rather precise representation of visual detail" (Chatman 30). However,

a prose author can write a purely descriptive passage, while on film,
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unless the camera stops and freezes the frame, pure description is not
possible. Actors don’t just stand there; they do things: think, walk,
worry. Even scenery on camera ig active, an establishing shot that’s a
prelude to something happening, O a transitional pbridge between two
actions. On £ilm, the story is always advancing; in fiction, this is
not necessarily the case.

Note that a character’s physical description tells us what he is;
it has, writes Culler, symbolic value. "If a character’s elegant dress
is described we may call upon stereotyped models of personality and say
that if he is so dressed it is pecause he is a fop or a dandy and
establish a sign relationship petween the description and this latter

meaning . -+ ¢ ° (This is] because Wwe€ approach the text with the
assumption that anything noted is probably notable and gignificant”
(Culler 225). Although the story’s man on the cot is just a man--

without fasciculate, 2a voice, or an occupation——the wardrobe of the
film’s man defines him as an outdoorsman, perhaps a hunter, which it is
later revealed,he is.

This is Dbecause vthe camera, unlike the human eye, is
unselective," as Alan spiegel observes in Fiction and the Camera Eye,
visual Cconsciousness in Film and the Modern Novel. It is "a dumb eye,"
writes Spiegel (66). "It cannot pick or choose . . - - It can only see
whatever is to pe seen--the accidental as well as the necessary . - °*
without distinction” (spiegel 66). This is not to suggest that King's
shot composition is gratuitous, put that while the story includes a few
chosen details, the camera must include not only those details, but
their context as well. Furthermore, physical details in prose are
spatially ambiguous, appearing in the mind as each word is read; this
differs greatly from the way those details appear on the screen, exactly
located, in precise relation to things around them. Film sees with "the
eye of a man who is present within the scene," while the fictional
narrator "is poth everywhere and nowhere and will . - - only
intermittently incorporate spatial and temporal limitations into its
vision" (spiegel 34).

This is because "on the one hand, the camera is an objective
medium, for it can neither think nor feel, and . - - provide(s] us with
. e e objective information about the surface of physical reality . - -
. On the other hand, the camera is a subjective medium, for it cannot
show any object without . . - revealing its own physical position——its
angle and distance from the object—-as part of what is shown" (spiegel
32). For example, when the story presents the man on the cot, readers
are present in a spatially ambiguous way- Compare the film, where the
viewer is at a specific distance from the character, in a specific
jocalized relationship with him.

In the story and film, how the man on the cot sees what he sees
illustrates differences in the medium’s narrative vocabulary. In the
story, Hemingway writes: vas he looked out past the shade onto the
glare of the plain there were three of the big birds, squatted
obscenely, while in the sky a dozen more sailed, making quick—moving
ghadows as they passed” (Hemingway : snows, 3). In f£ilm, says Chatman,
wgo underscore a character’s point of view, the director has two

]
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options," placing the actor with his side or back profile on the margin
of the frame to heighten audience association with him, or use a match-
cut, linking a shot of the character looking off-screen with another
that follows his line of sight, so that viewers "assume that he has in
fact seen that thing . . . [a]nd that we have seen it with him" (Chatman

1590. King chooses the latter.

Admitting that some of the story’s opening dialogue is retained in
the film, the cinematic experience remains different from the literary.
Consider that in Hemingway's Snows the character exchanges are often
pure dialogue, without tags indicating who’'s speaking. He can avoid the
reading convention of "he said"™ and "she said" because another
convention, "that speakers alternate from paragraph to paragraph"
(Chatman 176), allows the reader to follow the story. Hemingway also
avoids tags indicating how a line is to be read. When a character talks
in the story, there are no descriptive stage directions such as
"complained," "argued,” "pleaded” to characterize the speech act. The
reader fills them in (Chatman 176).

In fiction, such neutrality is not intrusive; it is in some ways,
more rather than less realistic. For example, "’'John lounged about’
give[s] us an interpretation, obviously a narrator’s" (Chatman 168).
Compare the verbs in "The Killers," which are "sheer reportage,
convey[ing] only overtly visible actions, strenuously avoiding even a
hint of inner behavior" (168), such lines as "'Nick walked up the
street’ . . . [and] ‘Ole Anderson said nothing.’ We must always guess
at what Nick or Ole is thinking” (168). The conventions of objective
prose, the absence of a narrator, creates the sense of the reader
witnessing a scene; it feels less tampered with, more realistic.

This is not possible on film. The tagless dialogue in Snows
cannot be delivered without intonation and inflection; the actor’s
performance can never be as flat or neutral as the character’s on the
page. If the actor reads flatly, the viewer notices; it’s not
realistic; it breaks the cinematic illusion. This makes adapting what
Chatman calls Hemingway’s "laconic style” (Chatman 227) particularly
difficult. Film, which speaks boldly regarding description and
location, as a medium lacks the reticence to do justice to writing that
gains "enrichments by silence" (Chatman 133).

Structurally, the film retains the story’s flashbacks, though each
medium signals their occurrence by different conventions. The story
does so by skipping two lines and using italics. When the man on the
cot is thinking, it says so. Film illustrates thought in another way.
It has "two co-temporal information channels, visual and auditory"
(Chatman 158). When the sound is synchronized with the character’s lip
movements, viewers assume the character is speaking; when
unsynchronized, or when no one’s lips move, viewers assume they "are
hearing unuttered thoughts" (Chatman 159).

A film adaptation, then, takes into account the media’s inherent
differences and selects, alters, adds, and eliminates prose fiction’s
plot elements according to the theme the interpreter intends to stress.
Thematically, Hemingway’'s story differs vastly from King’s film due to
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elements cut and added. For example, the film eliminates the story’s
references to snow, which form a leitmotif and add a layer of meaning to
the story and the title. The film adds entire narratives about Harry'’s
wives, who are merely mentioned in the story. 1In the story, the wound
that ultimately causes Harry’s death comes from his futile attempt to
photograph waterbuck, while the film suggests it is caused by his heroic
attempt to save a native attendant’s 1life from a river full of
hippopotami.

Most significantly, as Frank Laurence points out in Hemingway and
the Movies, Robinson’s screenplay provides the story with a happy
ending. It changes the theme from vthe survival of selfhood in the
midst of chaos" (Bradley, 1447), to the notion that penitence leads to a
gecond chance. In a 1952 New York Times article entitled "Adapter’'s
Views," Robinson said Hemingway'’s intention was nrthat any of us have
earned a fitting reward if we have the honesty to add up our own
mistakes and a deeply felt wish to correct them . . . .’ To Hemingway
it seemed the movies’ meaning was opposite to the story’s" (Laurence

138).

In addition to changing the theme, the adaptation changes the
narrative effect. The story seems to be what Chatman calls a character
oriented "plot of revelation,” where "events are [not] resolved (happily
or tragically), pbut rather that a state of affairs is revealed." The
King/Robinson film is a "narrative of resolution,” in which things are
worked out in some way (Chatman 48).

As we've seen, the film’'s manipulation of the story’s narrative
elements alters the thematic and dramatic outcome. and analysis of the
first few moments reveals that even faithfulness to the source does not
make for a perfect adaptation. Perhaps the media’s strengths and
weaknesses and the narrative conventions that evolved because of them
are mutually incompatible. Perhaps adaptation is an impossibility.
Surely, the difference petween prose and film is more complicated than
vthe classical distinction between diegesis and mimesis . . . between
telling and showing” (Chatman 32). Yet, perhaps, it is the limitations
of the media that audiences find so attractive. As the story begins,
perhaps it is the prose’s ambiguity that draws the reader in to find out
more. Perhaps, as the film opens, it is the specificity that attracts
the viewer.
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shakespeare’s sonnet 128: of Saucy Jacks and Nimble Leaps

By Sarah Gardner 8iegler

Anyone who has ever fallen in love knows that this circumstance
does not guarantee unqualified bliss. Even if the loved one
reciprocates (or is at least available,) all kinds of impediments, both
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