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ADAPTATION AND THE
FAIRY-TALE WEB

Cristina Bacchilega

Like “fary tale)” adaptanion 1s pervasive and not eastly definable, for reasons that both cases
have to do with their complex mtertextuahity. Tvis thus productive to think through how
focusing on “fary-tale adaptanons” raises questions of mulomediality that impact both adap-
tanion and fmry-tale studies and how understanding adaptation m relation to cultural change
informs the fairy-tale web as framework. But first some grounding concepts with rather
contemporary examples.

What Is an Adaptation?

Possibly the most wadely influental answer to date 1s Linda Hutcheon’s m Adaptation ([2006]
3012), which approaches the question by breaking 1t down into chapters about the what,
who, why, how, where, and when of adaptation as both product and process. For Hutcheon,
adaptation as product 1s

an anpounced and extensive ransposition of a particular work or works. This
“transcoting” can involve a shift of medium (@ poem to a film), or genre {(an epic to
a novel), or a change of frame and therefore context: telling the same story from a
different pomt of view, for mstance, can create manifestly different mterpretation.
(2006, 7)

Georges Méhids’s shore film Cinderetls (Cendrillon 1899), which remediates Charles Perrault’s
tale (1697); Anmne Sexton’s poen “Cinderelta)” which plays on the Grimms’ tale (1971); and
Sara Manland’s first-person “Cinderella” short story, “The Wicked Stepmothers Lament”
(1987), all verstons of wle type ATU 510A, would all fit the bill s fairy-tale adaprations sce
they announce their relanonsinp to a specific tale, or the genre, and develop it through rep-
etition with a difference in medium, genre, or frame. When approaching adaptation as pro-
cess, Hutcheon distmginshes beoween s production, which “involves both {re-hnterpretation
and then {re-)creanon,” and s recepuon, whereby “we expenience adaptations as palinp-
sests through our memory of other works that resonate through repetition with variation”
(2006, 8). Examples of adaptation resulting from the nterpretation and re-creanen of fury
wales abound, ranging from the classic novel Juue Eyre that extensively reworks various fary
tales including “Cinderella” and “Bluebeard™ (ATU 310) {Auerbach and KnoepfAmacher
1992) to visual artifaces as different as Gustave Dorés llustrations of Perrault’s tales {1867},
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Dina Goldstein's dystopic photographs reinagining Disney princesses (2011), and Shaun Tan’s
artwork inspired by the Grimms (2013) as well as US. wlevision series like Beanry and ghe
Beast {1987-19900/ Beauty and the Beast (2012-2016) and Onee Upon a Time (2011-). As for
reception, the 2014 film Frto the Hoods 15 2 good example, as it will be processed as fairy-tle
adaptation by those who are fannhar with the Broadway musical Inte thie 1Toods (1987) live or
via TV or home video productions of the show; with the various fairy tales that mungle in de
two productions, or both.

While Hutcheon’s patanteters are clear, their application to studying (fairy-tale) adapuations
1s not so straightforward. For instance, as Kamilla Elliott notes (2004), what 15 adapted when
a novel is transposed on to the screen may be “the spirit of the text” (psychic concepe of
adapration), its essence (genetic transfer), its reproduction in another medivm (venmloquism),
relationship to other cultural texts (de[re]composing), or incarnation (use of less abstract signs).
Tlus means that, in adapting the ATU 425C tale type, films as varied as Beastly (2011), La
belle et la béte (1946), Disney's Beauty and the Beast (1991), Tie Me Up! Tie Me Doven! (Atame!
1990), and Shrek (2001) each take on very different elements of the story to be their core
hypotext. And, given the powerful and extended re-visitation of fairy tale w P’ Labyrinth
(El laberinto del fauno 2006), it would also seem appropriate to extend the whar of adapranon
to genre rather than restrict it to individual tales. 1#e does the adaptadon matters as well, as
seen i Pauline Greenhilts discussion of “Snow Queen filie adaptanions by male and female
directors {2013, 2016), the heavily Disney-inflected Once Upon a Time (2011} welevision series
produced by the Disney/ABC Television Group, or the independent filmy Duancehrall Qticen
{1997}, a Jansaican dancehall-cubure “Cinderella” filmed m Kingston and featurmg a Jama-
can cast. And connecting the what, who, where, aud when is not only the poetics, but the poltcs,
of adapravion, which leads to thinking about for whom as well,

Most crucially, does an adaptation have to be recognized as such in the process of recepuon
in order 1o be one® Hutcheon posits it does. But what if most audiences don’t perceive 1was
a palunpsest because its intertexws are not that popular, as in the case of Guambattista Dasile's
seventeenth-century collection of fairy les on which the 2015 film Lide of Tales draws? Or the
mitertexts have powerful meanings for speeific audiences or subcultures only, as Jenmfer Orme
argues about 1avid Kaplan's Lirfe Red Riding Hoed 1997 film? [su't there an expernienual differ-
ence beeween immediately recognizing a text’s invitation to be read as adapranon because we
are so fanuliar with its intertexts we can do nothing but and accepung the invitaton because
reviewers or others in the know make us aware of it? And what 1s the import of tns differ-
ence n the affective power of an adaptation in different knowledge communities? Whle the
impact of the adaptation depends on the audience’s awareness of this relanonslup (Cartmell and
Whelehan 1999}, that awareness and impact need not be universal or equally mtense across the
board. As | have argued before, a lot depends not only on where cultural producuon is located
but alse on where and from which knowledge systems, cultural habatus, and crical agendas
the reader or interpreter accesses any faiey-tale adapration (Bacchilega 2013).

At the same time that Hutcheon would require thar producers and recervers engage know-
inply with an adaptation as such, she draws liale distinction among adaptation, translation, and
approprianon. “What Isn't an Adapration, and Wit Does It Mateer?” asks Thomas Leitch,
one of the leading and highly reflective figures in adapanion studies {2012), When discussing
fairy-tale film specifically, Jack Zipes has emphasized that, hike translanon and appropria-
tion, adaptation is an interpretive and wansformative set of operauens—selecung, updating,
concretizing, amplifying, contextualizing, criiquing, and more; what Hutcheon sums up as
“repetition without replication” (2006, svi); in doing so he develops Robert Stnn's understand-
g that “adaprations redistribute energies and intensioes, provoke flows and displacements”
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(2003, 46}, therefore always resulting in change. Like approprianon and translation, adaptation
is imbricated with matters of property and propriety in that making a story one’s own often
tnvolves expropriation, which in wrn raises “ethical responsibility to the source, hypotext,
and audience™ (Zipes 2011, 12). While for Julie Sanders it is useful to define appropria-
on a5 1 wholesale rethinking of the hypotext, something like Adrienne Rich's “re-vision™
(1972), Phylhs Frus and Christy Williams call anention to “radical wransformations™ in films
and graphic novels that go “beyond adaptation™ (2010). Zipes takes various distinctions into
account, but makes 1 2 point 1o show how filmic and other adaptations of fairy tales today
rest on the centuries-long and cumulative appropriation, translation, and adaptation of the oral
folktale as well as of so-called “classic” fairy tales.

In the end, what 1s gained by identifying a cultural product and process as adaptation 15 to
understnd it within the broader framework of intertextuality, whereby all texts to some degree
invoke and rework other wxis (Kristeva [1969] 1986; Genette 1982); to lnghlight the impor-
tance of “the protocols of a distinct medium” (Stam 2003, 45); and to take nto account how
cultural econonty shapes the production and reception of adaptanions. Sunone Murray’s work
is i this respect a sigmficant complement and corrective to adaptavion studies that privilege
intertextual interpretation, proposing to conceptualize “adaptanons as the outcome of a vast,
transnational, constantly mutating, and frequently imternally conflicted socioeconomic system
with tremendous influence in shaping the contours of contemporary culwre” (2012b, 123) and
to study how they are shaped by economics and instiucions.

This sociological approach goes beyond Stam’s considerations of how “studio style, ide-
ological fashion; political and ¢conontic constraints, auteurist predilections, charismatic stars,
cultural values, and so forth”™ (2003, 45) impact filinic adaptations. Murray's focus is on “indus-
trial structures, interdependent nerworks of agents, commercial contexts, and legal and policy
regnmes within which adaptations come to be™ (2012a, 6), and she discusses the role of book
fairs, screen festivals, and prizes; the cross-proniotion of related products in different markets;
and the impact of an adaptation on the sales of 1ts hypotext as well as, mcreasingly, on the
production of amareur adaprations by “produsers™ This approach, which contextualizes the
mtertextual one, has enormous potential for better understanding the phenomenon of fairy-
tale filnuc adaprations in the early twenty-first cenwry, and Zipes's work on “hyping” in
contemporary fairy-tale films is only the start of 1t (2015).

To appreach fairy tles in pring, film, connes, theater, television, blogs, YouTube videos,
photographs, and other forms as adaptations, then, demands some attention to how their story
power draws upon their “mediality”~—the semioties of each media, the senses they address,
their “*spatio-temporal extension,” their signs” materiahey, and their “culural role and meth-
ods of producnion/ distribution” (Ryan 2004, 18-19)—and their cireulation in a broader
cultural cconomy. So in contrast o “retelling,” which emphastzes nareative reoccurrence, and
“revision,” which points to interpretation, (fary-tale) “adapration” invites a consideration of
transformative interpretation as grounded in the matersality, codes, experience, and promotion
of a (fairy) story's move across media—and thus mto new comexts, audiences, markets, and
potental for further adaptation.

There is one caveat. In adapation studies, much of the discussion has been weighed down
by questions of fidelity to high or canonical hterature; its preferred domain, as suggested by
my examples so far, has for the most part been filin, and the fairy tale, with its relaovely low
symbolic capital, or prestige, and jts incorporation into the larger category of fantasy film, has
rarely been a focus. Sue Short's film-swdies book Fairy Tale and Film (2015) 1s an excepuion,
but 1 assunies that scholars of fairy tales have not been engaging popular culure, which is
amply disproven by ongoing work (see Rankin 2007; Greenhill and Matrix 2010; Zipes 2011;
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Bacchilega 2013; Greenhill and Rudy 2014; Warner 20 4; numerous essays ‘in Marvels & Tales:
Jonrnal of Fairp-Tle Stidics; and two important databases, the frrernational .F‘rrrr-T?rlc Frllmqq.mphy
and Ar the Crossroads of Data and Honder: Algoritfinic Visnalizanous of Fairy Tales on ‘elevision),
Cuhivating a conversation berween fairy-wale studies and adaptacon studies holds promise as
long as 1t is a two-way learnmg process.

Fairy-Tale Multimediality and Adaptation

Thinking about fawry rales as adaprations is a particularly fertile site of inquiry mto how their
wtertextuality is nflected by ther multimedial lustory, a versauhity across media that makes
them exemplary as what John Bryanc calls * fhnd” texts (2002). Slgniﬁajamtly. we need not lm.m
the fairy tale’s historical multinuediality to the orality and print comhmaum?: rather, the fairy
tale’s multimediality includes, from the moment of a tle’s conception. the visual. :
Writer lalo Calvino wrote in the late 19305 abour his own fantastic tales that their point of
departure was an tmage, and this can apply to the genre more gcncrall){: *The tale 1s born from
the image, [, . .] and the image 15 developed 1n a story according to 1ts internal logie. The story
takes on meanings, or rather, around the image extends a nerwork of meanings that are always
a litde uncertain™ {[1959] 1998, ix). Snow White (ATU 709) *red as blood, winte as snow,”
Red Riding Hood (ATU 333), Sleeping Beauty (ATU 410), and Cinderella are powerful and
multivalent images at the same time that they are stories amd fary-tale characters. Images or
mental pictures are ako at work in a storyteller’s experience as s/he recalls cl.cmcnts of a story
and in the listeners s they take the story in, suggests Canadian folklorist Vivian Labrie (1980)
based on her ethnographic work. So broadsides, llustrations, fbms, picture books, YouTube
videos, and comics are just sonne visualizanons of fairy tles. Furthermore, thc..llcr and dance
performances played a part in the French fary-tale vogue during Louts XIV's reign, just as
pantomine (Schacker 2007) and later musicals {Cutolo 2014) have contributed to the pop-
ularity of the fawry tale in the Umited Kingdom and the United States n?‘spccn\'c]y. Whether
announcing its status as adapraton or not, the fury tale proliferates multimedially (m.mnous
media at the same tme) and intermedially (making connections across miedia boundaries), and
has done so for centuries
Angela Carter (1940-1992), whose intervention in the genre of the fary rale was momen-
tous and continues to mspire today, worked the multunediality of the genre in her own fary
tales about fairy tales, Carter adapred fury wles most famously in pring (The .B!ondy Chamber
1979), but also in other media, and these adaptations did not consistently originate as tales for
print, The 1984 fairy-tale/horror film dirceted by Neil Jordan, The Company (f Hlues, for
which Carter wrote the screenplay, was an expansion of a 1980 homonymous radio play that
replayed her story in the 1979 collecuon with a strong dramatization of imcr;lct.m: storytell-
mg between Granny and Red Ruding Hood {(Croft 2003). And her shore story “The Lady of
the House of Love” in The Bloody Chamber (1979) reworked the 1976 radio play Viumpirella
{Hennard Dutheil de ka Rochére 2011).
lnnmately familiar with the technical possibilities of radio for producmg acoustic Images,
Carter asserted, 1 write for radio by cheice.” “as an extension and amphficanon of wrmn;g'
for the printed page” wiich Croftsees as “hterally an extension of [Carter’s] pubhished work,
her reaching “a wider, more diverse audience than the herary public” {2003, 37)., JS.\VL‘]I as the
amphfication of orality and voice—especially womien’s voices in the plural. While intertextu-
ally and intermedially linked, The Company of olves prine, audio, and ﬁlmlF adaprations haV;
no center of origin or fixed message; rather as they each exploe the singularity of medinm an
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genre, they powerfully reenact the traditional mulumedialiey of fairy tales, and they put it 1o
work toward transformative performances of sexuality and gender.

A legitimate question that follows is whether a fairy-tale text, in whatever medium, is always
already an adapration since there is no “original” that speaks to all audiences and the tale wself
1s processed across media. 1 maintain that there isn't an essential difference berween fairy-tale
“verston” and “adapration” and that they operate 1 an intertextual and intermedial contin-
vuny; however, there may be reasons methodologically or in practice to distinguish between
them that have to do with both processes of story production and reception

Here are owo examples of how the difference 15 not one of essence. When the Brothers
Grunm wrote and published cheir seven editions of the Kinder- ind Hausnnirchen collection,
their work 1nvelved not only a shift in medium from oral to print, but serious editing that
resubted 1 dvological and aeschetic changes. They definitely changed the tales they had heard,
and as such 1t 1s understood that the Grimms adapted and appropriated the folktale and thar
translactons of the Grimms continued to adape it further into children hterature.

However, it is also the case that—while it paredoxically involved their ongomng redacuon of
the tales they received—their project was to record and present German tles as authentically
as possible, and not to change them, and they did comparative work to leginmize their tales as
tradivional (see Zipes 2015 for a synthesis of this complex process and the criucal debates about
1), Similarly, with [talo Calvino’s collection frafian Folktates (Fiabe Italianc) {[1956] 1980}, we
lLave o writer translaung and editing tales from various regionat folktale volumes, not o make
his nnark on them (which of course he did, as Jid the folklorists whose work he translated),
but rather 1o make a variety of “their” folkeles more available o lalians. Calvino perceived
himself in thae project as one m a chain of storytellers, enjoying and parucipaung in the
diythms of repeninon and varanon that animate folk/fairy wles’ circulation; only later and in
a different key would he wink at the fairy wle in lus novel The Nomexistens Kuight (1939) and
revisit the genre's qualies from the perspective of 1 modern creative writer n his Six Memos

Jor the Next Mudlemn (1988).

When ventriloquizing identifies a kind of filmic adaptanon (Elhotr 2003), it is a trope; for
folklorists and other collectors of wles of magic, it 1s more of a practice that speaks o their
mouvanon: the stories they circulate in prine or other media are 1ntended to speak for their oral
tellers and their culture, not that of the collectors. Does that mean we should ke their claims
ar face value? These clanns need to be scrutinized, even more so when the collectors are, as
colonizers for instance, not of the culture whose stories they want to record (Naithani 2010;
Bacclulega 2007). However, it 15 also umportant 1o acknowledge that in the larger picture,
today, the Grinas’ and Calvino’s tales are processed as “versions,” providing historical and
sitated examples of the muluvocality of the folk/fairy-tle genre. And even Perrault’s nghly
lterary tale “Red Riding Hood™ 1s not a “one-off " bur a story that shares symbolic affinities
with the oral tradition and thus m a way adapts 1o it even as it popularizes the genre i prin
(Vaz da Silva 2016).

So within fary-tale studies, which developed in the late 19705 and m conjunction with a
prohferation of fary-tale adaptations {Joosen 2011), it is pragmatic if nothing else to approach
the genre’s history and circulanon by disunguishing—both on the basis of the producers’ rela-
tonship to fury-tafe traditions and the recevers’ experience—berween versions that are not
limuted to the oral tradition and amm to veneriloguize, even replicate, and adaptations that not
only acuvely seck to intervene 1n the tradivon—whether to make the tales more marketable
In a new context, protest their unsweability for a given audience, or put them o radically dif-
ferent aesthetic and 1deological uses—but are also perceived by audiences n Hutcheon's terms
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as “repetition, without replication.” Once again, then, the situatedness of the production and
reception of adaptanons matters and renders the disunction between version and adaptaton
productively fuzzy.

Reading Fairy-Tale Adaptations in the Fairy-Tale Web

Grappling, as we must for uost fairy tales, with the absence of an original text calls for a sharp
turn away from adaptation as the result of a one-way transfer from 1ts given source {e.g., tale to
film) and an approach to fairy-tale adaptations as fluid texts dhat are produced and processed,
i this century perhaps even more than before, ina web of connections that are “hypertextual,”
in that they do not refer back to one center (Haase 2006), While every fairy tale and firy-wle
adapration presupposes antecedents and anticipates prospective INLECLexts, we as scholars and
the culture industry as transmedia storytellers cannot fully predict or control which stories
mingle with, influence, anticipare, interrupt, tike over, or support one another n the fary-tle
web because every teller and recipient of a tale brings to it, hypertextually, her or his own texts.
The hypertextual links we make to fairy-tale adaptations are not only multimedal, mterme-
dial, and ideologically multivacal; they are dependent on popular cultural memory as well as,
inore unpredictably, on culturatly located knowledges and non-hegemonic desires that adapters
and audieaces alike bring to the experience of fairy-tale adaprations.

Methodologically, approaching adaptations n such a fairy-tale web opens up possibilities
for recognizing multiple traditions within the history of the fairy-tale genre: considering how
the circulation of the genre relates to the spread of capitalism and colonsalism, exploring the
ties between the fairy tale and non-Euro-American wonder genres, rethinking the promiscu-
ous relationship between fairy tles and other genres of the fantastic, and recognizing how the
genre serves differently located artists and audiences. In other words, as an interpretive practice,
the fairy-tale web helps us critically rethink the history of fairy-tale adaptations and relocate
the genre geopolitically; and it offers us a sigmificant point of entry into understnding how the
fairy tale works in what Flenry Jenkins has called convergence cultre, “where old and new
media collide, where grassroots and corpoerate media miersect, where the power of the media
producer and the power of the media consumer interaccin unpredictable ways™ (2008,2). How
do producer and consumers in convergence culture deploy the multimediality and hypertex-
tuality of fairy tales? As the power of conglomerate transmedia storytelling increases, are there
also more opportunities for new storytellers and stories to wicld the powers of wonder?

Bryant reminds us that collective and individual memory plays a role n what and how we
perceive adaptations (2002), and I would add that swe are witnessing an interestung development
in the relationship berween popular cultural memory and fairy-tale adaptations today. Il we
think with Karin Kukkonen (2008} of “popular cultural memory” as a transmedia repository
of conventions and imagery that are continually reconstructed in relation to one another and in
the experience of communities of recipients, it 15 clear that Disney contues to pervade pop-
utar cultural memory of fairy tales. However, sunce the 1970s the innage of the fairy tale in
popular cultural memory has also become both more fragmented and more expansive thanks
10 the confluence of several factors, including feminist critiques and revisions of fary tles, the
emergence of fairy-tale studies as a disciplne, and the clectronic accessibility of a wade range
of fairy tales; the filtering of feminist and other social enitiques into children’s education and
fairy tales in literacure and popular culure so that, whether individuals wdennfy with femamsm
or not, there is 2 widespread sensibility to issues of gender in fairy tles; and greater possibilities
for reader response to become production and be shared in new media.
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At play, then, in the currency of twenty-first-century fairy-tale adaptations is a, perhaps par-
adoxically, ferdle (misymartch between the econony of profit, which makes stories that are not
protected by copyright and come m (un)familiar versions particularly attractive to cultural con-
glomerates and adaprers, and what can be described as a new economy of knowledge, wherehy
today’s young adult and adult pubhes have acquired, or at least have the potential o easily
access, 2 more complex and expansive sense of the “fairy tale” than what was generally avalable
some thirty years ago. There 15 more awareness in the production and reception of fairy-tale
adaprations of the multivocatity of the genre, a pleasure in reaching for the pre-sanitized not-
for-children-only tales, even a demund to redirect the “what ift” possibilities of the fairy tale,
Increasingly, the culture industry can depend on being challenged by adule audiences who wane
fairy-tale “family™ films to mcorporate contemporary values chat challenge the “happily ever
after” heteronormativity of Disneyfied fairy tabes; increasingly, the culture industey responds,
albeit for the sake of profie, as seen it Brave (2012) and Frozen (2013), Popular ﬁliry’-[':lll.' thenied
songs range from Sara Barvilles’s “Faurytale” (2004) o Misono's “Vs" (2006) and Frozen's “Let
It Go™ (2013), all also circulating m official and fan-produced unauthorized YouTube videos. In
convergence culture, the “high level of coordination and creative control” required i franchis-
ing and other forns of transmedia storytelling (Jenkins 2011) interacts—sometimes supportng,
and others reignmg it in—with the muldplicicy of the fairy tle.

What's different is not that fairy-tle adaprations are all around us. Rather, “fairy-tale cul-
wre” has once again shifted and relies—to different extents and purposes, iy conglomernate
productions, genre fiction, andience expectations and interpretations—on rather complex and
competing senses of what fairy tales are and do. Children in the first decade of the rwenty-first
century may very well have been expased to Shrek filis, that 1s, DreamWorks' parodies of Dis-
ney, before viewng what baby boomers would consider fairy-rale “clssics” (Poniewozik 2009).
Postcolonial, queer, Black, and Indigenous arusts such as Nalo Hopkinson, Yousry Nasrallah,
Emma Donoghue, Helen Oyeyemi, Dan Taulapapa McMuthin, and Karlo Mila are adapring the
fairy wale, tapping inco the genre’s transformative powers and links that the hegemony of thc‘hcr-
cronormative and Euro-American fairy tale left behind. African American speculatve-fiction
author Octavia Butlers unfinished Parable of the Trickster epigraph reads, as reported by Gerry
Canavan: “there is nothing new under the sun, but there are new suns” (2014). Not only are
there pew media platforns, but new adapeers of fairy tales o connect with and learn from.
Thinking of fuiry wles and their transformative possibilities in a hypertextual web rases the
stakes of exploring e what, who, why, how, where. when, and for whom of adaptanen,

Related topics: Anthologies; Broadeast; Cinematic; Comic Cons; Convergence Culwune; Crit-
wcism; Fan Cultures; Fan Ficnon; Fantasy; Language; Material Culture; Orientabisng; Pring
Sexualities/Queer and Trans Studies; Translation; YouTube

References Cited and Further Reading

AUI-‘Th.-lCh- Ning, and UL C Knoeptlmacher, eds. 1992 Forbidden fowreys: Fary Tales and Fantasies by Pictorian Women
I iters. Chicygnr: U Chieago I

Bacehilegs, Cristina. 2007, Legendry §havar'i and the Palitics of Place: Thadition, {kislation, and “Tourim Philadelphi
U Pennsylvania b

2 2013, Fairy Liles Trangformed?: tventy-Firt-Centary Adapraios and the Polivics of Wonder. Dot Wayne Stace UP

Brwm. Jobn. 2002 The Fluid ‘toxe: A Iheory of Revision and Editing for Book aud Screen, Ann Arbor: U Michyzn 1P

Calvine, ltalo, (1956) 1980, Jalian Folletales. New York: Harcoust lrace Jovanovich

- (1959} 1962, The Nonexsient Knjght, New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich,




CRISTINA BACCHILEGA

— (1959) 1998, Qur Aucestors. London: Vineage Looks

e 1988, Six Memos for the Next Millemrimn. Cambradpe, MA: Harvard U

Canavas, Gerry. 2014, “Theres Nothing New/Under the Sun,/Bus There Are New Suns’s Recovering Octavi
E. Butler’s Lost Parables” Los Angeles Review of Hoeks, June Y. heeps-77 Lareviewafbouks.org/arnc ke theres-nothing.
BEW AU new- sttt recovering-octavid-e-huelers-lost ~parabiles/.

Carter. Angela. (1978) 1985, “\umpirella’ in Come Unta Flicss Vellour Sanfs, B3=1 16, Newcastle upon Tyne: Bloodaxe,

L {(1979) 2006, The Bloady Clumbes and Other Stories. Eondon: Vintage.

Caramell, Debotah, and Imelda Whlehan, eds. 1999, Adapratrons: From Text 1o Sireen, Scereen to Text. London: Routledge,

Croft. Charotie. 2003, ‘Amagrams of Desire’: Angele Carter's Vitting for Radiv, Fitm and “lefeviston. Mancliester: Man-
Lhester U

Cutolo, Raifacle, 2014, Into tlze 1ibods of 1Wicked Wpnderfandd Musicals Revwse Fairy Tales. Pleidelberz: Univensititsverlag
Winter,

Donoghue, Enma. 1999 Kissing the Witch: Ol “Tafes tar Newr Skins. New York: HarperCollins.

Lllote, Kamilla. 2003, Rethinking the NovelzFilnr Debare, Cambridge. Cambridge UR

e, 3004, “Literary Film Adaptation and the Form/Content Didemma” Narntive across Medra_ edited by Marie-
Laure Ryan, 226-43, Lucolne U Nebraska 1!

Frank, Arthue W 2010, Lemring Stories Sreache: o Soca-Naraataivgy, Chicago: U Chicago P

Frus, Phyllis, and Christy Williams, eds. 2010, Bepond Adaptasion: Essays on Rudical fransfornninans of Ortpinal Works,
Jeffenon, NC: McFarand,

Genette, Gérard. 1982, Palimpsesies: La liérature au second degré, Paris: Senil,

Cireenthill, Pauline, 2003, **The Snow Queen™: Queer Coding m Male Dyirccton Filoes” Marvels & fales 29 (1): 11034,

L2016, “Team Snow Queen: Fenninine Cinematic *Misinterpretations’ of 4 Fairy Tale™ Stendes in European
Cinona 13 {1): 32

Greenhill, Pauling, and Sidney Eve Matrix, eds. 2000, Fairy ke Filurs: | tsions of Amnguiry, Logan:, Utah Saaee UP

Greenhill, Paline, and Jill Terry Rudy, eds. 2014, Chasncting Wonder: Fairy “lafes on Ielevision. Deteoit: Wayne State Ul

Haase, Donald, (1993 1999, *Yours, Mine, o Ours? Pereault, the Brothers Geimm, and the Ownership of Eairy Tales.”
In The Classie Fairy Jales: o Nostow Criteeal Ldition, edited by Maria Tatar, 353-64. New York: Norton.

L N6, “Hyperesmal Guienbery: The Textual and Hypertextual Life of Folkrales and Fairy Takes in
English-Language Popular Prine Editions " Fabula 47:222-311

Hennard Dutheil de s Rochtre, Martine, 2011, "Conjuring the Curse of Repetition or Sleeping Beaury” Revamped:
Anpels Carter'’s Linnpurefla and The Lady of the House of Love™ Edes de letres 3—4: 33754,

Hopkinson, Nalo. 2001, Skix Folk. New York: Warner Bouks.

Hutcheon, Linda. {2006} 2012, 4 Theory of Adaptation. New Yurk: Routkedge.

Jenkins, Henry. 2008, Conveonce Cultaare. Wikere Ol and New Media Callide. Bev. ed. New York: NYU L

3001, “Tramsmedia 202; Further Reflections” The Official Wehlog of Henry Jenking, August 1. hoped/
henryjenkins.org/ 3= Transmedia +202.

Jownen, Vanessa. 2041, Critical anid Creative Perspectives ont ey iles: oAn ftertextnunl Diatsquee beneven Fairy-Tale Scholar-
ship and Postmudern Retellings, Dewroit: Wayne Staee UL

Kristeva, Julia. {1969) 198G, Sémidrike: Reherches pour wae sémanalpse. Pariy: Seail.

Kukkonen, Karin, 2008, “Populir Cultwral Memory: Comies, Communities and Context Knowledge” Norfion
Review 29 {2): 261=73.

Labrie, Vivian. 1980, “How Can We Understand the Retentios of 1 Foiktale?™ Foltlorr on Tiee Continents: Essays i
Honor of Linda Dégh, edited by Nikila Burlakoff and Cael Lindahl, 286-92. IWoomingron: Trickster 11

Leitch, Thomas. 2012, “Adaptation and Intertextuality, o, What isn't an Adspraton, and What 1ees It Mater2” A
Companion 1o Literature, Filen, aned Adaptation, edired by Debsrah Caremell, 87104, Chiclusrer: \Vlk‘y-llhck\\t“—

Maitland, Sara, 1987, 21 Book of Spetls. London: Michael Joseph.

Mila, Karlo, 2005 *Leaving Prince Charmung Behind” Dram Fish Floating. Welhmpon, Aowaroa: Hluta,

Murtay, Sinwne. 200 2a. The Adaptation Indusary: The Cultaral Eronony of Comtemporary Literary Adupration. New York:
ltoutled e,

_. 2012, “The Busines of Adapration: Reading the Market” A Gompanion 1o Litertiere, Fib, artd Adapation,
wdited by Deborah Caremell, 122-39. Loaden: Blackwell Pulilishing.

Naithani, Sadteana. 2000, The Storp-Time of the Brivish Empire: Colomial and Poscolomial Folbdoristie. Jackson: Up
Mississippi.

Poniewozik, James. 2009, “The End of Fairy Tales? How shrek and Friends Have Changed Children’s Srories.”
Fall: & Fairy ‘iz, edied by Martin Hallete and Barbara Karasek, 304=7. 4th e Peterborough, ON Broadview B

Rankin, Walter. 2007, Grime Picueres: Farry fale Archetypes in Light Horor and Suspense Films. Jcl'i'cnun,NC:McFarth' .

Rich, Adrichne, 1972, “When We Dead Awaken: Writiny 2 fte=Vision." College Inglish 34 (1): 18-30.

152

ADAPTATION AND THE FAIRY-TALLE WEB

Ryan, Mane Laore 2004 "Introducoon” Narratiee acrose Media: The Langeage Storyieti by M
) EREA L crace Medra: The L | g, o : B ri
Ityast, tadtr Lincoln: U Nebraska 1 k L gLy, ‘:r yieing, diteed b laric Laure

Sanders, fulic. 2006, Adupration and Appropriation, New York: Routledpr.

Schacker, Jenmiter, 2007, “Unraly Tales: Ideology, icry, ¢ Regular renre” ;
AR, y Tales: ldeology, Anxicry, and e Regulation of Genre™ founal of Aanerican Folldore

Sexton, Aune. 1971, Tamsfornunrons. Boston: Floughton Miffin,

hhnr:.:uuc. 2005, Fary Tale and Film: Ol Tades with @ New Spin. New York: Palrave Macmillan

: -re. 005 “The —— A

Sam, | uhtlrt. -Uf 5. “The Thuu:) and Practice of Adaptation.” Litenture and Filur: o4 Gutide 1o the Theory and Pragtice of
.»hfapnrmm.cdncd by Robere Stamand Alessandra Raengo, 152 Malden, MA- Blackwell

Tan, Shaun, 2005, The Singing Bores. Sydney; Crows Nest, Allen & Unwin )

Vaz da Silva, Francisco. 2086, “Charkes e F : F ' : i
P 5. “Charles Peerault and the Evolunion of ‘Lutke Red Riding Hood”.” Mareels & Fafes 30 (2):

Warner, M.lriﬂ.i. 2'.”4' le‘ Upon a Fine: A Short History of the Pairp Tafe. New York: Oxford UP

Zipes, j.u.'-’k. .:(lt L e Enchaned Sereen The Unkaown Hiseory of Fafrplale Films. New York: Routledpe

—— 25 Grnnn Legacics: The Magte Spell of the Grims” Folle wnd Fairy ‘Tiles. Princeton, NJ: Pronceton U

Mediagraphy

_—I:,u;m.’éﬁ'r Me Up? e Me Down). 1990, Dircctor Pedm Almodovar, Spain

At the Crossroads of Dara and HWiader: Algorithimic Viswalizani iry 1 on “Teleisi Z

Ruddy, Jarom Mol3onald, Kristy SlL‘\\'.;\I't and Jcs'il't: tl!;ut’:l,!u:"h:{; :'J?h".“li‘;‘:‘:'di"f"‘""‘"‘- iz Gmon HilTerny F
Beastdlp. 2001, Direcwor Danael Barnz, USA. o

Beanty and the Beast, 1991, Dirvetors Gary Trousdale and Kitk Wise. USA

— [TV} 1987-199, Creator Ron Kostow, USA

[TV) 20012=-2016. Croator Gary Fleder, LSA,

Brave, 2012, Durectors Mark Andrews, Brenda Chapoan, and Srese Purcell, USA

Cendrifon [Crnderella). 1899, Director Gearges Mélics, France .

The Company af $hves, 1984, Dirvetor Nedl Jondan. UK

Dantelrall Queen. 1997, Dirvetors Riek Edgoed and Don Leers, Jamarca

Dort, Gustave. 1867, Le conves de Pernadt, Hlustratton. Frange .

I?EL‘I i shahrazade (Scheberazade, Tell Me s Story). 2000 Dirccror Yousey Nasrallah. Egype

El luberinto del fumo (Ian’s Labyrinch), 2006, Pirector Guillermo ded Toro. ‘ip.um'M::-u:?n"L:lS'A
"IFmrymIc"(\'ung;l. 2004 Artist Sara Bareilbes, album Litde Lyiee USA. . .

Frozen. 2003 Directors Chris Buck and Jeminfer Lee USA,

Goldstesn. Lina, 2001, Falfen Princesses, Photograph Senies, USA, waawdinagoldsten.comy allenprincesses.com

mternational Fairy-Tale Filwography. 2013 Creators Jack Zipes, Pauline Greenhll, and Kendra Magoes-Johnston

haep:/ Atf wwinnipeg ca.
fnt the Wooids (Musicall. 1987, Music and Lyrics by Srephen Sondbemt, Broadway, USA
-~ 204, Direcror Rob Marshall. USA. A
futo the VWoods; Steplen Sondheinm (DVIYL 1997 Dhrecwor Jaimes Lapine. USA
Lit belic ¢t a béte {Beauty and the Beast). 1946, Dircaor Jean (Luuc;m.. F|:J.l1(-$l:
“i,'" It Go™ (Somgi. 2013, Artist [dina Menzel, albumy Frozen Sonndinrck, USA .
Little Read Riding Hood, 1997, Pirector Davad Kapln, USA
Onee Upon a Tine (TV). 2011-, Creators Adam Horowitz and Edward Kitsis, USA
S{lrrk. 2000, Pircetors Andrew Adannson and Vicky Jemon, USA . '
Sinalela. 2000, Pircetor and writer 1an Taubipapa McMullin, Samna/USA
Ts?frqflr'lft's 2015, Director Marteo Garrone lealy/France /UK., o
.l.'mrrflirri‘h {Radio Play). July 1976, Writer Angela Carter. BIBC Radio 3. UK

Va” (Songl, 006, Artise Musono, lbum Never+fand. Japan, )

153



