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ABSTRACT

The aim of the present article is to study the dfammation, which Shakespeare's text undergoes &oginal
into translation and finally for the stage adaptatinamely the interpretation of Shakespeare’s temgrants (Richard lll,
Claudius, King Lear, Julius Caesar) by an acclaiBedrgian theatre director Robert Sturua (b. 1228)he Rustaveli
Theatre, Thilisi.

For this purpose four plays by Shakespeare “KingrL,&'Richard III","Hamlet” and “Julius Caesar” havbeen
studied. A comparative analysis of the original xd the translation as well as the text of thget performance reveals
the main tendencies apparent in the interpretatibme scenic adaptations of the Shakespeare's @hgw that
Shakespeare’s highly suggestive text often bec@maesans to discuss political problems and reprdabenturrents issues
of the Soviet and Post-Soviet period: the dictatostate, the perversion of power. At the same tatage directing
endeavours to represent these problems as univ@isalarticle deals with the examples of transfdioma interesting

interpretations and techniques that Robert Stuseato represent these characters.
KEYWORDS: Shakespeare, Translation, Georgia, Machabeli, Sturu
INTRODUCTION

The changes, which any text undergoes when iaisstated into another language and finally whes @dapted
for the stage gives an interesting insight not anty the cultural differences between the origimadl the target languages
and culture, but also reveals political, social grsychological issues, which make this text sourdrésting for the
modern audiences. Shakespeare’s plays prove tbgataular interest in this context. His highlyggestive text which is
open to various interpretations, as well as hisattars, particularly his ingenious portrayalsyséhts with their immense
strive and greed for power provide a fertile grodadexplore eternal problems and at the same t@peesent current
problems characteristic to the Soviet and Post«®tates.

At a gathering of the International Shakespeareoéiation in Prague in 2011, where Robert Sturudigipated
in the conversation about theatre production “lie tBold War Years” together with two other theatrieectors
VlastaGallerova (of the Kolowrat Theatre in Pragu&@relKtiz (of the Academy of Performing Arts in Pragud) tlaree
participants agreed that Shakespeare’s text isffectige vehicle for protest and for expressing iing critique of
authoritarian power(Young 2017). However, needtessay that expressing a protest againstthe taialit state, however

noble it is, does not make itself a good productitius, the present article will attempt to showvt®turua’sfresh reading
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of the text isjoined with the means of expressmareate an outstanding interpretation of Shakes{seplays.
From Original into Translation

The first stage of the research was a comparatudy of Shakespeare’s four plays (“King Lear”, “Raed 1117,
“Hamlet” and “Julius Caesar”) and translations i@eorgian by a famous translator lvaneMachabelk amalysis shows
that the translator closely follows Shakespeareis &nd in most cases manages to create a texhwhiclers both the
meaning and the beauty of the original in the tal@@guage. However, from time to time Machabediapts to adapt the
text to the Georgian culture, so as to make Shaes{s world more easily accessible to the readéraathe same time to
increase the effect of a negative connotation @aeily when describing a tyrant. For exampleJifius CaesarCassius

speaks of Caesar:
Like a Colossus, and we petty men
Walk under his huge legs and peep about —

In Georgian translation the word Colossus is reggdaby the word “Devi”, a gigantic mythical creature
Georgian folklore where it is always representedaasruel, despotic creature. Thus, Cassius’s degumi of Caesar
acquires a negative connotation which it did natehiaa the original. In “Richard 111" Anna calls Glester ‘basilisk’ and
‘toad’ but in Georgian text these words are subistd by ‘asp’ and ‘gecko’ which have a more negattennotation in
Georgian than basilisk or toad. Hamlet's wordsretevhen he hears from the Ghost the truth abeutatiher’s death: “O
my prophetic soul! My uncle!” is translated into @dgian as “O my prophetic soul! That snake was mglel”. (Act I,
scene V). In “Richard 111" the phrase “all theirimisters attend on him” in the translation soun@dt their ministers
attend on this villain.” All the examples given a&koshow that the tendency apparent in the transigitis the translator’s

wish to exaggerate the characters’ wiles by addorge words and using more dysphemisms than inrigieal.

Another tendency apparent in the Georgian tramsiai$ to find relevant Georgian idioms and proviertise
target language with very little cultural similgritvith English. It is well-known that Shakespeartst is rich in idiom
which makes it difficult to recreate in anotherdaage, particularly as some proverbs cannot beeredditerally because
they tend to have a figurative image meaning.Sdrtdgslator not only needs to must understandfitpisative meaning,
but to find an equivalent. The method used by Mbelianakes the text sound more authentic in thgetdanguageas in
most cases he manages to convey not only the ngehaotralso the connotative implications of Shakasps idioms.The
usage of Georgian idiomatic language is done sdlystiimat it does not distort the original. The ormyception is the
translation of “King Lear”(together with a famoug@gian writer llyaChavchavadze). In the transtationg Lear sounds
more like a Georgian due to the excessive usagéemfrgian idioms and proverbs. Besides, the traorslsaddsome
aggressive and negative words and phrases toxtgéaticularly to Lear's monologues as if to sigthen the impression,

which in fact leads to the distortion of the ecoyaand beauty of the original text.
STAGE INTERPRETATION

Georgian theatre director Robert Sturua who hasctid seventeen of Shakespeare’s plays is renofendis
daring and innovative interpretation of Shakespedaext. When he is asked about his approach t&edpeare’s text he
usually points out that his practices are thosd bgeShakespeare himself. It is well-known thatkélspeare used existing

sources for his purposes and the Elizabethan thé&atknown to be cutting and arranging texts durilgearsals. Thus,
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Sturuasees his directing as a mediator betweeneSpahre’'s text and the audience, as a means totaate those
contexts which is hidden in the text. To achieve doalSturua has been experimenting with variousn:ef expression
music, choreography, make up, costumes, stagerde3igthis way, he is one of most daring and intiggadirectors who
established his own tradition of metaphoric theatify which is characterized by extremely darifigquently outlandish

devices which introducefarce and melodrama in S$dare’s tragedies.

“Richard 111" (1979) was the firstproduction whidirought him international acclaim at Edinburgh redtand
London Roundhouse, the UK. Shakespeare's defornstdclyarismatic Richard, Duke of Gloucester (actgd b
R.Tchkhikvadze), is portrayed as a dictator of &énye thus suggesting it as a metaphor for the cgtlhature of
despotism. Sturua's "Richard" does not take placa specific reality. Metaphoric, minimalist scetesign, costumes
belonging to different epochs, even props and makémasks and a complex, heavy make-up which relgembsks),
choreographic buffoonery and music (ragtime, ctadsi Bach, Kancheli, rock'n’roll) together create sriking
performance where carnival (which has deep roodargian medieval theatre) is combined with BracBpic Theatre.
(See: Gelashvili 2012).

In creating “Richard IlI"” Sturua uses Brecht's madhof alienation, an innovative technique whichvesrto
create a certain distancing effect between ther aatd the role and stresses the fictive naturehefperformance as if
illustrating Shakespeare’s famous metaphor abautnbrid as stage. Instead of the “experiencinggcthming” Richard
Gloucester RamazTchkhikvadze acted as Richard,isvbloarismatic, funny and cynical and extremelygiaiaus because
of these traits. As V.lvanov remarked, “Such attremt lent the play a captivating quality and madund extremely
topical” (lvanov 1987: 29).

“Richard llI"was soon followed by “King Lear” (1987 a highly politicized rendering of the play, whic
presented Shakespeare’s tragedy as a parable thieodéstructive power of despotism. Once againn dRichard Il1”
(both roles were acted by R.Tchkhikvadze) the perémce managesto combine the austere atmosphehe oégime
(everything seems rigidly restrained and unifiedstyle, taste, manner, etc.) with grotesque, songgtieven burlesque
treatment of the subject. As M. Gussow remarkelisireview: “Even while conveying the bleaknessKihg Lear" (and
any comparisons to the Soviet Union under Stalathere for the audience to make), the actors tmemmedy. At
moments, Mr. Tchkhikvadze is disarmingly funny elithe cartoon Little King or a despotic Hollywogatdon who can
and will humiliate anyone he pleases. Anger suddeplacing affection, he strikes Cordelia as & stere an unruly pet,
then he embraces her - and she reciprocates.” ¢ud990). He also compared Georgian “King Lear”hw#tuch
outstanding works as Ingmar Bergman's "Hamled' &kira Kurosawa's film adaptations of Shakespesaging that Mr.

Sturua's "King Lear" transcends language bartiers

The performance has a most striking finale: Kingidragging dead Cordelia’s body. There is noboalyhe
stage except him. Shakespeare’s ending which leavepe that either Albany (in the Quarto versionEdgar (in the
Folio version) would become a king is dismissedarL&remains the only man alive, forced to face tign self-
victimization and the destruction of his kingdomitha shudder, the setting - the theatre as sceneegins to fall apart.
As expressed by Mr.Sturua, the conclusion of "Kimgur" is a fearful vision of the apocalypse.'(Gms 1990).In his
interview Sturua remarked that while working logar he was greatly influenced by Andrei Amalrik’s bodk| the Soviet
Union Survive Until 1984? The performancepremiered in 1987. A couple ofrg/dater the Soviet Union collapsed
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bringing about not only the end of the totalitari@gime and independence of the states, but alsmoetc and political

chaos which was as if predicted in the finale ofifikLear”.

Two other Shakespeare plays discussed in the peger staged already in the post-Soviet period. Newe
Robert Sturuaviews the problem of power just aal vibwadays. The expectations of a new democratieldpment after
the fall of the Soviet Regime seems to have givey te s disillusionment based on the understanttiaggreed for power
is in human nature and persists long after theape# of the totalitarian state. All plays stagedhyrua in the Zicentury
are marked with this pessimistic worldview. Amohgm:“Hamlet”, “Julius Caesar” and particularly hisie masterpiece

“The Tempest” staged in Russia with Alexander Kglgaas Prospero.

Hamlet has haunted Sturua for years. During the Sovieibgahe protagonist had become a symbol of an
intellectual ‘taking arms’ against the tyrannicalgime. This quality of the play was well-recognizedt only by
intelligentsia, but by the regime as well. It isllWenown how Stalin hated the play and from ear®s 2intil his death it is
virtually impossible to find the play on the Sovigage.

Sturua directed “Hamlet’several times on varioages(The Rustaveli Theatre, Thilisi,in 2001 an@006; The
Riverside Studio, London, 1986,Theatre ‘SatiricorMoscow, 1998; Ankara, Turkey, 2004) every tim@ducing a
different reading of the text. What unites all béin is thepersistent usage of Shakespeare’s metaplhthe world is a
stage” which is apparent in Sturua’severy, even8bakespeare production. No doubt it is one otthdral metaphors in
“Hamlet”, where all characters set up traps for otherst Asdll other productions by Sturua Shakespedexsis reduced
to its backbone. The Thilisi performance ldémlet is only in two acts with the interval which falls the end of the
mousetrap, with Claudius’s words asking for lighlaudius at the same time acts as Lucianus theReisn the ‘Murder
of Gonzago'. It is noteworthy thé Riverside production in LondonSturua suggestdifferent version of doubling
withDavid Burke as old Hamlet and Claudius: asdhe, he shuffles on more like an old tramp thah@sgand sneaks a

cup of water from a barrel; as the other, he modalsit Comrade Stalin might have admired. (Tay@92).

“Julius Caesar” (2015) is so far the latest Shagesp production by R.Sturua. Staged already iptst-soviet
periodit is a postmodern play in which farce andasieama become part of the carnival. Time and sjmdéslocated: the
setting seems to be an old theatre or cinema (egakince again the world-stage metaphor), whiclaigl o locate either
in Rome or in Chicago with its mafia and clans. Mid music by Gershwin and Kancheli,allusions toiowes other
theatrical productions and texts, create a perfoomavhere the real and the phantasmagorical conibiagpostmodern
simulacrum of Shakespeare’s tragedy. The Caesaelfitmas nothing of the grand dictator about hifngebre like an old
buffoon surrounded by a gang of political parveand sycophants. It is the reality which Caesar &lffsad created: the
society where everybody wants to be Caesar andewhabody wants to take any responsibility. Thepsafi“Julius
Caesar” isas drastically shortened as all othek&peare’s texts. However there is one major diffee: this performance
finishes with Caesar’s death, i.e. literally in thaldle of the play. Consequently there is neifaenous speech by Brutus,
nor Mark Antony’s oratory masterpiece. Finally, rinés no final monologue by Mark Antony, which hon® Brutus as
the best Roman of them all and makes us realizeBthaus’s mistake was to impose his sense of hotwthe state and

society with no sense of honour.

In Sturua’s interpretation the performance end$ @it open end which questions the possibility démocracy

and views strive and greed for power embeddeddnsttiety which has no responsibility. Caesar isdened, however
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what lies ahead will surely be a new fight over gmaver. The final replica‘it's wonderful, isn’t ff¥onounced by the
minor character who acts as a commentator (compiiniritself the function of a fool and a chorusjatighout the whole

performance sounds extremely ironical.

Talking about the final scene of “Julius Caesat’isinecessary to add that all performances stagedobert
Sturuahave a metaphoric end. An interesting exawiptais is the final scene ®ichard 11, which differs greatly from
Shakespeare’s text where the future Tudor monaerHIll gives a long optimistic monologue about tiuture of the
state. However, in Sturua’s interpretation“Thealiscene of the performance suggests that powagenus embedded in
the body politic. In Sturua’s interpretation HeMlf does utter some words cherishing hope, howeatés followed by his
ascend on the scaffolding with the crown in hisdsamhe manner in which he greedily places the nrowhis head bears
some resemblance with the enthronement scene baRi@nd tentatively suggests that tyranny, famfteing expunged
by Richard's death, simply continues in other forExerything in the final scene serves to reinfahis idea: the figures
who are present on stage are the jester and Marggely watching the future king. The jester'segtioning face
mockingly leaves the performance with an open @fdno less importance is the music which togethith wagic and
sinister tunes comprises frivolous ragtime runa &stmotif of the performance accompanies Richn®adcess to power,

thus questioning victory of good over evil.” (Gshwili 2012).

There is a gap of nearly forty years between thayetion of “Richard 111" and “Julius Caesar”. Theeforty
years saw dramatic changes like the collapse of5théet Regime, End of Cold War, development of nimgependent
countries from the former Soviet states. Howevestuay of the Rustaveli Theatre productions cleaftpws that the

problem of power hunger is still an acute issuthpost-Soviet Georgia.
CONCLUSIONS

The comparative study Shakespeare’s tyrants inflgéenal, its translation into Georgian and finailly adaptation
for the stage by stage director R.Sturua, clednyws that while the translator (I.Machabeli) endras to follow the
original closely and brings in only some minor cheas to make the text more accessibly for the resadéh a different
cultural background, stage adaptations by Robentudtuse Shakespeare’s text freely, offering ahfremding and an
interpretation which corresponds to the problemshef Soviet and post-Soviet societies and at theestéme creates a

topical image of a tyrant which is timeless.
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