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Adaptation Portfolio

Formal analysis and critical evaluation of The Shining

The source text I’ve chosen to critically analyse is The Shining by Stephen King. First written in 1977, this book is a fictional thriller about a caretaker turned writer (Jack) who’s isolated with his family in a Colorado hotel during the winter season. The new seasonal job impacts Jack’s which endangers his family. I wanted to critique Stanley Kubrick’s adaption on The Shining and compare with the differneces in the source text’s narrative, characters and plot. I really enjoyed the film and Jack Nicholson’s performance of Jack Torrance is simply brilliant. I believe his part in the film has influenced his future work. When you see Jack off screen, some of his characteristics resemble that of Jack Torrance. I’m not implying Jack Nicholson’s a psychotic murderer, but his mannerisms and tone compliment the parts he plays. He’s a very gifted actor.
The first chapter of the book we’re introduced to the “Interview” scene. This is where Jack is being interviewed for a new job as caretaker for The Overlook Hotel. He’s greeted by Stuart Ullman the General Manager. The first sentence we see in the book is “Jack Torrance thought: Officious little prick.” From my first impressions, I’d believe Stuart Ullman is a dominating strong figure that’s difficult to communicate with. Jack paints a picture of Stuart being overpowering and I’m already anticipating some conflict. If we compare the first chapter to the first scene in the film, it’s a very different picture. He’s greeted by Ullman with a smile and his attitude seems to contrast how Jack portrays him. He’s very accommodating and hospitable I feel. He welcomes Jack into the office and introduces him to his secretary Suzie. Ullman asks him about his journey to the hotel and if he found it easily. He even offers him some coffee. When I read over the chapter again, there’s no mention about coffee to Jack. Jack goes on to continue to build his impression of Ullman. Again, Jack has this repetitive description of Ullman being an “Officious little prick, officious little prick…”. Ullman in the book challenges Jack by saying “I don’t believe you care much for me, Mr Torrance. I don’t care. Certainly your feelings toward me play no part in my own belief that you are not right for the job.” Ullman goes on in this chapter to say that Jack isn’t fit for the job and that he’s only being recommended by Albert Shockley. The character is featured in the book but isn’t featured Kubrick’s film. This person is very influential with Ullman’s decision from the book’s point of view. But we see the interview seems very straight forward and very positive in the film. Both Jack and Ullman are in agreement and they both seem very happy and satisfied with accepting the job. This contradicts Ullman view in the film. He disagrees with Albert Shockley’s personal recommendation for the job but yet still hires him. However, the film says that Ullman for once agrees with the people from Denver. This implies they don’t agree on a lot of things but employing Jack seems to be the best suited candidate for the job. It’s the first of many points that seem to contradict the views of King’s writing whereas Kubrick and King seem to be on polar opposites of the world. King has no obligation to Kubrick’s view as he’s the original author of the book. Which gives people the right to critique Kubrick’s interpretation.
We can see that there are two very different approaches in the book and the film with Ullman’s attitude towards Jack. Whilst comparing both texts I was wondering perhaps all of Jack Torrance’s thoughts are of a different reality. What I mean by this is perhaps Jack’s thoughts in the book and what we see from his perspective are of his own construct. This would explain the difference and justify Kubricks creative decisions for portraying Ullman. But is this the reason Kubrick showcases Ullman’s personality? I think it has a part to play. I believe Kubrick intentionally sets the foundation for a happy and positive start to the film. The overall narrative is one that’s deep but leads to bad things. This creates curiosity for the audience to engage and keep watching to see what happens next. It makes the development of the film unpredictable. We know from the book that Jack is a very strange character. But the film portrays Jack as a nice humble man who has no intentions to cause harm or distress while he’s employed at the hotel. Jack goes on to explain he’s writing a book and that the hotel would be the perfect place to carry out this new venture. A place where being isolated would allow him to focus. Ullman in the film says the effects of isolation in the winter months could be a difficulty. “Solitude and isolation of itself can be a problem.” Jack replies with “Not for me”. This reply is key here as he smiles. Now to the viewer it seems harmless and charismatic, but with hindsight if you’ve watched the film it’s actually a sinister smile that outlines his sanity. I believe Kubrick takes from this and implements it in how Jack Nicholson’s character. Stephen King refers to it frequently as a “PR Smile”. I knew PR could have pointed to public relations, but I didn’t fully understand the term. So, I researched the phrase and came across a definition for it. It’s known for being a fake but polite smile. One smile a salesman would give to try and sell something to you. We can see Jack is in a job interview so he certainly isn’t trying to sell anything to Ullman, but a fake smile makes sense. Jack Torrance is truly hiding something. His fake smile is hiding his true intention and ambition for his future plans. 
Kubrick’s intentionally missed out some key details from the interview. I think there’s a lot of intentionally into this creative decision and it wasn’t by accident. In the film, we see Ullman telling Bill Waston, who sits in for the interview next to Jack, that he’s a schoolteacher. Jack smiles and replies with “Formerly a schoolteacher”. He goes on to say he’s now an aspiring writer and that teaching was only a job to pay the bills. From watching this, we’re leaning into to Jack’s dream of chasing his passion. It’s natural to champion and support anyone to follow their dreams. However, the book has a very different take. “Yes, Mr Shockley told me you no longer drink. He also told me about your last job … your last position of trust, shall we say?” (King, 1977, p.19). From the book, there’s a contrast in Jacks former job and both a reveal in one of his flaws. Kubrick portraits Jack as someone leaving his secure teaching job to chase his dream whereas King as the original author outlines the truth. The history of his employment as a schoolteacher is now understood. Ullman goes on to say he lost his temper. Rather than voluntarily leaving his post as a teacher perhaps he was dismissed because of personal reasons. This leads to King also stating that Jack is a recovering alcoholic. This flaw in his character isn’t visible at all in the interview scene. It’s so different to the book we are looking at two very different stories. I can see Kubrick intentionally leaves this detail out that Jack is an alcoholic and has issues with anger. If we know these things very early on into the film, it breaks down the happy and positive character that Kubrick portrays of Jack Torrance. This is a big contrast to the sinister and strange portrayal King depicts of Torrance. 
It’s so fascinating to see how Stanley Kubrick has interpreted King’s The Shining. I was intrigued to understand how adaptations work and is there a wrong way of doing it. Like interpreting any text there’s a matter of opinion but there’s also a philosophical approach to understanding and interpreting texts. Adaptations exist from literary sources so there’s moral questions to how we interpretant and translate text from one medium into another (MacCabe, Murrary and Warner, 2011, p.32). This begs the question that perhaps Kubrick has misinterpreted part of King’s book. He’s been widely criticised for this film but he’s opened the genre of thrillers/horrors which some auteurs have taken inspiration from. So, can you incorrectly adapt a text? I don’t know if there’s a clear answer for this as there’s no black and white guide on validating an adaption. As auteurs it’s extremely importing to cite and credit the author(s). What’s morally wrong is to take someone’s work and make it their own. Adapting texts then is a way of securing and crediting original authors for their hard work. I enjoyed Kubrick’s film and believe his adaption was unique. After analysing the film, I don’t think I would have been as creative with how he intentionally blocked key details. This gave him the ability to make his own mark on the film rather than simply make a book visual. It’s a very unique adaption that’s made me think there are more ways to adapt an original text and for auteurs to produce something unique whilst crediting the original author. 
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EXT. ROOF - NIGHT

It's a cold summer night in London. We can hear cars driving along the road below. The camera walks through a flat and out of the window up to the roof. Louisa is sitting on the edge of the roof gulping down mouthfuls of wine.

LOUISA
"Eighteen months. Eighteen whole fricking months. When is it going to end? This doesn't feel like living."

Louisa begins to unsteadily stand up and walk along the edge of the roof. Her eyes begin to well up with tears.

LOUISA
"You didn't give me a life. You smashed it to pieces. What am I meant to do now?"

SOFT PIANO MUSIC

Louisa takes a mouthful of wine from the bottle. She forcefully swallows the mouthful of wine and wipes away the drops of wine from her chin.

LOUISA
"FUCK YOU! FUCK YOU WILL. YOU PIECE OF SHIT. FUCK YOU FOR LEAVING ME. FOR NOT LETTING ME LIVE MY LIFE. I WISH I NEVER MET YOU!"

MUSIC BEGINS TO BUILD

Tears are streaming down Louisa's face. She stretches out her arms and feels the summer breeze on her skin. She remembers the promise she made to Will before he died. Her face begins to relax as she realises what she's become.

STRANGERS VOICE (OS)
"Well drinking day in day out isn't what I had in mind for living life."

Louisa is frightened and jumps out of her skin; losing her balance.
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INT. LIVING ROOM - MORNING

The window is still open and the morning breeze sweeps through the room. Lou is slumped on the sofa. We can hear the busy road outside. Lou's mobile rings loudly beside her head.

LOUISA
"Ugh."

Louisa rubs her eyes with the palm of her hand, wipes the dribble from the side of her mouth, and begins to fumble for her phone. She pauses for a minute with her head in her hands. Lou makes herself more awake and braces herself as she answers the phone.

LOUISA
"Hi, mum!"

MUM (VO)
"Lou, can you please tell your father that my armpit hair is natural!"

Louisa looks at the clock and realises she is going to be late for work.

LOUISA
"Sorry mum, but I've gotta go."

Louisa immediately hangs up and rushes to the bedroom, grabs her bag, and some paracetamol as she runs out the flat door.



INT. AIRPORT - MORNING

Louisa walks into the airport. Glances at the departures board wishfully. Then continues to walk towards the bar where she works. The bar is filled with charging laptops. We can hear laptop keys clicking and mobiles ringing. Louisa is in her own world.

NATHAN
"Lou! Lou! Louisa!"

Louisa comes round to Nathan waving in front of her face.

NATHAN
"Are you okay? You were in your own world there for a few minutes."

Nathan looks Louisa up and down.
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NATHAN
"And I must say, you look rough as fuck."

LOUISA
"Yeah. Well, that's what happens when you drink a bottle of wine to yourself. But otherwise, I'm good."

Louisa has a worried look plastered over her face.

NATHAN (OS)
"No, Lou. Somethings definitely up."

Louisa begins to clean glasses and tables. Nathan follows her around.

LOUISA
"Nath, I'm okay. It's nothing to worry you about."

NATHAN (OS)
"Lou, I'm gonna be your shadow until you tell me what's wrong."

Louisa sighs and pulls Nathan into the cleaning cupboard.

CUT TO THE CLEANING CUPBOARD.

LOUISA
"Okay but please don't freak out."

NATHAN (OS)
"I'll try not to."

LOUISA
"I was sat on the roof of the block of flats where I live last night and contemplated suicide. But I heard a voice say something and lost my balance. After that, I don't remember anything. I woke up this morning on the sofa, wearing the same clothes."

NATHAN (OS)
"Awh Lou!"

LOUISA
"I knew telling you was a bad idea. I'm fine, obviously because I'm here."

NATHAN
"Were you drinking?"

LOUISA
"Yes.."

Louisa's eyes start to swell with tears.

LOUISA
"The plan I had for my life wasn't meant to be like this. I didn't plan to fall in love and then watch him kill himself."

Louisa bursts into tears. Nathan pulls her in as close as he can and he holds her tight.

NATHAN
"You need to speak to someone Lou. This is why you resorted to drinking. To make your feeling disappear."

Louisa continues to cry uncontrollably.

NATHAN
"Tell you what, I'll take you to a meeting a friend of mine runs."

Louisa lifts her head from Nathan's chest.

LOUISA
"You aren't serious?!"

Louisa wipes the running mascara from under her eyes.

NATHAN
"Yes, I'm one hundred percent serious Lou. You need to sort yourself out.
This isn't how Will wanted you live was it."

LOUISA
"I.. I.. I don't know."

NATHAN
"I think it would really help."

LOUISA
"If you think it'll help then it's worth a try."

NATHAN
"Great! It starts at 6 pm in the industrial estate just off Picadilly Circus. It's easy to find I promise. I'll meet you outside. Ok?."

Nathan leaves the cleaning cupboard and returns to the bar while Louisa looks in the mirror and freshens herself up a little. She takes a deep breath and walks out into the business of the airport.

CUTS TO PICADILLY INDUSTRIAL ESTATE.



EXT. PICADILLY INDUSTRIAL ESTATE - NIGHT

The camera follows a car into a warehouse car park. The car parks up and cuts to Louisa sat inside. She freshens up her face and takes a deep breath.

LOUISA
"Well, better get this over with."

Louisa gets out of her car, closes the door and begins to walk over to the entrance.

NATHAN (OS)
"Hey! Didn't think you'd come."

LOUISA
"Yeah, me either."

They both walk inside. They enter a large room; with a circle of chairs in the middle. Nathan walks over to the refreshments table and Louisa follows.

NATHAN
"Tea or coffee?"

LOUISA
"Tea please. Milk and 2 sugars." Louisa takes a seat.

MARC
"Well, it's 6pm, we better get started."

Each person begins to take turns talking. Louisa becoming more anxious and worried as the session rolled on. Marc looks at Louisa.

LOUISA
"Oh me? Actually I was just about to leave. I don't think this is the right place. Well, obviously it's the right place, I just don't think..."

DAPHNE
"Don't worry darlin, everyone wants to leave on their first day."

MARC (OS)
"Just tell us the bare bones of it if you like. Don't worry, we're all friends here."

Nathan put his hand on Louisa's knee. Louisa looks at him and Nathan nods. Louisa takes a deep breath and keeps her head down.

LOUISA
"Um. Okay. Well, my name is Louisa and the man I.. um I loved... died at thirty-five. We were... together for six months."

Louisa looks up with eyes swelling with tears and sees a few nods of sympathy and surprise.

MARC
"When did this happen Louisa?"

Daphne hands Louisa a tissue and Louisa wipes her eyes and nose.

LOUISA
"Three years, two weeks and two days."

There are murmurs of commiseration and sympathy. The camera pans the room slowly.

MARC
"We've had many discussions here about the difficulties when someone dies young. And how did he pass away?"

LOUISA
"He took his own life. I knew he was planning it. He knew he wanted to do it before I met him. I tried to change his mind but he was having none of it. So I agreed to it because I loved him. I understood then. It made sense then. But now, it doesn't make sense at all."

Marc closes the meeting. Everyone begins to chat. Louisa turns to Nathan.

LOUISA
"Thank you for bringing me, Nath. I was very sceptical about it but it feels so good to get it off my chest."

They both stand up and hug. Louisa picks up her bag and walks out. Nathan stays to talk to Marc.

JAKE
"Louisa!"

Louisa turns and sees a tall teen jogging after her. He slows down when he catches up to her.

LOUISA
"Hi. Jake right?"

JAKE
"Yeah. You did really well tonight. I know it isn't easy. You gonna be here next week?"

LOUISA
"Yeah, maybe."

JAKE
"It'll be good to see you again."

Louisa rummages through her bag for her car keys. Jake stops walking. Sam is leaning against a motorbike and lifts his arm to wave. He steps forward and embraces Jake. He kisses him on the cheek. Louisa stares in wonder and confusion.

SAM
"How was it tonight?"

JAKE
"The usual." Jake points to Louisa
JAKE
"Oh.. uh... This is Louisa. She's new."

Sam squints at Louisa as if he's seen her before. Louisa looks up. Jake points to Sam.

JAKE
"This is my uncle Sam." Louisa waves.
LOUISA
"It was lovely to meet you Jake. I'll see you next week."

Louisa begins to walk towards her car. Sam keeps staring at her. Jake nudges Sam. Sam runs after Louisa.

SAM
"Louisa!" Louisa turns around.
LOUISA
"Yes?"

Sam slows down as he approaches her.

ROMANTIC PIANO MUSIC FADES IN.

SAM
"I don't usually do this, especially not with women from an AA group. But would you like to grab a milkshake from McDonalds sometime?"

Louisa looks shocked.

LOUISA
"Well... It would be rude to say no." Sam has a massive grin across his face.

SAM
"So I'll pick you up at 7 on Saturday?"

LOUISA
"Yeah sounds like a date.. well not a date date unless it is that?"

Sam laughs and walks away. Louisa smiles and skips towards her car.

LOUISA
"Okay, Lou, no drinking from now on. Not unless you don't wanna date the hunky man you just met."

Louisa has a huge smile on her face. Louisa starts the engine, turns the radio on, and begins to drive out of the car park.


Comparative analysis of the adaptations of 
“The Hound of the Baskervilles” by Sir Arthur Conan Doyle

The selected text I’ve chosen to compare adaptations is The Hounds and the Baskervilles. This is the third book from Sir Arthur Conan Doyle in his collection of crime novels featuring the infamous Sherlock Holmes and his companion Dr. John Watson. During my research I could see this novel has been adapted countless times with many different interpretations with both adaptions in television and film. I wanted to compare a recent adaptation with one that’s less contemporary. I decided to compare “The Hound of the Baskervilles” film (1939) with an episode from the 2nd series of the “Sherlock” aptly titled “Hounds of the Baskerville”.  BBC TV Series, Sherlock. Even considering the times they were produced they are very different in how they adapted. I wanted to look at both adaptions and compare them from the extract of Arthur’s novel. All of the comparative analysis is from chapter 14 of the book.
To give a bit of context from the book Sherlock Holmes is told of a legendary hound that kills Hugo Baskerville. James Mortimer, a surgeon from London comes to Sherlock to present a case to him. In light of the story he tells Sherlock that Sir Christopher Baskerville has suddenly died in strange circumstances. The whole novel is the story of how Sherlock and Dr. Watson solve the case and try and protect Henry, Christopher’s son from dying the same death.
There are two obvious comparisons that are easily observed. The 1939 film by Sidney Lanfield is set in the early 20th century and the production design sells the illusion. It’s incredibly realistic. Watching it for the first time I could have easily mistaken the film to be produced in the time it’s set. The Sherlock series from BBC is very different. The creators, Mark Gatiss & Steven Moffat create the world of Sherlock in modern times. It’s interesting to see this adaptation in a modern day world where budgets these days make it very possible to produce sets and costumes to mirror selected time periods. But nevertheless, Gatiss and Moffat decided to re-create Sherlock with a modern twist. We can see from an initial analysis, these are very different approaches.
I’ve watched part of the Sherlock series and I’m personally a big fan of Benedict Cumberbatch. I think he does a great job at representing the infamous detective. I’ve looked at both actor’s and compared how they perform to see the difference in their tone, body language and interactions with on screen characters. 
“One of Sherlock Holmes’s defects—if, indeed, one may call it a defect—was that he was exceedingly loath to communicate his full plans to any other person until the instant of their fulfilment.” (Doyle, A.C, 1902).
Based on this character trait I can clearly see this woven into how Rathbone and Cumberbatch play Sherlock. Doyle’s developed this character into a man who relishes revealing his thoughts at the last minute. Sherlock keeps his cards very close to his chest. They both seem incredibly witty and mysterious, in a good wat. They never seem like their hiding anything harmful or dangerous, but you can tell Sherlock never reveals his assumptions until he’s absolutely sure. I guess this is a trait of a good detective by discerning all possibilities of solving a case. Both actors give a unique performance but there are similarities in both. This could be that Cumberbatch was influenced by previous actors who’ve played Sherlock, specifically Rathbone. 
The BBC series adapted all its episodes from Doyle’s novels, that’s pretty obvious from the titles. So the episode titled “Hounds of Baskerville” you’d think it’s pretty self-explanatory. The title changes from “The Hound of the Baskervilles” to “Hounds of Baskerville”. At first I thought it may have been a mistake, but there is a purpose behind the meaning and this plays out in the climax. In Lanfield’s film, the story is true to the source text. The London fog plays a big part in hiding the protagonist Lanfield’s film but the legend of the predetor hound comes to light in the Dartmoor Moors. We do see a physical dog who lurks, howls and attacks people.
The BBC series is very different. We see Holmes and Watson, trying to solve the case of the mysterious and sudden death of Henry Knight’s father. There’s a clear link between Henry Baskerville and Henry Knight in both adaptations. Rather than Gatiss and Moffat write about the Baskerville family, they rework the use of the source text. Baskerville is the name of a featured MOD (Ministry of Defence) research base. The start of the episode, we see a news story unfold over alleged mutant animals being tested at this mysterious government building. In contrast, Lanfield has taken directly from the source with minimal creative licence and has simply made it visual. Whereas, Moffat and Gatiss have reimagined the concept. It’s interesting to see how they’ve changed the plot but kept the nature of the story the same. In both adaptations, there’s a vicious dog that preys on people.
In the climax of the BBC Series adaptation, we see Holmes, Watson & Henry in the midst of a the fog where Henry is about to commit suicide. We actually see and hear a dog surround them in the hollow where they’re congregated. The dog comes out of the fog and looks ready to attack. Sherlock then works out that the Hound is not a physical dog but only a hallucination. He then reveals that the fog is a hallucinogen and is a chemical released by the nearby Baskerville base. Also, H.O.U.N.D. is an acronym for a secret government project looking into creating a hallucinogenic weapon. Watching this episode back, I do applaud Gatiss and Moffat for their creativity. It a modern-day reality with the origins of Doyle’s novel. You could argue if Lanfield was living in modern times, he may have taken the same approach. It’s clear that Gatiss and Moffat significantly change the plot to a relevant and contemporary storyline. Their intetnions were probably to engage a new audience that’s not familiar with the adaptations of Sherlock. It’s quite interesting to see the BBC series adapt this in the way that they did. They’ve used the source text for inspiration to develop their adaption.
Basil Rathbone is acting in the oldest film I’ve seen featuring Sherlock Holmes. The tartan jacket with the smoking pipe is the default image of the adapted detective. Sherlock is a slim, tall and fast paced individual. He never rests when there’s work to do. When I read the works of Doyle I imagine Basil as quite the depiction of Sherlock Holmes. That’s obviously up for debate. To see Benedict Cumberbatch as Sherlock I can indeed see the similarities in personalities. They’re both very confident, witty and intelligent individuals. With Cumberbatch’s performance, I can see a very close resemblance to the lead “Doctor Who” character. As co-writers in the BBC Wales production, I think Moffat and Gatiss’s writings are influenced by their own work. Matt Smith playing the Doctor in the 5th series is quite similar in how Cumberbatch depicts Sherlock. He’s unpredictable with his comments and responses quite unsympathetic too. It may have been a coincidence or even unintentional, but I think it comes out in their writing.
Despite the similarities, there are parts of their personality that are quite different and these are confirmed in their beliefs and desires. The start of the film (1939) we’re introduced with Holmes trying to coax Watson into decrypting the owner of a mysterious walking stick. Holmes already knows who owns it but encourages Watson to come up with an answer. It turns out he’s wrong and in fact Holmes already knew who owns the stick but simply wanted to test Watson. He does this in a playful and humorous way. If we compare it to the opening scene of the BBC series, it’s very different. It seems that Sherlock is quite openly a recovering drug addict. He’s gone cold turkey and begs Watson to help him source some drugs. It’s an addiction he struggles with and it seems to limit his ability to solve cases. When he’s in a still state, this is where he underperforms. He can read clues from the littlest detail on people or objects around him. By doing this, he instantly rationalises an accusation with some concrete evidence. During the sequences this happens with the fast cutting edits, it’s as it we’re inside his head and his is on steroids. 
In any adaption of Sherlock Holmes, there’s an obvious partner always in the In mix. We see Sherlock and Dr. Watson have a strong working relationship. As I’ve analysed the similarities in Rathbone & Cumberbatch’s performances, they do have some distinct differences. Nevertheless, I think the depiction of Dr. John Watson are played very differently in both adaptations. Nigel Bruce makes Watson look like a clumsy sidekick which doesn’t really do much to aid Sherlock. Holmes is quite independent but naturally Bruce is always helping Rathbone. I think Basil acting as Sherlock would easily still manage to solve crimes without Watson’s help. In contrast to the BBC Series, Martin Freeman’s performance is very different to that of Nigel Bruce. I’ve already explained the similarities in Rathbone and Cumberbatch’s character traits, but Bruce and Freeman are on polar opposites. Bruce plays Watson as a slow paced and humours character who’s very predictable. In the BBC Series, Gatiss and Moffat portray Freeman as a sensible and mature aid to Sherlock. He’s very logical, serious and cautions. Sometimes, Sherlock is a bit of a wreck without Watson’s help. They make a great onscreen partnership. 
Both adaptations are decades apart which I’d expect to have major differences. Cinematography, technology and cultural trends would all have a part to play in how the adaption is produced. It’s interesting to see the transformation of one adaptation to another. Adaptations are expression from a source text. Looking at Lanfield’s creation, he appears to stick to being faithful to the text where as Gatiss and Moffat use creative licence to break the rules. However, as Rachel Carroll says any instance of adaption is a textual infidelity (Carroll, 2009, p.1). I believe that is true. Weather you abide faithfully to the source text, there will be inconstancies or perhaps elements that are difficult to recreate in a visual medium. Nevertheless, both are effective mediums reconstructed by credible auteurs. They do both credit the original works of Sir Arthur Conan Doyle, but recreate their own impressions of interpreting the text.
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