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Christopher Hampton’s ‘Savages’
the Royal Court Theatre

Left: Guerrillas
wearing Mickey
Mouse masks
confront West as
he dresses in
Scene 2.

Right: West and
his wife discuss
the plight of the
Indians over
after-dinner
drinks, Scene 5.
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o 3 wrectors’ theatre, enabling a relationshi,

s r;aprtr‘z; t:;;)d %Ziieﬂw]{ z?;;elbop over a period of years and a number of pfezy:. Thuzslgjzrf;ilz;;’;

B . 1\/Il l\/Iegan tgezr playwriting and directing careers respectively with When

Philanthfopist — the rr)zlost getc}::tr ;brizzciogjtj "tzet'i t; U;OT/f /tzo'gdbhe'r onHTOtal " it

pioss I eir parinership being Hampton’s inn

t/z:lt E?szr;:?l g;;f;fez, ngz{u transferred to the Comedy Theatre. In ét,/ze fol{;wing intgfzjzite(;? u(;lznt;iz

e . mduatp er Hampton outlines his work since the success of his first play swept him 3

o ga mnt: Seet, and describes in detail the serious and time-consuming project of tacklin

ol g Sw%flo‘;av polztwgl theme. Inset at appropriate points are answers from Robaré;

g il £, commenting on the problems confronting director and leading actor i
avages: and Martin Esslin rounds off this Casebook in a return-bout with t/lzz

mistakenly shot by the Death Squad. Carlos
rejoins with the story of a seventeen-year-old
girl-friend of his who was tortured for her sus- {
pected involvement with the guerrillas. Scene i
ends with West describing Brazilian children
torturing animals on a beach and Carlos’ reply:
¢ Well, what else is there for them to do, comrade >’

by FUNAIL a new organization staffed by the
same people, and presumably carrying out the
same policies. West makes sympathetic noises,
then changes the subject to his interest in poetry —
specifically, the poetry of the Indian legends.

Scene Six Guerrilla hideout. Carlos tells West
the state of the kidnap negotiations. West suggests
his kidnap is not the best way for the guerrillas
+o0 achieve their aims. They arrange new reading

Scene Thirteen The confession of Pereira to an
Investigator of his part in the brutal massacre

reviewers. ¥4 ) ] 1
, summarizing their reactions to the production, taking them to task for aesthetic and

ieological inadequacies, and finally offering his own interpretation of the play.

First performed by the English Stage Company

Royal Court Theatre, London, 12 April 1973. The SynopSlS bungalow visiting Major Brigg, listening to a didn’t get his fifteen dollars. ;
production transferred to the Comedy Theatre ACT ONE scratchy recording of Gilbert and Sullivan, and Scene Fourteen Indian ceremony with West
presented by Michael Codron, on 20 June. . Scene One Indians gath reminiscing about England and the Major’s  spotlit downstage, telling the legend of life after
R Weae -l e visliing mibti ke Aén \;T «:.round- the fire, as former work for the Indian Preservation Society. death. : ' ¢
Mrs. West . Ron :o e tellsithe Tndias lcgt;nd of thes ,?p_otht downstage, The Major concludes that there’s no hope for Scene Fifteen Guernl.la hlfiCOU.t'. West, s.ull
gt acnd?rson ek B e lf/Iong\an of fire. - the Indians, the extermination may as well be handcuffed, Carlos cutting hxs. hair, preparing
Crawshaw M‘:nl: (;lltx i diplomatic functionA 2:2 rs.l sk dress fora & got over with as quickly as possible, and so save  him for his release. Carlos is being sent to Quba
ok LeC aedPenmngton and fle Salidiy l;ux' te' FCV}S c;monary Carlos everyone a lot of bother. to rethink his ideology after an orgam.zz.\txonal
Attorney General G ox:lar Kavanagh leave Hale o i 3 ansd s ;nap West, and Scene Eight Indians decorate the funeral posts ~disagreement on the counter-productivity of
Ataide Pereira Glo i c(.;l St,erne Scene Thice " West is 1 gigﬁe d ; while West, spotlit downstage, tells the legend of violent guerrilla tactics. They cha.,t about women
Major Bri e ynB e t6 2 bad 1o the uerr'llac’ -h'?:lo ?d and Cham-ed the origin of music. and marriage and Carlos’s attraction to'Amencan
Chief and Begrgt F.;_I,;k rown okt Bims otk tfrms :yfatsh kl_dc-oqt. Carlos in- Scene Nine Guerrilla hideout. Carlos and West  girls. Carlos facetiously defines C'f\pitahsm as.the
Elmer Penn Gr 5 e of 25 political prisoner: d 11-nap_th° re.le.asc playing chess. West asks about the revolution-  process whereby American‘ girls turn into
P Teo rey Palmer Pk S 3 5 e Sh'_ outlines the Polmcal aries’ policy for the Indians — to be told it’s the American women. Carlos amiably accuses West
e Lerent::!i Burns renli tic Braz'?' leve,.l.and e’fplams t‘he same as for the rest of the workers and peasants. of being Romantic and Liberal. :
gt G;onaGr Kavanagh which hes foiaad e 0‘ 1an.l;m itary dictatorship, Carlos has composed a poem, ‘The New Beatitudes’  Scene Sixteen As Scene Five. Anthropologist
Indi i3 rau.x tactics. Carloy gt take up violent (‘Blessed are the Corporations,’ etc.), to show the Crawshaw describes the methods of exterminating
ians  George Baizley Fo os’ tone is friendly and matter of dilettante West that poetry should be political, Indians - introducing flu and measles. epidemics,
Lynda Dagley sce;—, F A i not just intellectual. for example — and tells of an incident he’s wit-
Thelma Kidger e et g uIndxans dance while West, spotlit Scene Ten West visiting the American mis- nessed of the transporting of Indians by air under ™
Donna Louise Starsns age, tells the legend of the origin of the sionary, Rev. Elmer Penn, who describes the conditions that killed most of them.
Teidy Nednst | sce,;e Fi M '; success of his Indian mission, explaining why and  Scene Seventeen Guerrilla hideout. Carlos
Robert Kidd .I])C Shepherd | Crawsha\:/vea ‘0 :n aZr?thNIrS.] WCSt zl_nd Miles how the lives of the savages are being changed — tells West of a hitch in the kidnap relea3§ negotia-
Jncobn T irector | i dinne’r V{’est gesc thropologist, .drmk coffee with God, barbed wire, a work ethic, Western tions, ending in their first angry discussion about
i 7 ribes the English lady who 1 S ds with a performance by ideology. They settle down however, to play chess.
Andrew Sanders Designers | was sold worthless Indian land in Brazil SEXNBE SN i ini B YR A 2 OB
Andy Phillips  Lighti ) { anadin 17 o O h o .throug.h e prize pupil Indians of a Christian hymn on the Scene Eighteen The Indian ceremony during
hn H & ighting Designer | en E e ; rawsuaw communicates his : | harmonium. which a plane passes overhead, dropping bombs
_Jobn Haynes  Photographer Brvanrigralipd the Indians and explains their ACT TWO which kills the villagers in the middle of the ritual.
After the transfer to the Comedy Theatre, the Srill%e th_’ i the. tlme.he submits his thesis, the Scene Eleven Indian ceremony, with West Scene Nineteen Carlos enters the hideout,
part played by Geoffrey Palmer was takex,l over stor o;"3 :hsnidél.ng ik Prf>bably t?e dead. The telling the legend of the coming of Death. shoots West abruptly, and apologizes as he pulls
by Donald Douglas, and those of George Baizley Shav}"/t 1 Sy Protection Serwf;e, as Craw- Scene Twelve Guerrilla hideout. Carlos and the trigger. The play ends with world-wide news
and Donna Louise by Minoru Tarada and Pl AtCt s it, is acted out by the Brazilian General West discuss the American involvement in announcements and newspaper headlines about
Maxine Nightingale. The parts of Ataide Pereira | th orney General: when the latter documents Brazilian politics — exploitation of the peasants so  the kidnapping and death of West.
and the Co-Pilot were cut following revisions. Mei:n‘i:;rmp?(:’ .the evidence is destroyed at the that somebody in Detroit can have a third car. Scene Twenty The screen flies out to reveal a
ry of Agriculture, and the IPS is replaced West tells of a distant acquaintance of his, pile of unheadlined Indian corpses.

matter for West, poetry instead of propaganda,
and make a date to play chess together. The
relationship is amicable.

Scene Seven West on the veranda of a colonial

of a village of Indians, the last remaining of that
tribe — including the hanging upside down and
chopping in half of a girl. The company refused to
pay him because they’d taken too long, so Pereira



horrified by what I'd said, so a lady was appointed
to go around with me to make sure I didn’t say
anything too ludicrous. As I trekked from appoint-
ment to appointment I said to her, “Wel] this is all
rather boring,” because they all asked the same
questions, and they were not really interested in
the play. Whereupon the lady became irate and
said I didn’t realize how lucky I had been and how
people had worked for years and years to be able

to arrive at this position. And I hadn’t thought
about that at all.

If you'd had to wait all those Jears yourself — sitting in
the out tray — do you think you would have gone on writing?
It’s very difficult to say.

probably have
research.

Quite possibly not. Id
stayed at Oxford and done

Towards ‘Total Eclipse’

What happened after When Did You Last See My
Mother?

I'd done nothing in my second year at Oxford
except go to London for rehearsals, so they gave
me a year off to go to Germany to speak the
language, which I was conspicuously unable to do
at that stage of my Oxford career. A place was
found for me at this huge municipal theatre in
Hamburg, the Deutsche Schauspielhaus. For six
weeks I was put in a very small room at the back
of this elephantine theatre. This tiny room — which
used to take twenty minutes to find every day —
piled to the ceiling with English plays of the sort
you would normally never read. I wrote reports
in very bad German on the complete plays of
Swinburne, or all the Jacobean plays, or all the
modern plays that were opening in London.

After six weeks there were some problems as to
whether they were going to pay me. I didn’t have
any money and was living on credit at a student
hostel. During the Easter holidays there was a
putsch and the man who ran the theatre suddenly
vanished. When I went in after Easter the whole
staff seemed to have changed and no one was
really interested in reading reports in my German
on the plays of Swinburne. It was decided that I
was redundant and not elj

gible for any pay.
Needless to say,

I was lonely and miserable.

At school I'd been obsessed with Rimbaud
because he’d written all his work between the ages
of fifteen and twenty. In fact, I'd always wanted
to write something about Rimbaud and Verlaine —
even before I’d written my first play. So, having
got the sack in Hamburg, T settled down to read
all the books I could get hold of on Rimbaud and
Verlaine, while I was waiting for some money to
be sent from Oxford. When it arrived I decided to
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go to Munich where I had a couple of friengel
a long story, but I was given a lift by this

fellow who said he was going to Munich ap,
the Italian Riviera. But when we were
hundred miles out of Hamburg he ch:
mind and decided to 80 to Brussels. So [ fi
myself in Brussels, which seemed a good placet
start work on the play, because it was actually §
place where Verlaine shot Rimbaud, and was 1
in gaol for many years. I hung around 2oing™
their old haunts and jotting down a few notes, and
then I went to Paris to do SOme more research 4

the Bibliothéque Nationale. =

Belo

aboyy

anged N

You'd decided by this time to write a play about

Yes. I'd been thinking about it for a couple of yeap
in fact. I did some research for a couple of week
and then by a fortuitous twist of circum

Joyce for a French novelist who was going to do
year at the University of Buffalo. H.

Eclipse, in Paris: by the time I went back tg
Oxford for my last year I’d finished the play.

You said When Did You Last See My Mother

wrote itself, as it were: writing Total Eclipse must
have been a much more conscious Process . . . .

It was a different process altogether.

in the evenings — no hangups about it. Total
Eclipse was written over six months

painful. A lot more cutting and changing and
re-arranging went on. Choosing historical subjects
for plays makes the lead-up into the play much
easier, but actually writing the play more difficult.
Creating completely fictional situations is a very
difficult process because obviously possibilities
are more or less infinite, and you have to sift
around deciding what’s going to happen to your
characters and when, and how many characters
and all that sort of thing. With an historical
subject, that’s given, but then you're faced with
the- problem of ‘losing it’ in a different way —
because you’re limited by your knowledge of the
characters and you don’t have the freedom you
have with a creative subject.

How do you work?

There is a long period in which more or less
nothing happens, except that I brood about the
subject. I'm a very slow worker, and once I have
the idea I don’t like to start the play until I have
five or six moments or images around which the
play can be built. Once I have that, then I start

stance I got'
a job in Paris, translating lectures about Jameg!

€ paid me 3
enough to live, so I wrote that second play, Total

When Did
You Last See My Mother? was written in six weeks,

after a long 3
period of research, and the whole process was more -
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more specific way. With Total Ec{ipu
I devised about sixteen scenes into

ous number of notes, fragments of
orm!

- L bits and pieces, and decided that a
€,

f the scenes I’d planned were _rcdundamI.
“:rlo-tart to write I write fairly quickly, -and_
: ly, change the script once I finish it.

ht Total Eclipse was very good, but it didn’t
U, .
,gmuch critical notice.

i i ith whom

.as interesting. Robert Kidd, '\’Nlt v
. “asciinever since he directed When Did .I'au
Mother? and I were both very surpnsed
Eclipse didn’t do any better — in fact,

The Philanthropist. But it had a

How has your author-director relationship z{e-
"(’l;[‘)(d7 Is it now just assumed that you're
veloped:

i going to do the next Christopher Hampton?

;dd: No, we never assume that at the
11:;3:1. zz‘im - a place which bn;;:is
paranoia. Christopher’s one of my t
friends, so even when h(‘:’s not w.ruujxgl" or
I’'m not doing one of }'\ls plays (whic :
most of the time) we still see 2 Ix?t of eacd
other. 1 suppose I’d be hurt if I didn’t rz:d
one of his plays before someone elsc.. '“r
ves, I’d like to go on doing his plays. T}::
went through a funny phase wher}
Philanthropist was written, bef:z'lusc v:}al.s
working for Granada Telfé\qslon at the
time — I’d got pissed o_ﬁ" with the thefi(;rc’,
and the work I was bcmg’ offered I di n’t
particularly want to do. It’s very de‘prassmg
trying to earn a living asa the’:atre dlrectox;i;
déing productions you don’t want to o
for very little money. So I went to Granahsa

and worked in current aﬂ'axr§ for six mont s.

It was in that period Ch\.’lstopher sent 13

The Philanthropist. 1 read it early on, an

liked it, but didn’t have as strong a reactxt(}:;n

to it as I did to Total Eclzp:e., which was lc
one production ['ve gone into complc;ey
confident that I had 2 wondcrfgl. pz;y,
that I was going to do it rather bnllx:n'\;;xz::,1
and that it would be a h\xge success. i :
of course it wasn’t. Looking back now,

can see why. I can think of.half a dc}a;cn
reasons why it didn’t go. The dxfﬁculty.a ut‘
an episodic play is that scere by.scene it may

be magnificent, but to make it work as a

unit is much harder than doing a one-set

play.

1

i d it’s a fairly
rery short rehearsal period, an . fais
zcc)rny\plicatcd play. We offered the part of Verl;aim'e
to every actor we could think of. All turned it
down. We were forced in fact to cast somcboc.iy as
Verlaine who'd had less professional cxpcrxerv\l:c
and who, indeed, was younger than the man who
was playing Rimbaud. :
Why didn’t anyone want to play the part of Verlaine,
do you think? i
Since then, I’ve got to know two actorsAwho \.;
said to me they had just read Total Eclipse an
enjoyed it. In fact, both of them }}ad been
oﬁj'er‘cd the part and professed complctcflgnoxg:oc;
1 { f the play before.
of having ever heard o :
hey leaf throug
et so many offers that they [ .
::\[d(.)r:cfd a page here and there and think, we'lli
I ;ion’t think this is the moment 10 g0 10 the Royav
Court, I think I'll do something else. I always
think it’s remarkable how many actors are
prepared to work at the Court for derisory

salaries. ‘
Critics objected to the end of Total Eclipse . . . .

Yes, there’s a scene in the rqiddle of the:pl}‘:‘ay ;r;
whi‘ch Rimbaud asked Verlaine to put hl.a gn .
on a cafe table as a test of love, and f:m al;e
ran a knife through both of them. In t e:bscctdYS
at the end, which takes pla}tc after Rim a:e .
death, the same inciden! is rcpc:a\tecl},1 c}:: fd
instead of stabbing Verlaine’s hands, kc 1'ssrk
them. This was a difficult thmg to‘m? e w:sa,
and people were repelled byf it — they felt it \;t 8
sentimental device. Yet t.hls scene w'asvmm‘hich
show the false and senumcnt'al way \tn lw "
Verlaine remembered the relationship. e:i ax;xhis
statements about Rimbaud towards .lhc end o o
| life were completely uncom.lectcd with any ::\ispthc
of their actual relationship; he romance' 3
whole affair to such an extent Fhal he gaveed .
to the legend, which was squal\('i, E_I.T.Id caus'nin
great deal of damage to both.thexr .lncs —dn: Cidi
Verlaine’s marriage and making Rimbaud de
I he didn’t want to write poetry any more.

o LG . o
ramatist in Residenc b :
gam'ng written Total Eclipse before u:m,mg9 Oxford,

what happened when the time came to go down?

i i / as going to do when I

1 still had no idea what I was goin:

lc;tf I vaguely thought, I sup[.’)ose, I wov.;ﬂld st:}\; :kr;

and do research or do a ‘B’ film. A gwbome,s

before finals I went to London tohset? s i

i I was having a

Time Present at the Court_.

afxt:urwards with Bill Gaskill z}ndI};:: gslgzdi g«e};athi
l was going to do. \.thn I said 2 acoun o
| asked if I would like to go to the
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Resident Dramatist — an idea thought up on the
spur of the moment to help me, I suppose. I
accepted, not really knowing what the job invol-
ved, and in fact, we evolved the job during the
two years I was there.

At first I just read plays in the Script Depart-
ment, and was amazed how many people write
plays. The Royal Court receives at least a thous-
and plays a year, all of which are read by a team
of readers (most of whom are writers), reported
on, discussed, and then sent back again — usually.
That’s the most discouraging thing about it,
really. While I was there we had, maybe, three
or four writers who sent plays through the post
unsolicited which were then done. Most people
write not very good plays because they don’t
really understand the problems of staging a play
and they don’t approach the thing in a practical
or professional way — they simply write what they
feel inclined to write and, as often as not, it is
absolutely unstageable. I met dozens of writers,
young writers, at the time I was at the Court, and
talked to them about their plays. Some of them
were talented, you know, but for one reason or
another their plays were not done anywhere.
I don’t know if there’s any solution to the
problem — though I do think eventually, if people

have enough talent and enough application, they
will emerge.

What were the plays like that you read at the Royal
Court?

They fell into three groups. At least half of them
were just hopeless. Another third or so were
fitfully interesting — that’s to say, they had things
in them which were good and things that weren’t
so good, but you could see the people had some
idea of how to do it. And there were a handful
that were really interesting. Another part of my
job for the Royal Court was to go and see all the
new plays that went on in all the theatres around
the country. When I left I'd had my fill and didn’t
go to the theatre for months, though now I go

quite a bit again — to see most things I think might
interest me.

A Relaxed Success

Having created all this work for yourself as Resident
Dramatist, when did you get round to writing again?

I'd been at the Court about six months when I
realized I'd not done anything else but read plays.
So we had a discussion and it was decided that
if I were going to write, we’d have to take on
another writer — David Hare, whom I’d known
before — to do the work I was doing, with the
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understanding he’d take over as Resident Dram
tist when I left. When I left, Ted Whitehead came
to take his job, and so it’s gone on. Then I g
down to writing The Philanthropist.

How did that play come about?

Moliére was my special subject at Oxford and 21

became particularly interested in two plays -
Misanthrope and Don Juan. 1 got the idea one day
of writing a riposte to Le Misanthrope in which th
central character would be completely opposite,
yet the same things would happen to him. As [#
worked on it, I wanted to find a segment of'
society which was equivalent to the kind o

society that Moliére was writing about — where .

intelligent men who had nothing very much to do

could sit about and chat to each other — so;
obviously I decided to set the play in the Univer-

sity.

After that a lot of changing took place as [
worked on the play, and in fact the final version®
was quite different from my first set of ideas. It
was quite difficult to write and, funnily enough,
the first half was most difficult. Looking back, §
trying to be objective, the bits that are hardest
to write are usually the bits that don’t work very
well. One passage in The Philanthropist I rewrote

six times and every single rewrite was worse than |
the original.

i
3
£
1

When I got to the second scene I was completely §

filled with despair. I could not see that it had any
kind of merit or interest and tore it up and was
very depressed for about two weeks. Then I got
the idea, which was the end of the first scene, of
the character blowing his head off for some reason
I can’t actually account for — and that solved all

the problems. I started again and went straight

through.

1 think the problem is that there are two
separate operations: one is to write the play,
which concerns yourself and the piece of paper,
and the other is to put the play on, which is
completely different. When you see the play on the
stage you realize it doesn’t mean half of what you %
meant it to mean, although there are certain
things which will work that you never quite
imagined could work.

It’s ironic that both you and Robert Kidd thought
Total Eclipse a better play than The Philanthropist.... 3

The Philanthropist is a more shapely play, a better 3
constructed play, a more professional play: but it
was written in fact as a sort of relaxation. I3
wanted to write a comedy, and that’s what I set 3
out to do. It was never planned on the scale of
Total Eclipse. The things one’s reputation rests

e
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i le, getting the
in the way they did — for example, gl
c{‘;;\l:f‘air,e \:hiy;h. was a last desperate move I

sen The fact

> : ; different position today-
lanthropist, ~might be in 2 s ing amazes me.

ble to get Alec McCowen for ™ Phlh:n:,-;?kcd that it transferred and is still running

a

and had 2

;mmbcr of circumstances no'
HAMPTON, KIDD, SCOFIELD ON ‘SAVAGES

. ion. They ¢ :
the Indian Foundation. bout 3.30 in
: write Savages? ed quite freely. But 2 ;
R Jlm :n the gjiunday Times colour for U and Gkt with the army
ticle
There was an ar

s
magazmc W contan a par agxaph descr 1bing fte a
which t ed the afternoon boat a-HWCd

i superviz'mg
1 1 l el n Cha!‘gc o)
i 1 f the Cintas Largas tribe 1n on f ‘
the extermination o he ( I co 1 |

& " . rae 1 to get
:1. The organization which was trying d i g
Rasr an expert who discovered tha

a play running for three years in the \1:::;
On(; are often just fortuitous. Had we not
End —

Did you know anything about Brazil and

' ‘ i the average person’ |
o v i the tribe Indians — any more than \
n ne particular day in the year o 4 e |
onlhocrcd together in 2 village to perform 2 ritual | Ki
ga

You had to do some indej X
inspirati rom

:dd: A lot of the inspiration came Irc (}
g’;‘cd :mhropologist. Then we had to decide ‘,
with the Indians whether to go for z;\:;(:;s[ :
or dancers. We decided on d::ctor}sl;l CI1 ek l
24 |

want a ballet, and also, they bl
semi-naked. I ended up with a compie l‘
|

" ¢ researc |
lay They hir ed 2 pllOt who bOHled them during 2

ing i for Savages. |
hat was the staring image for 24 ‘
o ':‘)laY.r’(Ecl: appeared about the bcgmmng of
’1‘“‘: a:d. 1 knew [ was going t0 write Savages “
s 1 was writing The Philanthropist. 1 began ;r—\h\; 1
e ch in the British Museum as soon asbo &
o hropist was on. 1 wanted to find out 2 uI : up wih 3 comp o{
e Tegen 3 jans because 1 knew | crosssection — ome Fijial, <
f the Indiar : an, 2 couple
. 1Cg6“d5_ 01 de them in the play- From the | Enolish, one A Eean :“l 20 o0 I put an !‘
wanted to inclu S ] g, et :
=) ds were an integral P [ adetan | , p, but |
ot b?g‘nnl?gkxg}n;cc;ﬁfir;d that 1 wanted to have | ey all fled when 1 said they’d have |
of the 1§ca~ n stage, but 1 had also decided I their clothes off. B T ‘
(bc I‘ndlans Oh m u; speak. I'd read books ‘by ‘ We decxdc(} !hc' ians shoud Lo =
N atb;ut the myths of the Indians which | 1 ch as possible 1‘kcd.u:tc:i  odians 04|
Levi-Strauss S 2 d to get A g -
i nd I wante the lighting : e w2 |
I found very interesting, 2 e kg ey Lo ot
; , though I wasn't g atmosphe | g 1 |
someth\}rl\g alt:i: O;Ca:;:\cd was that 1 wrote Secided from :‘: ;0 :S E;’ig ::a;n[dcvcw |
sure what. ' s : from o
. all the bits concerning | terions cight snd very |
about half the play, > oo : i be bacd, .
1 to Brazil, and the X | dlear e : ) s wou |
Igd“‘ans’ b:?;e ig:lni got back- |  be much more fexible and atmosp ‘
arlos section,

Why did you go 0 Brazil
I‘t’hfas b);sicilly a trip for local colour, t© Img?; :;s
any people as 1 could, and to see thehn - [hé
rlr:::ﬁe British Museum I'd gone throug ka. o
m;_ws apers since 1964, when the coup 100K P a-ch C.’
TYFC second day I was there .I saw a man \:her
arranged for me to go 0 Brazih_a to meet ano -
man gabout going into the X{ng\..l.l'g:r:hi:oand
ety 4508 ta%iczgr:zisr:dt,olflhem, then the
;:z;t:led»fhgl;;dl };:?;cd me would v;;v_d Hlkely,j;:\t
i ing I dect co!
tm\lblt_cl';c:\é;;;%wv;:r:;?}%my wife, and we went
%: I(S»Orazili‘a, goton 2 small plane, and gcz(t;i off ata:x‘r(;
airport about 100 kilometres fr'om Lhﬁ .d r;}g;; -
near another Indian reservation callé
whichhad a particu.\arly bad r.cpu’tat;on. SR
1 actually saw very little of it. 'd o§n vl o
to the Funai headquarters, the headqua

: i id, “You have
: ost terrible row and sai :
madz ;(:vrr\n and get in the boat now and le::;e at
z)onge * He asked if I'd taken any photographs.

Who did you manage o talk to? .
I talked to the people who were runn;zg“:z
Reservation and we saw the Ir?dla,ns \:ua‘ b
around our buildings, but we dxdn. t ac y g
i e man :
t?l;hec\ tl'isgeg.g:g to take us at four 0 clock(zl b\%;
b fag he could, the colonel arrived, and W
o ked in the boat, taken across thc.m.rcr
e 5 4 in this town. It was quite 2 terrifying
%nd C:iucf:p:\ie went into 2 hotel (I say hotel butt
?ltmvjas a. one-storey house with a few compar
lrnems:, almost out in the' open), v;lheri, 2
who’d been s0O sympathetic to us W :,fe i
began to talk to us about the pro
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having. How difficult it all was, how he wished
he was working in the Xingu because that was
the only place where the Indians had any hope.
He said what was happening to them in this place
was nobody’s business. We were talking in
Portuguese which was a bit tricky, but I under-
stood most of what he was saying.

About 10.30 there was a rap on the door, and
the colonel and his men came into the room. The
men went away and the colonel sat down. We
made uneasy conversation about whether or not
God existed! You see, the man who’d been so
helpful was very upset when the colonel arrived,
the first thing he said when the colonel walked
into the room was, ‘Good evening, Colonel. God
does not exist.” Which upset the colonel. So they
argued about it, and they both went away. The
colonel said, “Tomorrow morning you can see the
Indians. I’'m very sorry, but one has to be careful.
We’ll send a boat for you at nine o’clock.’

In any case I had to get back on the island
because that’s where the airport was. Then
nobody turned up the next morning — as I'd
suspected — and I had to go round banging on
doors asking for someone to take me across.
Finally T produced a large wad of money and a
youth took us. We wandered about the island until
the afternoon when the plane was due back. We
didn’t see very much. The colonel was at the air-
port with the man who’d been so nice to us. What
really frightened me was that this man wouldn’t
speak to us at all. He just looked away and didn’t
say anything. That was my only taste of what it
was like there. It gave one a feel of the power of
the Police State. I also went to the North East,
where the situation is at its most desperate —
famine, poverty, drought.

Background and Sources

What did you get in Brazil that directly mattered to
finishing the play?

More than anything else was how relatively
insignificant the Indian problem is . . . compared
to other things. I began rather in the way West
does in the play, by having an interest in the
Indians for various sentimental and anthropo-
logical reasons. But having been in Brazil, what
became clear was that though the Indians are an
awful problem, it’s not anything like as serious as
what’s happening to the country as a whole —
which is truly dreadful.

At what point did you feel that the kidnapping framework
was going to be necessary?

Before I went to Brazil — though in the first place

PRODUCTION CASE

I was just going to write a play about Indiag
But the more I researched, the more I the
it was all really caused by the system — of wh
the Indians are just a symptom. The India

problem is a result of the economic policies of
capitalism — a simple statement, but true. Thet
more I went into it the more I realized it would Bg
absolutely necessary to put in something aboggis

Did you yourself do any further research into$
the Brazilian situation once you'd read the play? 9
Paul Scofield: I read a book about the £
political structure in Brazil which men- 4§
tioned the Indians hardly at all. But f

Christopher’s own research had naturally &
been considerable and he was always most 48
willing to discuss any point. Robert Kidd
had worked closely with Christopher for
months before rehearsals began, and he
was also able to fill in background points
which might illuminate the play. But for
the actor that kind of research is not very
relevant, except as a matter of personal
interest and curiosity, and there’s not much
time for it during a four-week rehearsal
period. A play must be absorbed and
absorbed by an actor until it becomes part
of his day-by-day consciousness, and he
cannot and should not attempt to absorb a §
wider canvass than that constituted by the !‘
| play itself. At least, that has been my
experience.

the political situation in Brazil. Then I read%
various books by revolutionaries and became aware &
that in 1970 — more or less the time I wanted to
set the play — they were doing all these kidnap-
pings. They’d kidnapped an American and a
West German and a Swiss and a Japanese, so Is
just added an Englishman. I thought it would
solve a lot o1 dramatic difficulties in the play as |
well.

Where did you come by the scenc with the old major?

I went to a meeting, in 1969 I think, somewhere in%§
Soho, to discuss what was happening to the 2
Indians. This old party was there, who told
story about sitting up in a tree and shooting the™
exterminators as they came down the river. Howd

that was the only solution, nowadays there wasg

too much interference from the officers of the law:
He was a very interesting old boy who wen®
rambling on. I buttonholed him afterwards and
talked to him — and then put that scene in thg
play.
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ind the American missionary?

3 2 0 . 1

American missionary is the most fictional

har;;c'er but a lot of him is based on a book I
ter, 7 :

o ad called The Defeat of the Bird God, the memours

cau B v 57 i

r(; missionary in Brazil or Bolivia or :ome\'where,

;om" of the phrases came from it, like ‘stepping on

cultural toes.’

f ) 5 the 1 er’s confession to
And that powerful scene of the murder J

The

the priest?
Which has now been cut in the West End transfer.

Why?
¢ 7 » didn’t like it and felt it
don’t know. People didn’t | X
iddcd nothing to the play. Michael Codron, for
example, and Lindsay Anderson who was the

Hampton felt more than a little ambivalent ablout

the cutting of the murder confession scene. What |
| were the reasons you cut it?
Kidd: Tt didn’t lend anything to the play. I
liked the scene enormously. I liked the way |
it was written. I liked the way Fhe two
actors played it. And I almost cut 1t at the
Court, but left it. Since the pl.ay was trans-
ferring, and I was re-rehearsing 1t, I took‘
that opportunity to cut. I'd rr_)z}de up my
iind before the run had finished at the
‘Cnurt that the play would be better off
without it.
Can you explain why? »
Kidd: The play isn’t too long.Abut it’s
repetitive. The Indian e‘.erflem is tauto-
logical — to the detriment of the impact of
the play as a whole. The ofhcr dxfﬁculxi
was a lack of dynamic action. And vlh‘b
ned to be one of the scenes we could do
without. I felt one didn’t want it at the
point it came in the play either—one couldn’t
tolerate two new characters talking about
the Indians, again, and in reported ':‘p_eech.
It was a descriptive passage. I thn‘k-the
play’s better without it, ‘D}zt‘ y(s.‘Chnsto-
pher was loathe to lose it. The BBQ want to
record the play, and we’re talking a‘bout
putting the scene back, somehow differ-

entlv. I don’t know whether we will or not.
ntly. J

most violently convincing. The scene was actually
created from the mass of evidence about the

Indians being exterminated. Afte{ the bombmg
started, there were still some left of one pq:lcdar
tribe who were ‘causing trouble.’ So they hired an
expedition of six men to go up the river to find the
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f the rituals. Middle: The
Top: Equity Indians perform one 0

B?aZIllaqn Attorney-General submits his report onfme co;:'uepuon
of the L.P.S. to the General. Bottom : Pereira con essese o
details of the massacre 1o the Investigator, in the scen

after the transfer to the Comedy
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village and kill everybody in it. These men got a
girl, hung her upside down and cut her in half.
They took photographs which were in the papers

something’s happening.” But when I got close I
saw their placards read, ‘Away with Proctors’
and ‘Away with Midnight Gate Times’ — that was

too can join Prince Rainier of Monaco and ,
host of Hollywood celebrities, staking out yoyr
very own piece of El Dorado.” The ad was to be.

in Brazil. When the scandal broke in 1968 this
was one of the cases that got the most publicity,
and one of the men involved made a confession.

There were originally two scenes in the play,
one in the first act and one in the second — just
bald restatements of the evidence, of what he’d
said to the priest who was interrogating him. I
didn’t feel it worked, though, because the first
half of the scene, which came in the first act, was
confusing — right in the middle of nowhere. So I
cut it and put it into one scene which was played
in the second act. Lindsay Anderson felt it was
unnecessary to have that scene because we saw
what happened to the Indians: we didn’t need
to have a man sitting there, telling us what he’d
done to them.

Is it general with your work, or special for this play,
transferring literary raw material into drama?

It depends. I’m obsessed by fact. When I’'m doing
an historical play, I try to make sure that every-
thing is based on recognizable fact. You find that
facts are much more bizarre than anything you
could imagine. With a strictly fictional play like
The Philanthropist, i’s a different process altogether.
Savages evolved over about three years in direct
relation to the actual experiences I was having,
and the reading I was doing.

Structure and Development

Savages seemed to have three distinct parts — the
kidnapping framework with the revolutionary, the
Indians and their myths, and the scenes showing
different people and their attitudes. Were you conscious

of these as separate elements? Do you feel you welded
them together?

I do, though I was aware from the start it was a
hell of a job. It would have been more practical,
I imagine, to concentrate on one aspect. On the
other hand, insofar as the play says anything, it’s
that individuals have no way of influencing the
situation. Each of the characters in the play is a
fanatic in one sense or another — the missionary and
the revolutionary and the anthropologist — and
each feels, some with more justification than others,
that they have the right view.

You didn’t attempt to show the capitalists, the American
industrialists?
I did have a scene which was taken out of the

second half. It was a very simple scene, an advert
offering for sale Amazon adventure estates. ‘You

When you first read the finished version, were
‘ you conscious that you were going to have a job
i reconciling the ‘private’ kidnapping element with
| the ‘public’ Indian element?
Kidd: I always saw the play as being about
a man who’s kidnapped.
Did you, in rehearsal, confront these as separate
threads to be first of all separated out, then woven
together?
Kidd: At rehearsals, my assistant and the
anthropologist worked with the Indians —
there was a lot of groundwork to be done in
movement and exercises, and getting them
fit. For the first two or three weeks I saw
little of them, though I used to go at the
end of the day and see what had been done.
I spent all my time with the rest of the cast
to begin with. The whole thing didn’t come

together really until the last week. When
we got it together, it gelled very well. The
difficulty was keeping it together and making
it move into another stage.

|
=

read out and to be played against a bar setting,
with a lot of Indians drinking Coshassa.

Never an actual scene with American capitalists?
I felt West fulfilled that function.

On the evidence of the earlier plays, one felt you were a
playwright who was mainly concerned with personal
relationships rather than with politics or ‘wider issues’ -
except insofar as they reflect on people.

Yes, that’s true. On the other hand, I feel in some
ways that The Philanthropist is a political play — at
least it reflects politics as I observed them then.

In that respect it’s transitional?

With The Philanthropist critics didn’t understand
about the Cabinet being gunned down, the various

catastrophes which happen around the place. But &

that was an important part of the play to me —
when Don says, ‘It’s not going to make any
difference to us what happens.’

I felt involved politically at Oxford where very
few people were, and those that were, were not
impressive. In 1968 I thought everything seemed
to be happening in all the other Universities in
Europe, but not Oxford. I remember one evening
coming home and seeing a protest march in the
Broad Street, and I thought, ‘Hello, at last

%

e
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a very strong image of Oxford for me.

1 find it difficult to write about big issues — I
didn’t find it easy to write Savages. The difficulty
was not to propose any easy solutions. I wanted
everything to be implicit; I wanted the people to
be believable; and I wanted the situation to
emerge by implication.

Although you said the starting point for Savages was
the Indian ritual, did you ever consider showing their
way of life in a more documentary way? Using film,
perhaps.

Yes, we did think about that. Then we thought
that if we used film it would be very difficult for
the actors playing the Indians to have any
conviction in the end. During rehearsals we tried
various scenes with them, just sitting around and
eating, but they didn’t seem to be effective. And
as the fact was that they were bombed during the
ritual, we decided in the end to stick to that. We
had a silent member of the directoral triumvirate,
an anthropologist who took the actors through the
ritual as he’d observed it. He maintained anony-
mity because he goes to Brazil often and didn’t
want to create difficulties.

Did you discuss how the play was developing with Robert
Kidd before you presented him with the finished script?

I showed him what I'd done before I went to
Brazil and explained to him what I was going to
do, and to a few other people, and everyone was
rather alarmed by the shapelessness of it. I think

What was your reaction when you read the un-
finished part of Savages Hampton gave you
before he went to Brazil?

Kidd: Mild frustration. I would think, this
is rather good, I like this, and then I’d turn
the page and read, ‘There now follows
Scene 18 which will be the main and central
scene of the play’ — but which wasn’t there.
You could only read it in fragmentary bits.

now it’s a mistake to show people things before
they’re finished, because they don’t see how the
construction of the play’s going to work. Actually
I think Savages is quite successful: I think the
various disparate elements are rather carefully
put together. Once I started to write, as always,
I wrote pretty quickly. Each of the scenes took
me a day probably. :

I write in longhand - usually from ten to six,
and the most difficult thing, I find, is getting myself

Plays by
Christopher
Hampton
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into a state to begin. Once I've begun I keep
going until it stops working. I don’t write in an
autobiographical way at all, and I can’t write
about anything unless I feel intensely, emotion-
ally involved with it. Then the process is to write
as if I wasn’t emotionally involved.

You just sat down and wrote?

Yes. The anthropologist I modelled on ‘our
anthropologist,” because he spoke with such
passion and refused any interruption. In fact the
story he tells about seeing the remnants of the
tribe being flown in and unloaded off the plane
was from his diary. I know pretty well before I
start to write a scene what’s going to be in it,
though sometimes I have a surprise in the middle.

Does there come a point where you have to check back
to your factual notes and adjust what you've written?

No, really not. If it’s a matter of statistics, then I

write pretty carefully from whatever source notes
I've got.

From Page to Stage

Do you do any re-writing during rehearsals?

No, hardly any.
No suggestions from the actors?

The odd line they don’t feel happy about, but
that’s all.

And the original wasn’t a lot longer than what appeared
on stage?

No. The two confession scenes have been cut,
and the scene with the Indians in the bar. A pity
I think. because I also wanted to show what the

Indians were like once they got off their own
territory.

You didn’t attempt to show the poor, except through the
eyes of the revolutionary Carlos?

No, because I don’t think I could have done that
very convincingly. I don’t know enough about it.
The other cuts involved the intended beginning
and the end of the play — because of fire regula-
tions. The first legend is called ‘The Origin of
Fire,” and the play was meant to begin with the
Indians lighting torches in the fire. And it was
supposed to”end with the pilot of the aeroplane
who had done the bombing, and his co-pilot,
pouring kerosene over the bodies and lighting a
torch — so that the same image opened and closed
the play. We obviously couldn’t do it.

When did you decide to give West the legends?

PRODUCTION CASEBOQy

The first idea was to have the legends spoken b
a voice over, and we probably would have dope!

that, only Paul Scofield was very anxious to say
them. He didn’t like the idea of recording

‘ In the written play, the legends were meant to be
a voiwce on tape . . .
which would have been a
disaster. Scofield had the first strong reac-
tion to that — he just thought they would be
i much better spoken. And e wanted to speak
| them. I think he was absolutely right.
! There was something worrying me about
| them that I couldn’t put my finger on.
There are certain things one knows won’t
work in the theatre — and an audience
sitting for six scenes and listening to a
tape-recorded voice reading obscure legends
is one of them. They wouldn’t have
taken it. There was absolutely no theatric-
ality in it at all.

voice and listening to it every night. He likes to
do them, and I think it works better actually.

One could imagine either a completely independent voice

over, as you say, or the anthropologist, or one of the

Indians — if you hadn’t intended them not to speak.

Yes, except they are West’s poems, and that’s a
comment on them in a way.

But that’s very sophisticated, an intellectual distancing. :

Isn’t this something that’s caused a critical confusion over
the play, that there is a separateness between the gut
reaction and the slightly distanced, witty technique. One
doesn’t know where one stands.

That’s funny, because a lot of the critics said it was
a piece of propaganda and that’s why they didn’t
like it.

There seems to have been a clear division between those
who said it should be more propagandist, less witty, and
those who said it should all have been nice and witty and
Wildean, and you should have chopped the propaganda.

Ronald Bryden in Plays and Players for one. His
was a sophisticated review, that said when he
went to see it he didn’t know what to expect. Half
the critics had said it was a ‘witty’ play about
kidnapping, and the other half said it was a
propaganda piece. He agreed with that, though -
he thought the propaganda side was hopelessly
weak and naive. At the centre, which he said was
the best part, was the play about West and Carlos.
What he really objected to was that it was this
way round, and he would really rather have seen
an all-out propaganda piece that would have lit

.
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the skies over Rio de Janeiro, and his hea{t sa.'nyk
g 11 the civilized, British witticisms. I think it’s
= a' hard to say that one part of the play was
mzcr written and then attack it for (hat_ r?ason'.
b_\c;:d he said that the scene with_thc. missionary
',-:15 sub-undergraduate, whxch'l think is luc}xcrou?.
:ﬂ\e way I feel (and this applies to Brus.tem t00),
is ;hat the critics just didn’t know anythx_ng about
it. Actually there are people like the missionary,
land they are locking Indians up and giving them
bubblegﬁm philosophy.
Does the critical reaction depress you?
Always, yes. 1 was very depressed by Bonald.
'Brydén's review. Especially because he saxc_l h_o“'
wonderful The Philanthropist was. AI kept t‘hmkmg
of his review of The Phillanl.hroput — which was
not in fact all that enthusiastic.
Do you feel that critics could in any way provide useful
fttt{back to writers?
There’s no doubt they influence people. If they

Can you describe the way you started thinking

about the script? |

Kidd: The biggest problem was dealing
with the Indians. I had to make the de-
cision whether to have them or not.
Christopher and I spent 2 long long time
talking about that — there was some dis-
agreement. The play is thematically abogt
Indians, certainly, but the actual Play. is
about an English diplomat.who is kid-
napped. You could — and I dld. — argue for.
doing the play without the Indxans._l knew
nothing about them and Christopher
didn’t know that much. Fortunately, we
eventually found an anthropolqgist who did.
Savages wasn't meant to be like The Royal
Hunt of the Sun and there was also 'the
economic factor — how many Indians
could you afford and how many could you
have on a stage the size of the Royal Court.
Christopher always wanted hundreds: we
finally settled for eight. Also there was 2
big problem in the text, in 'fhat Lhere_wasl
nothing written for the Indlan.s. A ritua
takes place, but there’s nothing on ti'lc
page that says what the actual ritual is.
"There was nothing except — ‘Another part
of the Indian ceremony’ — 1 Lhin_k that was
the phrase. So the anthropologist became
invaluable: he became my chorco.graphcr.
| I couldn’t have done the play, as it’s doue,
without him.

SR
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give bad notices, people don’t go and see t}}g play}
It’s as simple as that. They‘havc a position 0

great power, and I don’t think they exercise 1(;
very carefully. It’s not to say one expects gog1

reviews — in fact there were one or two rca{xly
‘bad’ reviews for Savages which 1 thought v.crc'
well-argued and well put-together.' Jeremy1
Kingston, who said in Punch the play was a tota

R P Re A S Bty St R

Do you attach importance to getting the blocking
fixed at an early stage? -

Kidd: If a play is tightly d(eSlgnedf it has to
be blocked early. Take the hldCO‘L:l[ -
there’s not much you can in\'c-m. With a
bed in a room to which West is shackle(?.
the blocking evolved easily: there weren’t
many choices. And our anthropologist
choreographed the Indians.

How do you work with the designer?

| Kidd: When I read a play, | te'nd to react
to one or two little bits of it = it’s hard to
describe. There were certain things I knew I
wanted in Savages — like a bare stage for lthec

jans. And I didn’t want to use a revolve.

i in:;med the other things, like the hideout
scenes, to be as realistic as possible. We
started off with that, and Jocelyn evolved
several alternatives around that. And we
worked very closely on how to do the scene |
changing.

¢ Focelyn Herbert came up with a rela'twtl, y
i:l{:;og xolxi?on to the design pml{lem. Did you
ever think of using film clips, or slides? .

| Kidd: Yes, we did. And I would have liked
to do without blackouts. But Athat was
impossible — unless we did a stylized scene
change. But that was another l'a(_:tor w}?xclhf
| killed Total Eclipse, so 1 was a bit wary.
West had to get up, undo the handcuffs
and walk across to another set, the play ‘
would have been dead. If one scene ends |
with West saying a line and the next scene
begins with him in 2 different locanon..u;
a different costume, how d’f’ you do it?
Hampton’s technique is filmic — you keep
| wanting to cut, cut, cut all the time.

|

W e
failure, did seem to have some groun(,is. But
mostly critics are so mindless. They don’t ’src;n\‘,
to have concentrated on the play at -aJl.k oi;
might just as well not have been there. You know,
some even got the plot wrong.

P
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Do you think the play can achieve anything except make
a few more people think about the situation?

No, not really. I don’t have much faith in the
power of writers to change society, except in a
very minimal way, in the very long run. Theatre
reflects society and very, very occasionally changes
the way people think. But then at no stage in the
history of the theatre have there been more than
a tiny handful of people whose work is ultimately
significant. We ought to come to terms with that
fact - we who work in the theatre. I could very
well imagine a society infinitely better than the
one we live in at the moment, in which there was
no theatre — and I feel that

the people who
bemoan the fact that their wo

rk isn’t reaching
R e SO S
How important do you feel the play is as propa- |
ganda for a political cause?

Kidd: I know that every single thing in the
play was true. The more one worked, the
more one learned about things that weren’t
in the play. I did become Increasingly con-
scious of the political situation, but I tried
to make the play work on its own level - in
purely theatrical terms. I didn’t want to
get carried away with the fact that it s
documented material. So what — terrible
things happen all the time. We know there
are people who kill babies — it’s happening
now at this minute in England and America,
[t seemed to me, however, that that was
not the point of the play.

How much were you conscious of the need to
inlegrate episodes — or of their separate value?
Kidd: I wasn’t. There was a lot, however,

in the play to be integrated at various
emotional and even intellectual levels. Yet
all the scenes have their own theatrical |
value. That’s one of the main reasons why I |
think the play is so good. We know the
failure of this country to make any kind of
political theatre work. It’s partly because
audiences aren’t interested — but also for
other reasons. This play was unique be-
cause it was a political play, it was heavily
documented, it did say, very clearly,
certain relevant things. And at the same
time it was an entertaining evening in the
theatre.

e S e
wider audiences, or that they aren’t achieving
what they want to achieve, should perhaps
question the absolute value they give to the theatre
as an institution. I see no special reason why
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people should go to the theatre. I go because |

like it, and I work in it because I like working in E

it, but I don’t think it’s sacred in any way.

But you thought it important to convey the information
in Savages?

Yes, though that was another thing Bryden took
up. I said in an interview for The Guardian —
because I was asked what I thought about W. H.

Auden saying none of his poems ever saved any |

Jews — “Why should Auden have expected his poems
to save any Jews?’ That doesn’t mean he shouldn’t
write them — of course he should. Bryden said it
was this kind of feeling which spoilt my play,
that I should have been much more passionate
and condemnatory. I don’t see how I could have
been more passionate. I feel the facts are very,

very clear, and what I'm trying to say in the play

could hardly be clearer.

Problems in Production

Would you rather have seen the play done in different
bypes of theatres, or different situations?

When I wrote it, I thought, well, three weeks at
the Court - you know.

Do you think the audience that needs to see this play is
the one who might see it in a West End theatre?

In an ironic way, yes. You can sense the alarm
e e R S A v

How did you feel about tackling, within the con-
Sessedly limited resources of the Royal Court, a l
blay like Savages, scaled to something more
ambitious?

Kidd: The main thing was to get a good
designer. I spent a lot of energy and effort —
more than I ever had before — persuading
Jocelyn Herbert to do it. I think she’s the
best designer in the country, and she also
knows the Court inside out. I spent three
months wooing her, because she was very |
busy and wouldn’t do it. I think the whole |
production would have been up shit creek
without her. I had Scofield by then, and he
wanted Jocelyn as well.

What’s happened to the production between the
Court and the Comedy?

Kidd: Very little. Because it so happens
that, though the theatre’s much bigger,
the stage is almost identical. One would '
have liked a bigger stage, so the trucks |
could have gone straight off. I could have
lost a few black outs that way. |

West sips coke at the American mission while he

‘ irect enn.
listens to the Indians perform under the direction of the Rev. Elmer P

in the audience when the play begins — especially
now, in the American tourist_ season. After ten
minutes people are either sctFlmg down to ac;:lept
it or are in an absolutely mutinous mood a}nd ‘ale
it. It’s not at all what they expect. The fact that
Paul Scofield said he would do it is very import-
ant. Because that’s the reason people are going to
see it, and I’'m very grateful to him.

itics have said the part of West is pretty thin. Does
i sy . . . . e )
Scofteld feel that? Is this a fair critical reaction:

But you see the part’s not written as a hravl_;ri
part.’ he’s totally committed to it, and I thin
that’s what he likes about it.

; of 1 to the subject
Is his interest also ome of commuitment )]

matter?

Absolutely. He made it fairly clear. at t'nevcnd of
Royal Court run that he wasn’t going to do any-
'hif\g else for a bit, that he w'amed to hang abou’t
until it was absolutely certain the play couldr;\t
go on again. Had he not made that clear then the
play wouldn’t be running at the Co.medy no;\l/.
Throughout, he’s been totally comx:m[tcd to the
play, he’s never had any reservations, a.n.d e
hasn’t wanted to turn the part into anything it

isn’t.

You didn’t intend West to be slightly harder, or more
cynical? :
No, I think that what Scofield does very well 15'
to ge( over the weakness of the man. He was very

Do you think it was necessary to the play to have
a star in the part of West? :
Kidd: I think the play would work with an
unknown, but good, actor in the part. But
Scofield was my first choice, I felt he was
| right for the part, and he happens to be ~orjxe
of the best actors in the world. And he said
yes.
;’{ow do you go about working with an actor on a
rge part?
i(;igddf I never worked with Tom Comi_or
Paul Scofield on their own. The three of us
always worked together.
Do you take the script apart line by line? :
Kidd: We talked about it a lot - not in
general terms, in specific terms. Yes, lm;
by line. Trying to understand what eac
one meant.
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upset about one line that was cut: “That may be
what happens, but I’m sure it’s not the Govern-
ment’s intention.” He said he missed it in the
characterization — the sort of feeble, spineless
reaction of the man.

How closely involved were you with the choice of cast?

Very. We sent it first to Paul Scofield, so West is
perfect casting from our point of view.

And the rest fell into place fairly readily?

No, it was very difficult casting the rest. We held a
great number of auditions before we found Tom
Conti for Carlos — and he’s very, very good.
How involved were you in the rehearsals?

There was a period of about ten days when I was
asked not to come. But I have to be told not to
come, otherwise I’m there all the time. I sit and

mutter. I've been trained not to speak to the
actors.

Obuviously you must feel Robert Kidd has a sympathy
with your work?

Yes, I do. He doesn’t have an intellectual ap-
proach to a play, which I like very much. He

You seem to work pragmatically . . . .
Kidd: Actors, I'm told, say the opposite.

You don’t approach the play by telling the actors
your conception of it?

Kidd: No, not at all. I'm very ‘Royal
Court’ — what is on the page is what we do.
So I don’t make a big Royal Shakespearian
kind of speech about it being done in pink
wigs and wellington boots. In the same way,
I don’t tolerate an actor saying, ‘I see the
character this way.” If the play’s well
written, it’s on the page — there’s only one
interpretation, and that’s as writ. For
example, there’s the aggressive hetero-
sexual loud-mouthed, perfectly real and

PRODUCTION

What attracted you to Savages and to the role
of West? Did you feel a personal commitment to
its subject matter?

Scofield: It would really be misleading to
say that my acceptance - enthusiastic
acceptance — of the part was motivated by
any previous knowledge of the play’s sub-
ject-matter, or by any matured conclusions
as to the predicament of the Brazilian
Indians. I was rather in the position of
Carlos, the young revolutionary, whose
response to a question was, ‘Indians? What
Indians?’ Although, of course, I knew, as
he did, that they existed. I knew something
of the sad demoralization of the North
American Indian - indeed who cannot
feel sympathy towards a race to which a
whole land has belonged, yet which finds
itself left with nothing, purposeless and
redundant? But that was the extent of my
knowledge of the general issues at the
moment of reading the play, and beyond
that point the two questions that you've
asked cannot be answered separately. The
sense of conviction that I felt about the play
came from Christopher Hampton’s writing
and my practical commitment to playing
West could only arise from sympathetic
recognition of what Christopher was writing
about — which, if I am to be involved at
all, becomes for me commitment. I am
now very close indeed to the play, and I
still feel the same acute sense of concern
that I did when I first read it. The character
of West was of course important to me, and
we see much of the background through his
perceptions — the play is really about that
background. The background is really the
foreground!

How did you build the character of West — his
voice, mannerisms, and 50 on?

Scofield: It varies with me. Sometimes 1
build hopefully from one or two clues in the
Sometimes 1 see the charac_ter
when 1 first read the play, and find
erges from rehearsal to

script.
clearly
that nothing em 3 : :
make me change that first impression —
this way sounds very easy, but isn’t. And
sometirﬁes I begin in a total»vacuum and-
work on day-to-day discoveries. h»can}not
be said that I saw West as 2 ‘fascmzAiung"
character, because in a way the point 1s
that he is not — he is fallible and human,
and throughout the play he seems to be

S i ST

Above : West and Carlos begin their game of chess in the

guerrilla hideout.
the colonial era an

jor Brigg about "
elow : West chats with Major
Bd (bottom) with the American missionary.

energetic American missionary — there’s no
point in someone saying he wants to play
him as a queer English vicar. There’s only
one way of playing it, and that’s the right
way. :
Do you see yourself as being influenced by any
particular director?

Kidd: Bill Gaskill, I suppose. I came up
through the Royal Court and I’ve not been
at it that long. I’'m thirty, and I’ve been
directing for six years, but nearly all my
work’s been at the Court.

sees it simply in terms of how it can be made
effective and how it will work for an audience.
He doesn’t bother to go into the ins and outs of
the intellectual line. If he did I think he would
find himself with problems. I think rigidly in-
tellectual approaches to plays are not very good
from a director’s point of view.

Do you see yourself as going on writing for, say, the
Royal Court three-week audience, or have you any
ambitions to reach other kind of audience, perhaps
through television?

I haven’t done any television plays because I feel
they come and go so quickly, and the fact that

struggling to apprehend hisv own ~seﬂr_s<'3h of
humanity, which he only really grasps w C.n<
speaking the legends to the audience. 1;1 his
relations with the other characters he is ;l- ‘
ways ‘trying to see.’ I fee':.lus po@nnal
mahhooci is greater than his experience,
and what he sees cannot catch up 4\\'1(}1
what he senses. As Christopher has written |
him, he is an amusing man, gnd I hope
that I sometimes make him quite funny —
but this is essential to his dra.mauc purpose.
It is his faint absurdity which makes us see l
him as a fallible man, and not as an

instrument of moral judgment.
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Did you draw on any models, real or fictional?
Scofield: Of course, I have known Wests,
and they have helped to model my perform-
ance. But I think that what applies to
writers also applies to actors in this — you
don’t have a specific model, it is rather an
accumulation of conscious and uncon-
scious experience of people.
How much and what kind of work did you do
away from the director?
Scofield: Rehearsal is all day and every
day for four weeks, remember, and at home
during that period the actor is memorizing
his lines - so that while I do not actually
rehearse at home, at the same time I am
constantly occupied with the play. We are
now in the middle of a run, and the play’s
shape and balance are fairly securely
established, but I'm still working on it.
I'm rarely free of it Apart from the
director’s interpretation of the play, and
sharing and matching my interpretation
with that, the director is also a one-man
audience through whom I prepare for a
real audience. He is the focal point at which,
during rehearsal, I aim my performance.
Are there special problems in West spending so
much of his time just listening? Or in commun-
icating information, which has to be made
theatrically interesting?
Scofield: There are no problems in the
‘listening’ aspects of the character, because
during much of the play West is in fact
being educated. His function is that of the
learner and listener and watcher, and it is
as important to listen as to speak, and de-
mands equal vitality. The ‘information’
content of the play is I think treated quite
honestly as such, and if this is put across
with conviction and animation the problem
is only whether the audience takes it or
leaves it. The evidence points to the fact
that they take it.
Has your performance changed during the run in
response to audience reactions and to other
actors’ performances?
Scofield: I think that question answers
itself, This is what happens. A performance
is influenced by every different audience. It
changes every night. The effect that actors
have on each other’s performances is incal-
culable. We really do work co-operatively.

|
|

|

PRODUCTION C.-\SEBOOK

six million people watch means nothing, really. [
prefer the sensation of people actually coming
along and sitting

rather well done, and I enjoyed working on it. It

was nice to think that a lot of people were watch. &

ing, but there was no feedback at all. There was
one review, otherwise it might just as well never
have happened.

Are you working on another play?

I'm writing a play. At least I haven’t started
writing yet, but I'm working on a play of a more
personal nature — with three characters. The
pattern I’ve fallen into, for various reasons, is to
write a ‘small’ play followed by a ‘large’ play, a
fictional play followed by a play based on some
documentary incident.

Do you see any kind of development in your work — in
retrospect?

No. People have often asked, but I see no con-
nection between my plays whatsoever, except for
the fact that I wrote them. I try to approach each
subject in a way appropriate to it. I have no
particular style, I don’t think.
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Martin Esslin
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In Search of ‘Savages’

} lin reviewed the reviews of the Royal Shakespeare Company’s revival of _Gpr/ky’s The
L\Z:térrl Ij)i:-;)ths in TQQ. Here, he con:{:ierx the {at/w( different problems posed for the critic (and fo;;e a
critic of the critics) by a new play, of controversial content and innovatory form —.Chrwtoé). 7
Hampton’s Savages, which opened in April at the Royal Court Theatre, London,.and is the su de
of the Production Casebook in this issue. Martin Esslin, Head of BBC Radio Drama, is also
author of major studies of Brecht and Pinter, and of the seminal Theatre of the Absurd.

CRITICIZING the critics may be quite a us'cful
exercise once in a while; but why return to it so
soon after my piece on the reaction to the RSC’s
Lower Depths in TQQ? Because there is a profound
difference between the critical response to an
established classic, with its own history, its own
background literature behind it, on the one hand,
and a brand new play on the other. In the former
case what is at issue is the degree of backgrogr'xd
knowledge, of professional expertise t‘hc critics
reveal or fail to reveal; in the latter the situation is
far more difficult and complex: here the criiic of
critics cannot put himself onto a pinnacle c.)f
superior background knowledge or rmsc.arch‘; his
own response to the play is as valid or 1nva!1d as
that of all the other critics. So how can he judge
the relative validity of their judgements?

Yet such an analysis seems to me well worth
while, not only to show how differently different
people react to the same experience, b\_n also
because the sheer quantity of different reactions set
side by side with each other should reveal differeat,
typica’l and stereotyped attitudes, and thus lca‘d
to a greater understanding of some of the b:%sm
assumptions — and perhaps prejudices, or blind
spots — behind our daily and weekly drama
reviewing.

Christgpher Hampton’s Savages is a good
starting point for such a survey: a new play by an
established but still young author on an unusual
and unhackneyed subject with an original formal
structure, a big star in the lead — an intriguing
mixture of ingredients, unusual enough to
challenge the critics’ sensibilities. :

The play had, to put it mildly, a rmxed' recep-
tion. A number of critics thought it just plain bad,
a failure:

‘an almost total failure as a play . . . ." (Jeremy
Kingston, Punch)

‘. . . ineptitude . . . .’ (John Barber, Daily
Telegraph)

‘... a long and tortured route to arrive at the

play’s bleak truism’ (Jack Tinker, Daily Mail)
( Tortuous or tortured?)

‘. . . a disappointment . . . . Too many scenes
went by with long explanatory speeches and no
action,‘but Paul Scofield . . . managed to inject
some stimulant into dying lines.” (John Elsom,
The Listener)

‘...awell-meaning mess. . .." (Milton Shulman,

Evening Standard)

About an equal number of reviewers found the
play very good, a considerable success:
‘a rare play: one that passionately pleads a
specific cause but undermines all the romantic
sentiment surrounding it.” (Michael Billington,
The Guardian)
. overwhelming admiration for Mr. Hamp-
ton’s work . . (Frank Marcus, Sunday
Telegraph)

! . splendid eloquence . . . .’ (Kenneth
Hurren, Spectator)
‘. . . delicately and with cumulative power. ...’
(Harold Hob'son, Sunday Times)

. an offering to be seen and admired . . . .

(Herbert Kretzmer, Daily Express)

Perils of Instant Reviewing

The rest of the notices came down neither on one
side nor the other. For them the play was a
curate’s egg — only good in parts. In some cases
the impression one has is of caution — not wanting
to be committed, in case one’s opinion turns out
to have been wrong. B. A. Young in the Financial
Times, for example, gave an extremely accurate
and fair account of the play’s content without
clearly indicating whether he thought it good, bad
or indifferent. That was on 13 April. After the
transfer of Savages to the West End, however,
Mr. Young published a second notice, on 30 June
in which he had come to the conclusion that —

Savages is far and away the best play now in the West

b o el
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End

I am quoting this not to score a point against
B. A. Young. Quite the contrary: it underlines
to my mind, the weaknesses of instant reviewing?
Why should Mr. Young be expected to come to a
mature conclusion about the play’s merits and
literary value half an hour after the curtain came
down on the first night ? After all, a really valuable
work of art shows its true power by the very fact
that it lingers in the mind, that it makes one ‘Lhink
long and thoroughly about it, that it contains so
much that new facets only come to light after
long reflection, that it stimulates trends of thought
w-'hich may continue for days, months, even a life-
time. This, after all, is what Brecht meant by his
distinction between ‘culinary art,’ .
passes through one’s mind like food passes through
one’s body, and true art, which changes one’s
habits pf thought. By this token it should in
fact be impossible for a really original, great work
of art to be judged instantly. The history of theatre
from Richard Wagner to Beckett coﬁﬁrms this.
The instant critic who refuses to be drawn into a
value judgment may thus be the wisest and the

most honest of them all.

What characterizes many of the reviews,
bowe\'er, is the glibness of their instant value
_]u'dgmems. Indeed, more than that, the glibness
th'h which the motives of the author are pro-
.claxmed, as though the reviewer had first-hand
information on them. Irving Wardle in The Times

is a good example:

Savages is a documentary polemic, written in a white
heat of outrage, and far more intent on clarity
ment than on formal neainess . .
sets himself are two: to devise a scheme that will
wncorporate as much material as possible and to adopt a
stance proper to a national outsider.

How did Irving Wardle know that Christopher
Hampton was more intent on clarity of statement
t}}an on formal neatness? If Hampton had told
him so himself, surely he could have given his
source. If not, he had no justification in making
that assertion. In fact, what struck me on
the play was its formal neatness,
contrapuntal interplay of Indian myth, fashbacks
and the dialogues between the kidnapper and hxs:
victim. Ard how did Wardle, and many of the
other critics who used the same cliché, kx;ow that
the play was written in ‘a white heat of passion ?’
W_’hat struck me was the coolness and rationality
with which Hampton had tackled his ex

material.

- . it also conlains far and away the best
> - & .
performance by an actor in the West End . . . . comes into this muddle) are shown in the subse

quent portions of his review. Having decided that
the author was intent on clarity above all, he™

Fhen berates him for not living up to his supposed
intention:

. . The formal tasks he

MARTIN ESSLpy

The pitfalls of Wardle’s method (if methogd

The dialogues between West and Carlos the guerrillg
occupy a large proportion of the cvening, but they offer
little more than factual illumination. The Dbositions of the
two characters are insufficiently clarified . :

But what if the intention of the author was not -
mainly to impart factual information but to
present two complex characters, each with a
mixture of \motiva? Having decided - in my
opinion quite wrongly — that Hampton was
writing no more than an arid documentary tract
Wardle has totally closed his mind to any othc;
possibility, and therefore misses the main dramatic
Point and delight of the evening. Ronald Bryden
in Plays and Players, who has reservations on ‘othc;
points, clearly saw that element in the play:

The dialogue between the imprisoned diplomat . . . and
his young captor is in [Hampton’s] finest vein. Extracted |
Sfrom the mass of material round it, it would make a F
brilliant short play. The Englishman, tetchy and
middle-aged, can’t resist baiting the young enthusiast who
gua_rd.r him. But he prides himself on his liberalism and
envies the boy’s passion too much not to sympathize with
him. Ouver their bored games of chess a genuine affection
grows between them. The diplomat hints at his own
detestation of the military junta which rules Brazil. The
boy admits his own revolutionary heresy — a weakness for
American girls. Both in fact are romantics. What
t?ivide: them fatally is the older man’s beligf that action

is futile, the younger’s insistence that it is necessary. o
The dialogue and detail of all this half of the play
crackles with intelligence . . . .

Precisely. The ‘insufficient clarification’ of the

stance of these two characters to which Wardle —

and some other critics — objected is in fact the

human core of the play, the ambiguities of their

position, the life-blood of their drama, which,

after all, ends with one of them killing the other. »
The cliché about the ‘white heat of passion’ in

which Hampton is supposed to have conceived
the play and which convinced so many of the

reviewers that he was above all making; propa-

ganda at the expense of everything else, blinded

them to the actual merit of the play as drama.

Your Political Slip is Showing '
Benedict Nightingale in the New Statesman starts

from the same false promise and solemnly
admonishes the author:

i

i

il ol

What the Critics Said

jtzin in Tribune.

|n order to give readers the opportunity of contrasting
their own reactions with those of Martin Esslin’s in his
survey of reviews of Savages, we reproduce here in full,
by kind permission of the journals concerned, four of the
reviews he analyzes in most detail — those of lrving
Wardle in The Times, Robert Brustein in The Observer,
Harold Hobson in The Sunday Times, and Catherine

Savages
Royal Court

Irving Wardle

The black record of the Euro-
pean rape of Brazil occupies one
e of the Royal Court pro-
gramme. The Portuguese arrive
F 1500, “aiter which the indi-
genous Indian population start
dying out at a rate of a million
2 century. Forced labour is
"atroduced. The Indian Protec-
ton Service is implicated in
<holesale tribal exterminations.
Indians are deprived of any
rights to land. A branch of the
Trans-Amazon  Highway i
diverted to cut through their
Jast surviving reservationm, the
Xingu Park. The Indian popu-
Jation is now estimated at 80,000
in a total population of 30 mil-

lions. Sl €

Emerging from this sickening
compilation and from other
accounts which suggest modern
o be one of the worst
on earth, the question is,
what Christopher Hampton (or
anv other visiting dramatist) can
add 1o the facts.

Savages is a_ documentary
polemic, written in 2 white heat
of outrage, and far more intent
on clarity of statement than on
formal neatness. Hampton is not
solely concerned with the
Indians but also with the plight
of Brazil’s destitute 70 per cent
and the tactics of military
government. The formal tasks he
sets himself are two : to devise
a scheme that will incorporate
as much material as possible, and
to adopt a stance proper to a
tional outsider.
th, t0 a degree, are solved
is decision to thread the
on to a kidnapping. A
sh diplomat, labelled rather
than named Alan West, is picked
up by a group of guerrillas and
held in exchange for the release
of political prisoners and safe-
conduct to Cuba. Scenes of his
captivity alternate with flash-
backs to his previous Brazilian
encounters. By making him also
a minor poet, Hampton is able
to spread the net and show West
collecting scraps of Indian myth-
ology which are introduced as
parables between the scenes.

I assume these are authentic.
As Paul Scofield speaks them
they are certainly intensely
moving, from a prologue on the
birth of fire (“ What you take
from people, they will never find
again ™) to a last statement on
masks as a protection from in-
vading demons. What one
would like 10 know is whether
this material originated before
or after the arrival of the Portu-
Ruese. In other words, does it
represent the beauty of un-
spoiled Indian culture (in which
¢ase, why should the myths of a
supposedly happy people be in-
rariably tragic) > Or does it
represent their attitude towards
colonial barbarities> As they
siand, they are too much like
what West himself was looking
for - beautiful poems divorced
from their social origins.

The play develop by following
the course of West's Brazilian
education: stal as a de-
tached dipiomat, full of cymical
Stories about land speculation,
getting an introduction o the
indian “question from a dis-
illusioned young anthropologist
whose tribe is likely to be
slaughtered by the time his
thesis is out ; trekking off to the
interior to discuss the past with
3 Maughamesque old major who
talks about the rough justice of
the old days to a background of

Gilbert and Sullivan on a wind-
up gramophone ; and visiting a
scarifying Amenican mi

Brazilian Indians are being syw
tematically tortured and slaugh-
tered (ironic projections at the
end show the whole world
aroused over the death of the
diplomat, while wholly indiffer-
ent to the massacre of an entire
Indian tribe).

The author’s indignation over
this is fierce—so fierce that it
has muddled his play. The dip-
lomat is a kind of hetl

Catherine Itzin

A LONG-FORGOTTEN- memory

came to mind while watching
Christopher Hampton's  Savages
(Royal Court) — whicy seemed t0
underpin the *“Liberal dilemma™
point of the play — of an exciting
excursion when [ was a child in
lowa to the Indian reservation at
Tama to see real Indians. The

cipher, limited largely to re-
sponses like ‘Extraordinary!”
and ‘Oh I"; the guerrilla leader
spouts r i latitud:

was gingered by sca-
rifying images of ferocious Apaches
on the warpath (across the cine-
mascope screen, of course) against

(Geoffrey Palmer, uttering barks
of laughter through clenched
teeth).

By the time the guerrillas col-
lect him, he is no longer quite
the same detached liberal. But
where his feelings are focused
on the Indian question, his
captor—an amiable young intel-
lectual—regards this as quite
marginal to the real political
crisis. No doubrt it is: but the
play is not large enough to take
on the Jarger subject at this
stage. The dialogues between
West and Carlos the guerrilla
occupy a large proportion of the
evening, but they offer little

Y
and the others are caricatures,
icularly & moralistic, Coca-
ola-drinking American mission-
ary who seems to have wandered
in out of a roadshow version
of *Rain’ (roday such mission-
aries would be much more likely
to share Mr Hampton’s humani-
tarian views).

Since ‘Savages’ is unformu-
lated, Robert Kidd's production
seems tentative (the ochre-
painted Equity Indians struck
me as especially unfortunate).
And since it fails as a work for
the th o
vi

more than*factual ion.
The positions of the two charac-

v to the Royal
Court audience; perhaps we are

ters are claritied.
West remains an uncommitted
outsider whose allegiances re-
main romantically ambiguous.
Tom Conti's Carlos is simply
glamorized ; a charming young
man out of the social top drawer,
who hates shedding_blood, and
acts simply from a sense of
social outrage than any particu-
lar ideology (quoting Che and
Fanon is as far as he gets).

The role of West offers variety
but not much assertion: even
when not chained to a bed, it is
largely passive. And one senses
Scofield chafing against its
limits and doing all in his power
to expand and enrichen the
lines. Sitting over a zame of
chess he does amazing things
with a remark like “1 have 2
feeling I'm going to win ”, draw-
ing it out with pauses and hand
gestures, leading one to expect

hi and con-

only to share the
author’s outrage. This I am
perfectly willing to do—but I
wish he had not felt obliged to
idealise the moral qualities of
his Indians. One should be pre-
pared to protest about crueity
even when the victims are as
ordinary as everyone else, for it
is precisely this kind of selec
tive outrage that is used to
justify cruelty in the first place

Harold Hobson

A TRULY living subsidised theatre
should give us not only classics,
freshly thought out, but aiso new
works of quality. This’is what the
Royal Court is doing with
Christopher Hampton's Savages,
which offers us an arresting per-
formance by- Paul Scofield as a

cluding on a comic anti-climax.
Rarely has there been such a
illiant display of listening as
his performance, the posture
and response precisely gauged
to the occasion and the other
speaker, and to the development
of his own character. Rol
Kidd's production, interwoven
with Indian rituals and one
cataclysmic bomb attack (fully
authenticated), carries its docu-
mentary fluidly with the some-
what lunging exposition. You
leave the show primed with well-
presented information and many
cxcellent lines. But theatrically
what will linger are Scofield’s
solos which recall the liberal
epigram that culture is wh
mains when everything else s
forgotten.

ROBERT
BRUSTEIN

At the Royal Court, Christo-
pher Hampton's Savages opens
with two promising scenes. In
the first, Paul Scofield—plaving
a liberal English diplomat in
Brazil—lugubriously intones a
myth about the origin of fire
against the background of an
Indian ritual; in the second, he
is confronted by Tupamaro-
style guerrillas, wearing gro-
tesque masks, and kidnapped.
After this, the play settles into
2 monotonous series of fla
backs and conversations, where
the opening scemes of ritual,
narration and confrontation are
repeated in one form or another
throughout the evening, and
little is added to the action ex-
cept the execution of the
diplomat. ~

Much is sdded, however; to
our knowledge of Brazilian poli-
tics and practices, for it is the
author’s thesis that while capi-
talism and revolution are locked
in a struggle for power, the

kidnapped British diplomat in
Brazil in a play that delicately,
and with a cumulative power,
transcribes Mr Hampton's sorrow
and indignation at the gradual
extinction of the Brazilian Indians,
and his reluctant but inexorable
disillusionment  with  freedom
fighters and liberal champions of

causes. For what the diplomat
discovers in his prison cell with his
eloquent captor (all these scenes
tingle with life and thought) and
in flashbacks at home with his wife,
his friends and his colleagues, is
that people care passionately (and
that they do care passionately is
never in doubt) only for those
good causes they can espouse with-
out loss to themselves.

The anthropologist sees the
wrongs of the Indians, but will not
publicly mention them. The
colonist concludes complacently
that nothing can be done. The
idealistic revolutionary, who will
wade through slaughter to para-
dise, emotionally argues that, com-
pared with the welfare of under-

paid white workers, the deaths of -

a mere 50,000 Indians is an incon-
siderable trifle. Even Mr Scofieid’s
elegant, baffled diplomat is more
concerned with Indian legends than
with Indian lives.

This is the best kind of political
play. It hits at the audience rather
than at some hypothetical third
person villain. - This is a lesson
that is badly needed. Royal Court
audiences _come afrom liberal-
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g1 forging new
frontiers.

Waat [ saw was a squaw
squatting outside her tepee weaving
baskets, while the braves performed
a pathetic imitation of my idea of a
war dance. To my “innoceat™
mind, the Sac tribe at Tama were
worse than disappointing — they
were frauds. It never occurred to
me then that they were people.

Legally, ignorance of the law is
no defence; watching Savages, 1
was certain that, moraily, innocence
could never be again either. But the
*liberal dilemma " begins after the
fail — with wondering what is to
be done zbout. what you know to

be wrong.
Hampton's play (structural and
dramatic weaknesses aside) is

packed with information about
Brazilian society — the statistics of
starvation and genocide chart
ith figures on profits and ex-
on and tae facts of political
ni

H isgdnc treatment juxtaposed
“liberal * British diplomat (Paul
Scofield, as usual splendidly pois-
ing on his consonants to leap
soaring into his vowels) with a
dilettante's passion for Indian
legend; an intensely sincere young
anthropologist researching the tribe
t would be dead before he
submitted his thesis; a retired relic
of Britisa imperialism, with a
passion for Gilbert and Sullivan
and his Indian servant; a Coca-
cola guzzling American missionary
keeping his Indian sheep behind
barbed wire for their own weifare;
the general and his attorney,
sweeping the corruption of the
Indian  Preservation Commission
(embarrassingly discovered 10 be
more concerned with elimination
than integration) under the carpet;
one of the hired exterminators,
confessing to My Lai type tortures;
and Carlos (Tom Conti), the
amiable urban guerrilla, discussing
ideclogy over a_game of chess with
the kidnapped British diplomat; all
interspersed with the Indians per-
forming their * ciarming” rituals
of death and rebirth — looking
uncomfortably like the Indians I
saw at Tama.

The play’s strength (again, des-
pite structural and dramatic weak-
nesses) lies in the fact that the
crucial characters in razilian
story — the capitalists — are not
represented. But, as in life, their
presence is implicit behind the
scenes, where they pull the strings
on their unwitting puppets who are
Hampton's characters.

The play incredibly manages to
present a cross-section of points of
view, so that they are seen to be
symgathetically valid in their own
“innocently *  selfish contexts —
even the butchers who hang a
voung Indian girl upside down to
chop her in ha¥ — contexts, after
all, dictated by a system in which
individual motives (for good or
evil) are irrelevant.
mistake — capitalism
enough to embrace th T
along with genocide and

worse.

Capitalism is, in fact, rarely
directly - mentioned by Hampton
{except for a witty Wildean
definition of it as the process by
which American girls become
American women). But the play
Jeaves no doubt that the magnitude

minded,
many of them from Westminster
and Chelsea. They are in favour,
like Mr Hampton's equivocal revo-
lutionary, of higher wages for the
lower-paid. Yet when these result
in increased rents one has only to
read the Westminster and Pimlico
News (which this week informs me
that my own rent is probably going
up) to hear their howls of rage.

of evil rep is the result of
capitalism — witaout making the
mistake of simplifying the guerrilla
into any sort of solution. Because
the . * Shainls™ 9
problems (and the world'’s) is short:
NONE within the capitalist system,
which, by more serious definition,
depends in the long-term on the
expioitation of some for the benefit
others (whatever the short-
term lies, seif-deceptions or sops.
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.. [it] left me . . . wishing that Hampton would tackle
his theme like a good propagandist or like an artist and
not from some indecisive stance in between. Either he
should be more wholeheartedly didactic, building his
case with more crusading zeal and imaginative verve . . . or
he should explore the attitudes of West and the other
‘civilized’ savages with more insight and irony. Or
conceivably both.

So the either/or alternative doesn’t really hold
good. All Nightingale is saying is that, while there
is no objection against a play which is both a piece
of political argument and a human drama, ke
didn’t find either of these objectives well enough
f:xccuted. Why then bring in the preconceived
idea of a necessary alternative between these two
possibilities? Frank Marcus in the Sunday Telegraph
found precisely the avoidance of an either/or
attitude, the absence of polemics and propaganda,
the absence of a ‘white heat of passion,” admirable:

e the true value of Savages . . . lies in the fact that
his play is not polemical. What other author could have
(e:i:ted the assumption of a mien of self-righteous moral
indignation, in the face of such atrocities? Mr. Hampton
asserts by his example that true comedies are profoundly
serious. The play bristles with epigrammatic wit, and the
arguments attain a Shavian level of lucidity and daring.
He is endowed with the ability to explode that most
dangerously fashionable form of sentimentality : the cult
of violence. He does not incite hate but invites under-
standing.

T?mese (to declare my own interest) are opinions
with which I entirely agree. Savages seems to me a
play which is exceptionally well balanced between
the pleading of a cause and an insight into the
Fragic ineffectiveness of political remedies. It is
ch_rcsting to see how such a balance escapes
critics with strongly preconceived political opin-
ions. Harold Hobson, for example, sees the merits
of Savages in the manner in which, he imagines, it
attacks liberal left-wing opinions: :

[1t] transcribes Mr. Hampton’s sorrow and indignation
at the gradual extinction of the Brazilian Indians and
his  reluctant but inexorable disillusionment with
Jreedom fighters and champions of good causes . . . . This
is the best kind of political play. It hits at the audience
r.atlzer than at some hypothetical third person villain. This
is a lesson that is badly needed. Royal Court audiences
come fmm well-heeled intellectuals, many of them from
Westminster and Chelsea. They are in favour, like
Mr. Hampton’s equivocal revolutionary, of higher Awage:
Jor the lower paid. Yet when these result in increased
rents one has only to read the Westminster and Pimlico
News (which this week informs me that my own rent is
probably going up) to hear their howis of rage . . . .

MARTIN FSSLING

In other words, don’t be for higher wages for the
lower paid! And congratulations to Christopher
Hampton for hitting those who are! Does My
Hobson admire Christopher Hampton because h.
also, like the authors of Lloyd George Knew My
Father and A Sense of Detachment (who currently
occupy the highest rungs in Mr. Hobson’s hierarchy

of great dramatists), has a bash at well-heeled &

intellectuals who are in favour of higher wages
for the lower paid ? He should compare notes with
Catherine Itzin, who in Tribune comes to a diamet-

rically different conclusion about the message of

Savages :

Capitalism is . . . rarely directly mentioned by Hampion,
- . . But the play leaves no doubt that the magnitude of

evil represented is the result of capitalism — without 3

making the mistake of simplifying the guerrilla into any |
sort of solution. Because the ‘simple’ answer to Brazil’s 3
problems (and the world’s) is short: NONE within the 38

capilali:t' system, which, by more serious definition,
depends in the long term on the exploitation of some for
the benefit of others . . . . 2

As Miss Itzin admits that the anti-capitalist
guerrillas would also do nothing to save the Indians
from extermination and as Miss Itzin does not
seem to know any alternative solution, the con-
clusion inevitably must be that

capitalism #&

(whatever that term is supposed to mean now-
adays, when even the aims of Communist guer- 3
rillas are subsumed under it) is not the source of &

all the Indians’ evils.

In fact, if Miss Itzin knew the rudiinents of *

Marxist thought, she would know that what
threatens the Indians is industrialization, the
advance of forms of production with which the

Indians can neither compete nor live in peaceful

co-existence, and that therefore — as the guerrilla,
and Mr. Hampton, know — there really is nothing
that can be done to save these Indians without
integrating them in a system which would destroy

their culture. That is a truly tragic situation and §

that is what Hampton had put his finger on and
what makes the play a true tragedy. :

Curiously enough, there are those on the right
who agree with Miss Itzin that the play is an
attack on capitalism. J. W. Lambert, also of the
Sunday Times, but here writing his quarterly
review of London theatre in Drama, finds it less
than fair:

Surely Mr. Hampton did not expect us not to notice that
his baddies — the agents, either innately vicious org
remotely indifferent of human greed as expressed through
the capitalist system, — were not represented at all, even 103
condemn themselves out of their own mouths . . . . :

i
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The mistake here is exactly the same - and equally
pased on an ignorance of basic economics and
sociology — as Miss Itzin’s. It is not necessary to

rove that industrialization, which is irreversible
and at this stage inevitable, must lead, in one form
or another, to the disappearance of the Indians’
civilization and way of life.

In fact, Christopher Hampton has put the
spokesman for the inevitability of this process onto
the stage at length, as the guerrilla, who confirms
that in their concern for the welfare of the millions
of oppressed industrial and agricultural workers in
Brazil, the revolutionaries would do less than
nothing tosave the Indians’ way of life. The debates
between West (the British diplomat) and the
gucrrilla are, in fact, the debates between the
inefectual defender of the Indians (a represen-
tative of a ‘capitalist’ power, if one still wants to
use that obsolete term) and the Marxist revolu-
tionary, who stands for the exterminators of the
Indian way of life.

Back to Aristotle?

The preconception, that a play which has a
political theme pursues a propagandist aim and
must fail if it does not produce a clear-cut villain,
is matched in many of the notices under review by
another and even more hoary myth, a survival of
a remnant of school-room dramatic theory which
still lingers in some of our dramatic critics’ brains —
the hoary myth about the unities. Again and again
the fact that the play is a structure consisting of
three distinct basic formal elements is singled out
as a flaw. Ronald Bryden, the most perceptive and
critically acute to make this case, has reduced the
elements to two:

Savages is two plays, one trying lo get out of the other.
One is good, the other rather bad . . . . It’s the documen-
tary about the Amazon Indians, I'd say, which is poor
and disjointed. The play about the kidnapped diplomat,
which contains it, like an embryo in a bottle, seems to me
on the same level of brilliance and sophistication as
[Hampton’s] comedy The Philanthropist.

Jeremy Kingston in Punch makes the same
division of the play (into three parts in this case)
the reason for his considering it a total failure.
But to him:

. the failure lies in the determinately banal, not to say
inept, treatment of the fact-spouting dialogues . . . .

In other words, just that portion of the play which
Bryden found brilliant.

Robert Brustein, in a review in The Observer,
which I found one of the worst written and argued

83

in the whole sample, seems to agree:

. . . the play settles into @ monotonous series of flashbacks
and conversations where the opening scenes of ritual,
narration and confrontation are repeated in one form or
another through the evening. . . . The diplomat is a kind
of sympathetic cypher, limited largely to responses like
‘Extraordinary!” and ‘Oh!,’ the guerrilla leader spouts
revolutionary platitudes and the others are caricatures . . - .

An excellent example this of an American’s
inability to tune in to a British wavelength. He
mistakes the British diplomat’s brilliantly written
habit of understatement, his ability to put worlds
of meaning into a single syllable, for what they
would be in an American-inarticulateness. And he
completely misses the double-edged quality of the
revolutionary’s spoutings by failing to hear the
ironies in the subtext.

The Structure Justified

In fact, if at the end I might be permitted to supply
my own interpretation of the play (no more valid
than that of any other critic), I feel that all the
reviewers missed not only the final irony but the
ultimate message of the play. The play, to my
mind, is about the extermination of the Amazonian
Indians, but it is also about semething much
nearer home: the British, also threatened with
extinction by an advancing industrial civilization
with which they seem unable to cope. West, the
British diplomat, who discovers his deep affinity
with the dying Indian tribe, who collects their
myths and ineffectually tries to help them, is
surely a representative figure who stands for the
forlorn ineptitude, the inability to cope with the
ruthless, computerized, efficiency-mad world of
his own civilization, that of the gentleman-ideal
with its love of minor poets and minor poetry and
dreadful dilettantism in the realm of practical
affairs.

This, to my mind, justifies the tripartite, contra-
puntal structure of the play — in reciting the
Indians’ myths which he has collected against a
background of carefully reconstructed ritual (I
admit that the ochre-painted extras, however well
drilled by an anthropologist, demanded a certain
degree of willing suspension of disbelief!) the
British diplomat becomes not only their spokesman
but also the spokesman of a civilized way of life
which still finds insight and pleasure in poetic
myth. It is the theme of many plays of recent years,
the theme, for example, of Ionesco’s Rhinoceros.
Hampton’s treatment of it strikes me as one of the
most subtle, most intelligent and most moving
statements of this tragic twentieth century
dilemma.
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