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      Editorial Note

      
      
      Quotations from individual episodes of Doctor Who come from either the transcripts freely available on the Chakoteya site, or else are
         my own transcriptions made from viewings of the episodes. Throughout this book the
         stories starring William Hartnell are referred to by the overall title rather than
         individual episode titles. These overall titles are generally agreed upon and consistently
         used in most reference books about Doctor Who. For two-part stories from the revived series, both titles are provided.
      

      
      
   
      Introduction

      
      
      
         You know, you’re fast becoming a prey to every cliché-ridden convention of the American
            West.
         

         
         —The Doctor, “The Gunfighters” (1966)

         
      

      
         It has been tried before.

         
         —The Doctor, “The Androids of Tara” (1978)

         
      

      These two lines of dialogue spoken by the Doctor are ironic, even rather cheeky, acknowledgments
         that Doctor Who borrows heavily from the themes, imagery, and even entire plots of many other sources.
         The first quote is from “The Gunfighters,” a 1966 story which I will revisit in more
         detail in chapter 8, and which is a rare instance of a British western. It is filled
         with actors attempting (bravely in some instances) to perform in American accents
         and features many gunfights, horses, and western ballads. As such—as the Doctor himself
         helpfully observes at one point—it leaves no cliché of the western untouched. “The
         Androids of Tara” contains some features in common with “The Gunfighters.” It is a
         story of adventure, capture, fights, and escapes from peril. It shares even more in
         common with another source from beyond Doctor Who’s own diegesis (or internal storytelling): Anthony Hope’s The Prisoner of Zenda. Hope, a Victorian lawyer who found success as a novelist, published his swashbuckler
         in 1894. Since then the novel has been adapted on numerous occasions, including as
         a play that opened in New York in 1895, as an operetta in 1922, and as major motion
         pictures in 1937 and 1952 (although there had been a film version as early as 1913).
         Then in 1978 it resurfaced, barely disguised, as a Doctor Who serial, from which the second quote above comes. “The Androids of Tara” tells the
         story of plotting and adventure in the fictional kingdom of Tara. The young Prince
         Reynart is shortly to be crowned king but is kidnapped by the wicked Count Grendel.
         The Prince’s sympathizers (including the Doctor) use an android double of the Prince
         as a substitute during the coronation, before eventually defeating Grendel’s schemes.
         Grendel, however, is not captured but lives to fight another day. It is not a long
         or difficult process to find the analogues to The Prisoner of Zenda, which tells the story of Rudolf Rassendyll, who is a close double of the Prince
         of Zenda and stands in for him during the coronation after the Prince has been kidnapped
         by Black Michael. Michael’s plans are thwarted, but he lives to fight another day.
      

      
      
         The Doctor becomes involved in a plot to rescue the Prince of Tara, or is that Zenda?

         

      

      In this instance, the similarities are obvious, and indeed the makers of this Doctor Who story—including the scriptwriter David Fisher, producer Graham Williams, and director
         Michael Hayes—lost no opportunity to hammer home the message that their story is a
         pastiche of Hope’s novel. The Prisoner of Zenda begins with the hero, Rudolf, quietly fishing, which is how Prince Reynart’s men find
         the Doctor at the start of his adventure. The Doctor’s ideas for rescuing the Prince
         by using a double seems an excellent idea to his allies, but “it has been tried before”
         as the Doctor admits in a wry acknowledgment of Hope’s inspiration. The major difference—there
         are robots in the Doctor Who version that were not in Hope’s Victorian original—only serves to reinforce how closely
         in all other respects this serial is a rewrite of Hope’s novel.
      

      
      And why not? Hope’s novel was an immediate sensation when published. Hope himself
         realized he was onto a good thing and published a sequel, Rupert of Hentzau, in 1898. Since then the book has been condensed, issued as a spoken-word book, reduced
         into a simplified version for children, and experienced other adaptations besides.
         Neither is Doctor Who the only program whose makers decided that it would be a good idea to revisit Hope’s
         novel. In the episode of the American spy parody Get Smart, “The King Lives” (1968), Maxwell Smart, Agent 99, and the Chief traveled to “Caronia,”
         a central European kingdom, to prevent the wicked Basil of Caronia from kidnapping
         the King before his coronation and seizing the throne. Thankfully, it turns out that
         Maxwell Smart is a near double in appearance to the King of Caronia and can serve
         as a substitute when the King is kidnapped. The Get Smart episode is even parody at one remove; it does not so much borrow from the original
         source novel but parodies the lavish 1937 cinema adaptation produced by David O. Selznick,
         including Maxwell Smart’s mimicking of Ronald Colman’s uptight and constipated aristocratic
         accent from the film. The fundamental contours of Hope’s plot—of an exact double of
         a ruler standing in for the King—has also informed plots of works as otherwise disparate
         as the 1939 film The Magnificent Fraud, where the story of an actor standing in for a head of state was transferred to a
         South American republic, and Dave, the 1993 Kevin Kline comedy about the US president’s body double who was called
         on when the president suffered a massive stroke. Danny Kaye’s The Court Jester (1955) and The Inspector General (1949) are also indebted to Hope’s plot.
      

      
      Clearly Doctor Who is not distinctive in borrowing, even to a remarkable level, from other sources. There
         are schools of thought that remind us that original ideas in the world of fiction
         are finite in number and perhaps even limited to single figures. Christopher Booker’s
         The Seven Basic Plots is a recent (2004) reassertion of this common idea. Booker suggests that among the
         ideas are quests, tragedies, and comedies.[1]   Others would suggest that there may be more in number, but there is general concurrence
         that there are a limited number of plot archetypes, even if these split off into many
         variants. There may, for example, be distinctions in literary quality, depth of characterization,
         or cultural impact between Jane Austen’s novels and those of the romantic novelist
         Barbara Cartland, but much less difference in terms of the basic “boy meets girl”
         stories they tell. Let’s not forget that Shakespeare is by no means the only Renaissance
         playwright to have written plays about King Lear or Hamlet, Prince of Denmark.[2]  
      

      
      While borrowing or adaptation may therefore be by no means unique to Doctor Who—and may even be essential to storytelling in general if the number of original ideas
         really is quite limited—my goal in this book is to give an in-depth study of the ways
         that Doctor Who’s makers have adapted other sources into the plots and themes of their stories. This
         goal moves me into controversial territory, relating to questions of fidelity between
         a source and the adapting work, and suggesting the limits of originality. Both fidelity
         (meaning faithfulness in adapting a work) and being original when writing or creating
         a dramatic work have traditionally been cherished and valorized, but in the case of
         Doctor Who, either quality can sometimes be hard to locate. Adaptations, however, proliferate;
         as Christopher Marlow succinctly puts it, “The history of Doctor Who is the history of adaptation.”[3]   This circumstance means that across fifty years, Doctor Who registers as a cross-media creation, in dialogue with a wide range of sources, ideas,
         and creative impulses. To study adaptation in Doctor Who is therefore not just to look at one program and the how and why it got made, but
         at entire media and textual cultures and traditions.
      

      
      Fifty Years of Storytelling

      
      Doctor Who is a drama series that has been broadcast by the British Broadcasting Corporation
         (BBC) since 1963. The original series (now often called the “classic series”) ran
         from 1963 until 1989, when it was canceled by the BBC. There was a brief revival in
         a one-off television movie in 1996, and since 2005 the “new series” has run on the
         BBC and at the time of writing remains in production. From the first broadcast on
         November 23, 1963, up to December 25, 2013, there have been 800 episodes made, spread
         across 241 stories.[4]   Even a casual perusal of both classic and new series indicates that their creators
         have taken inspiration, or even entire plots, from other sources, but it would be
         beyond the scope of this book to look at all these stories, and a particular selection
         will be the basis of each chapter’s discussion.
      

      
      For those unfamiliar with the series, Doctor Who’s central character is a time traveler called the Doctor. The Doctor is an alien
         from the planet Gallifrey and is a member of a race called the Time Lords. Because
         he is a Time Lord, the Doctor can avoid death by regenerating and changing his appearance.
         His mode of travel is a time and space craft called the TARDIS (an acronym for Time
         and Relative Dimension in Space). Inside the craft is infinite, but from the outside
         it looks like a London Metropolitan Police telephone box.
      

      
      
         The TARDIS disguised as a normal police box

         

      

      The Doctor rarely travels alone and normally is accompanied by one or more companions—originally
         his granddaughter Susan and currently a young woman named Clara Oswald. Doctor Who is also a global phenomenon and a major ratings and merchandising success. Although
         the program is often also described as quintessentially British, the chapters that
         follow also show the program’s makers to have been omnivorous consumers of sources
         that are diversely international (including the western, a genre quintessentially
         American).
      

      
      This book examines the variety of ways that narratives, themes, and sometimes entire
         plots from diverse sources were adapted into Doctor Who stories. Doctor Who has attracted an enormous body of critical and academic attention, but hitherto there
         has been limited focus on the way its writers, directors, scriptwriters, and producers
         have adapted from other sources, and so far no in-depth study of this adaptation and
         its impact on the program has appeared. Numerous books on Doctor Who have examined different aspects of the program from its technical and production history,
         to biographies of its leading actors and behind-the-scenes personnel, as well as academic
         studies of the program’s televisual history, its audiences, or its many spin-offs.
         These studies include major works by John Tulloch and Manuel Alvarado, James Chapman,
         and Matt Hills.[5]   Recent studies of particular dimensions of the program, including the racial politics
         implicit in its narratives and the portrayal of religion within the program, are indicative
         of the continuing critical interest in the program and the different approaches that
         inform study of it and the types of questions that can be used to interrogate the
         program, its themes, and its history.[6]   Books already published include works that have addressed highly specific aspects
         of source adaptation, including mythology and philosophy. The volume The Mythological Dimensions of Doctor Who explored the way that classical myths and legends have fed into the program’s narratives,
         while The Humanism of Doctor Who: A Critical Study of Science Fiction and Philosophy and Doctor Who and Philosophy: Bigger on the Inside offered similar analyses of the philosophical underpinnings of the program.[7]  
      

      
      But study of adaptation within Doctor Who lags behind the field of adaptation studies in general. This field has in recent
         years experienced a critical revival and has opened up new and exciting areas for
         study. Traditionally, adaptation studies related to interpreting strategies for storytelling
         when a book was adapted into a film. This critical focus has since widened in terms
         of the sources interpreted and the types of questions asked. Adaptations are now recognized
         not only in film and television programs, but in video games, comics, theme park rides,
         merchandise, and a multiplicity of other textual types and popular cultural outputs.
         Adaptation theory is applied to interpret what can be termed the “moment” of adaptation,
         or the transformation of an original source into the adapted work, and adaptation
         studies in general seek to register and interpret the cultural interest created by
         this moment of change.[8]   Adaptation theory suggests that where a transgression or change from the original
         reality is most pronounced, there will be generated the highest level of cultural
         interest. Adaptation theory also reinforces the importance of medium. In Doctor Who’s case it is television, and adaptation theory also can be applied to interpret the
         reshaping of a source into a medium-specific creation, such as the transition of a
         poem, film, myth, or murder mystery into a television production. All these types
         of sources have been the basis of Doctor Who stories.
      

      
      Throughout this book I draw on insights from adaptation theory in order to suggest
         the nature and implications—in terms of the types of stories told—of Doctor Who’s creators having adapted from sources. Neither adaptations nor interpretations of
         them are static. Among the Doctor Who stories I study are examples of what Peter Brooker calls a “more intensively . . .
         ironic and self-reflexive” set of adaptations from sources such as classic literature.[9]   In turn, adaptation theory itself has developed in enriching directions, moving
         past the traditional emphasis on studying the fidelity of a film adaptation to a source
         novel into more adventurous areas, reflecting the more adventurous adaptations now
         made. Inherent in the traditional interrogation of the adaptation of a book into a
         screen version were several judgments that are critically questionable, including
         value judgments of the “fidelity” of the adaptation to the source and criticism of
         works that are putatively “betrayals” of the adapted work.[10]   These judgments do not assist in examining adaptation in Doctor Who. If placed within the traditional fidelity paradigm, arguably every adaptation would
         be a “betrayal” in some way, from gentle mockery of westerns to inserting androids
         into a story of Victorian adventure. Instead in Doctor Who the significance and importance of the adaptation process lie in the transgression
         and the extent of the transgression from the source or sources. In moving beyond the
         fidelity paradigm, more recent theorists have begun to explore the notion of adaptation
         as both a process and an object, and to break down the traditional conception of adaptation
         as comprising a single identifiable source. Moving away from fidelity, or even the
         idea of an adapting work being derivative of a prior source, it is possible to reorient
         adaptation as a vital and organic process. Julie Sanders expresses this idea usefully,
         arguing that “texts feed off each other and create other texts.”[11]   When these insights are taken on board, it becomes both limiting and difficult
         to be concerned with “fidelity,” not least because an adapted work cannot be simultaneously
         faithful to multiple points of origin. It is more stimulating and more fruitful to
         think in terms of intertextual dialogue and to interpret works that are in dialogue
         with each other, in terms of the adapted work with an original source, or multiple
         points of origin in dialogue with each other within the narrative of the adapting
         work.[12]  
      

      
      Examining the adaptation of sources into Doctor Who stories can take us into controversial areas. Doctor Who’s makers seem on occasion—perhaps none more so than with “The Androids of Tara”—to
         have sailed very close to the wind in terms of the outright plagiarism of ideas. Doctor Who not only provides exceptional opportunity for study of adaptations of other sources
         and ideas, but also demands sustained study of its processes of adaptation given the
         centrality of borrowing to the way the program has told—and continues to tell—its
         stories. The creative potential of the program, and the creative intentions and ambitions
         of its makers, can all be assessed by thinking about them as adapters. Across fifty
         years of its production we are faced with not only a wide range of stories that program
         makers borrowed from, but also widely ranging strategies they followed to make their
         adaptations. Doctor Who is a fruitful means for exploring, interpreting, and attempting to understand this
         major impulse in storytelling at all levels and of all types to borrow, take from,
         and recreate stories. It is also striking that these adaptations are often built into
         a narrative that can have multiple points of origin. Adaptation in Doctor Who is thus different from many other television programs or even films. As Lorna Jowett
         Stacey and Abbott point out in their recent survey of television horror, most television
         adaptations are advertised as adaptations, because the adapted source can be used
         to market the program.[13]   In other words, there is a pre-sold audience.[14]   Adaptations abound in Doctor Who, but they are there not as proclaimed or marketed ideas but as the foundations of
         stories. They are not a selling point in a direct way but are the basis of narratives.
      

      
      Adapting Ideas

      
      Several decades of theoretical speculation about storytelling have developed ideas
         concerning “adaptation,” but they have also raised a great deal of debate among writers
         as to what adaptation may be and what the implications of textual borrowing may be
         in terms of measuring originality or evaluating a text. The starting point for my
         analysis is that over fifty years, Doctor Who has come to sit prominently in both popular and academic culture, but the program
         has also absorbed a great deal from contemporary and earlier cultural tropes and archetypes.
         This point is usefully clarified by scholar Linda Hutcheon, who has written extensively
         on theories of adaptation and asserts that “adaptations are everywhere today: on the
         television and movie screen, on the musical and dramatic stage, on the Internet, in
         novels and comic books, in your nearest theme park and video arcade.”[15]   This comment immediately pinpoints the importance of adaptation as a major means
         of understanding the strategies of storytelling, as well as the artistic and commercial
         priorities of the creators of a wide range of texts and media.
      

      
      Television in particular is an adaptive medium; Doctor Who’s own channel, the BBC, is creatively indebted to the stories and characters of many
         long-dead English novelists. Especially in the earlier decades of the Corporation’s
         broadcasting—the 1940s and 1950s—there were few original teleplays not taken from
         a source novel, with only a few notable original stories such as Nigel Kneale’s three
         Quatermass science fiction serials of 1953, 1955, and 1958. This is where Doctor Who comes in; as created in 1963 by a team of writers and executives in the Corporation’s
         Drama Department, the program immediately seemed different from many other shows in
         the same stable: it was an original work, not an adaptation of a novel, play, poem,
         or short story. Accordingly the template, or perhaps what we might call the general
         concept of Doctor Who, was original; there was no novel being turned into a serial. Because of this factor,
         the way we think about adaptation in terms of Doctor Who needs precise understanding. The methodology of many writers on adaptation studies
         has been to follow a binary pattern: setting original source (normally a novel) against
         the adapted version (such as a film) and comparing and contrasting them.[16]   No such simple contrasts exist in Doctor Who, where the adaptations are often ironic or allusive and are far from being straightforward.
         Even a seemingly slavish copy of a source such as “Androids of Tara” contains transgressive
         elements, namely the androids themselves.
      

      
      Across its so far fifty years of production, Doctor Who has told a wide range of stories, deploying diverse means of telling them, with different
         settings and characterizations, and showing the influence of many different types
         of sources. In the midst of this diversity there may seem to be little consistency.
         Even the central character of the Doctor has shifted and changed over the decades
         and so far has been played in very different ways by twelve (or even more) actors,
         with the thirteenth official Doctor recently cast.[17]   But there are some core elements that we can distill. While there are diverse permutations
         in terms of the sources adapted, these different plot archetypes are used by Doctor Who’s writers and producers to create stories within the overarching theme of attack
         from without and a struggle against alien menace. Almost always the Doctor, aided
         by companions and some temporary allies who are characters drawn from the particular
         story, confronts and defeats a menace and fights injustice. In stories set on Earth
         this will be an alien menace, but regardless of setting it may be a mad scientist,
         an alien parasite, a robotic race, or some other form of danger. Some of these menaces
         recur, and the Doctor has been fighting some, including Daleks, Cybermen, and Ice
         Warriors, from the 1960s origins of the program up to the most recent stories in the
         revived series. Other alien creatures and villains have appeared only once. Analysis
         of the titles of the individual serials shows that particular words have often recurred
         as scriptwriters’ choices for encapsulating what their stories are about; commonly
         used words in titles include “death,” “time,” “terror,” “enemy,” “doom,” “invasion,”
         and “evil,” giving a fairly good impression of what the program is about.[18]  
      

      
      Technically then Doctor Who is a program that can tell any type of story, precisely because the Doctor’s TARDIS
         can take him to any place in this universe or others, at any time. This has on occasion
         even extended to other universes beyond our own. But as we shall see, due to the obvious
         limitations of budget, resources, and time, and simply because the program’s base
         of production and chief viewership was and still is located in southern Britain, more
         often than not the Doctor and his companions fight their battles in defense of the
         Home Counties, or the counties in South East and the of eastern England that surround
         London.
      

      
      Nonetheless, diversity can be found in other aspects of the program beyond setting,
         and the imaginative potential of Doctor Who reveals itself in the breathtaking variety of sources and influences that its makers
         have used. Starting with Homer’s Iliad, through a potpourri of texts—including classical literature, gothic and body horror,
         swashbucklers, Jacobean revenge tragedies, Orwellian dystopias, the Sherlock Holmes
         stories, westerns, and detective fiction—the producers, directors, and writers of
         Doctor Who have demonstrated an inexhaustible appetite for devouring other types of texts, characters,
         ideas, and themes.
      

      
      The Chapters

      
      In the chapters that follow I will first explore the types of sources adapted into
         Doctor Who stories, the personnel and writers responsible for doing so, and their reasons for
         doing so. In part I, the chapters will in turn interrogate the issues of what is adapted,
         who did the adapting, and why they did so. Then in part II there will be studies of
         specific instances, or case studies, of particular sources and the serials into which
         they modulated. In part I a wide selection of both classic and recent serials are
         under review, whereas in part II each chapter will focus on a few serials only. In
         part II we start with some of the oldest sources adapted into Doctor Who stories—the classical literature of ancient Greece and Rome. Then in order, the chapters
         will examine Victorian literature and its neo-Victorian offshoots as the basis of
         Doctor Who serials; gothic cinema from Britain and America; the influence of American-style westerns
         on both older and recent Doctor Who stories; the ways in which Agatha Christie’s crime novels have been reconfigured as
         murder mysteries accented by science fiction trappings; and then finally the way that
         diverse sources—with seemingly nothing in common—could be brought together as a range
         of harmonized influences to create individual stories (in this case looking at the
         fusion of Jacobean revenge tragedy, the science fiction writer Harry Harrison, and
         Evelyn Waugh in the stories “The Caves of Androzani” and “Revelation of the Daleks”).
         Nowhere else but in Doctor Who would one find these types of texts brought together as mutually reinforcing sources.
         In these chapters there will appear many different texts, from works by Shakespeare,
         Homer, the Jacobean tragedists, the Queens of Crime, and Sir Arthur Conan Doyle, to
         film and television texts from the Alien series to Hammer horror. However, these works will most often appear in unfamiliar
         lights, not simply as inspirations for Doctor Who serials but as works recreated in ways that often transgress the original sources.
         Across these chapters I will assess some of the most popular classic stories from
         the 1963–1989 series and the most recent stories from the successfully revived program
         made by Russell T. Davies and Steven Moffat. In terms of methodology, it is my intention
         to assess the 1963–1989 and the 2005– series together, and I believe it would be artificial
         to separate them. As we drill down to the details, it will become clear that neither
         incarnation was a consistent entity. Instead producers, directors, script editors,
         writers, and actors have worked on the program at different times, influencing it
         with often wildly divergent ideas. However, adaptation is a consistent impulse across
         different eras and different production regimes, and this common impulse brings different
         eras of the program together in the analysis that follows. I will also seek to shed
         light on some of the forgotten aspects of the program, including little-known serials
         lost from the archives. However, I start with Doctor Who’s own beginning: the writing, casting, and production of the first episode in 1963
         and the myriad people who brought the show to life.
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      Chapter 1

      In the Beginning

      
         
         
      

      
      In part I of this book I will assess more broadly the what, who, and why of adaptation
         in Doctor Who, and the very first episode is a good starting point. This episode, “An Unearthly
         Child,” exists in two forms, an untransmitted pilot and the final version, broadcast
         on November 23, 1963. In both versions it encapsulates a great deal about adaptation
         in Doctor Who. Many hands went into its writing and production. Accordingly it adapts from different
         sources—from film, television, and literature—and brings them into dialogue with each
         other, all in the one twenty-five-minute episode. On screen, “An Unearthly Child”
         shows two ordinary schoolteachers plunged into a bizarre world when they enter a spooky
         junkyard, find a police box that hums with mysterious power, and inside find an infinitely
         large time and space craft piloted by an enigmatic alien. Behind the scenes at the
         BBC were moments nearly as odd, including a producer at odds with her boss about the
         influence of pulp science fiction, a lead actor determined to ignore his character
         briefing, and a team of TV executives looking for inspiration to create a children’s
         show that would plug a gap in the Saturday night schedule. Whether they realized it
         or not, they were all thinking about adaptation.
      

      
      The BBC, 1963

      
      The questions of where Doctor Who came from and who actually created the program are fraught with doubt, ambiguity,
         and argument. Even the identity of the person who dreamed up the title Doctor Who is far from clear. Answering questions about the program’s creation and who actually
         created Doctor Who has defied the efforts of television writers and journalists and serious historians
         of television. There are some insights, including a series of paper trails that lead
         around various desks in the Drama Department at the BBC from April 1963 onward. Staff
         writers including Donald Wilson, C. E. Webber, and Alice Frick combined their wits
         in creating a draft proposal for a children’s television program that would be about
         an enigmatic old man who traveled in time with his young granddaughter and two of
         her teachers.[1]   Various other creative minds became involved. The Australian Anthony Coburn, the
         scriptwriter of the first story “An Unearthly Child,” named the space-time craft the
         TARDIS, and there was input as well from caretaker producer Rex Tucker.[2]  
      

      
      Three names, however, stand out as significant during the protracted gestation of
         the ideas that coalesced to become Doctor Who: Sydney Newman, Verity Lambert, and David Whitaker. Only the latter two receive on-screen
         credits on the program, Lambert as producer from 1963 to 1965, and David Whitaker
         as both the script editor (up to 1964) and as a scriptwriter of individual stories
         up to 1970. Newman was more an éminence grise; he was head of Drama at the BBC, and
         it was Newman who, having identified a lacuna in the BBC’s Saturday evening scheduling
         between Grandstand and Juke Box Jury, took a number of actions. He assembled a creative team including Verity Lambert
         as producer, who in her turn brought on board Whitaker as script editor and Waris
         Hussein as director. Between them they had, by September 1963, recorded a pilot episode
         (that was never transmitted) of Coburn’s “An Unearthly Child.” This episode was later
         remounted for broadcast in November that year. Hussein’s direction of this episode
         (in both the pilot and final versions) produced a story of two schoolteachers investigating
         a mysterious student, Susan Foreman, and going in pursuit of her enigmatic grandfather,
         “Dr. Foreman.” Whitaker’s role was to bring coherence to Coburn’s script, which contains
         some ideas from an earlier set of briefing notes by Webber.
      

      
      Mindful of the creative personnel behind them, what does this very beginning suggest
         about adaptation in Doctor Who? Famously, Sydney Newman forbade Lambert from commissioning scripts that would contain
         what he derided as “BEMs,” or bug-eyed monsters. Equally famously, Lambert promptly
         ignored this diktat, and an early serial showcased the first appearance of the Daleks,
         the mutants inside metal traveling machines, which were the quintessence of a BEM.[3]   But Newman’s prohibition of the BEMs is instructive. It reveals from the outset
         his awareness that as a science fiction program, Doctor Who’s creation would be contextual, and there were external influences crowding around
         as various BBC executives, writers, and production personnel attempted to bring the
         program to life. Newman in this case was anxious to avoid his new science fiction
         creation becoming adulterated by what he viewed as the pulpier forms of American science
         fiction.[4]   The type of BEMs of which he was thinking were those which defined drive-in American
         horror cinema, such as massive ants and spiders, or other forms of radioactive creatures
         that rampaged through 1950s cinema, from Godzilla (1957, a Japanese film but one released in America with additional filmed scenes)
         to Attack of the Crab Monsters (1957) and Attack of the Giant Woman (1959).[5]  
      

      
      Far from adaptation, then, we are almost seeing its opposite in the conscious avoidance
         of external influences, including from existing popular science fiction. But we should
         not view these first twenty-five minutes of Doctor Who as totally suggesting a quest for originality at the expense of adaptation. Newman
         himself was an admirer of what he regarded as more cerebral or high-concept science
         fiction, and at ABC (an independent British television company) he had produced three
         series of the children’s science fiction adventure series Pathfinders, a high-minded science fiction trilogy (1960–1961).[6]   Newman hoped that some of the foundational ideas in Doctor Who would come from the realm of high literary culture rather than popular culture. Doctor Who was created in a televisual context that frequently broadcast scientific serials and
         stories as part of anthology series, and an intellectually snobbish BBC preferred
         drama producers who were steeped in the traditions of European theatre. More literate
         science fiction productions including “I Can Destroy the Sun” (1958), “Murder Club”
         (1961), and “Dumb Martian” (1962), the last by respected science fiction writer John
         Wyndham, had been part of the series Armchair Theatre, a television anthology series that had drawn on leading contemporary dramatists,
         including Harold Pinter.[7]   The production of literary science fiction continued before and during the earliest
         years of Doctor Who, including the BBC’s adaptations of Isaac Asimov’s “The Caves of Steel” in 1964 and
         the 1966 adaptation of “The Machine Stops,” a science fiction story written by E.
         M. Forster in the early twentieth century. Newman had no concerns about this type
         of science fiction influencing Doctor Who.[8]   Some of Newman’s colleagues in the Drama Department found inspiration in other
         sources. As Christopher Marlow points out, the drama executives who were pulling ideas
         together for what became Doctor Who were drawing on a range of source texts, including Poul Anderson’s Guardians of Time, and from the outset Doctor Who’s creators were adapting from other science fiction works.[9]   The central notion that the Doctor’s TARDIS was a time machine indicates that Newman
         also had in mind H. G. Wells, the author of The Time Machine, not a novel as many suppose, but a short story developed from a series of articles
         from 1888 for the Science Schools Journal. But Wells’s influence stops with the bare fact that the Doctor traveled in time.[10]   But the earliest story ideas for the Doctor’s journeys that Webber supplied in
         his briefing notes also reveal their debt to precisely the kind of American pulp science
         fiction that Newman was so anxious to avoid, including a story where the Doctor, his
         granddaughter Susan, and her two teachers are shrunk to miniscule size. Contrasting
         sizes, between small and vulnerable humanity and hulking, giant monsters, was a staple
         of both American and Japanese science fiction and horror.[11]  
      

      
      Adaptation was inspired by other participants in Doctor Who’s creation. Television is a collaborative enterprise. Perhaps the reason it is so
         hard to actually answer questions about who created Doctor Who is because of the sheer number of people who were involved, from Lambert, Newman,
         and Whitaker, to Wilson, Webber, Frick, Tucker, and Hussein and associate producer
         Mervyn Pinfield. By September 1963 more people had been added to this mix, including
         the cast of actors who would bring the characters of the Doctor, his granddaughter
         Susan, and her two teachers, Ian Chesterton and Barbara Wright, to life. Leading them
         was William Hartnell (1908–1975) as the Doctor. Hartnell had been cast to play a character
         which the original format notes envisaged as an antihero. According to Webber’s notes,
         the Doctor (a character which was still uncast when Webber wrote them) was to have
         “watery blue eyes [that] are continually looking around in bewilderment and occasionally
         a look of utter malevolence clouds his face.”[12]   With such a character in their midst, Webber suggested that his friends would find
         him “pathetic” and are “never sure of his motives.” Hartnell was reluctant to personify
         this role, and some years later he told a newspaper interviewer that his performance
         drew nuances and echoes from the famous portrayal of the Wizard/Professor Marvel by
         Frank Morgan in 1939’s The Wizard of Oz.[13]   In citing this influence, Hartnell indicates that his own thinking was toward something
         far more benevolent than the shifty and senile renegade that Webber dreamt up. It
         is possible to think of Hartnell arriving at the BBC’s Limegrove Studios with memories
         of Morgan’s performance running through his head, and to think of his initial portrayal
         of the Doctor as an enigmatic and mysterious figure in the light of his adaptations
         from and memories of the 1939 musical film.
      

      
      
         William Hartnell as the First Doctor, in costume partly inspired by the Wizard of
               Oz
            

         

      

      What we can discern from these earliest phases in Doctor Who’s development, including the efforts of a large team to get a script and performances
         ready to tape the pilot in September 1963, is a process of selection and eschewal.
         Newman in particular was clear what he did not like, namely BEMs, as was Hartnell,
         whose performance captured on tape in both the pilot and the transmitted versions
         of “An Unearthly Child” is far removed from the briefing document Webber drew up.
         Indeed it is hard to imagine Doctor Who lasting particularly long, or being a success with children, had Hartnell realized
         in performance the sociopath envisaged on paper.
      

      
      But where ideas were rejected, others were borrowed. The original idea of the TARDIS,
         which from the outset was to be visually manifested as an ordinary and everyday object
         (hence the use of the police telephone box exterior) was filtered through C. E. Webber’s
         mind as something akin to the “magic door” in Lewis Carroll’s Alice through the Looking Glass and the magical portal in the Uncle’s house in C. S. Lewis’s The Lion, the Witch and the Wardrobe. The adaptive influences do not stop there. More than one reviewer of the first episode
         has commented that the early scenes, in which two concerned teachers discuss a troubled
         student who may be having domestic problems, doing so against the banal background
         of a secondary modern school, owe a great deal in tone and format to the “kitchen
         sink” dramas then starting to appear on British television, such as Up the Junction or Cathy Come Home.[14]   “Ian, I must talk to you about this, but I don’t want to get the girl into trouble,”
         Barbara says to her colleague, in a line of dialogue that could have been a prelude
         to a conversation about a teenage pregnancy—except they end up discussing a schoolgirl
         who knows that there will be a decimal currency in the future and can correct historical
         errors in a book about the French Revolution apparently based on experience.[15]   The fact that in the second half of the episode the tone, style, and mise-en-scène
         change completely from the dreary school and possible domestic problems to the wild
         science fiction of the TARDIS interior only serves to reinforce how much the story
         had resembled a kitchen sink drama up to that point. The bridging scene that takes
         the story from the school to the TARDIS is one set in a spooky, fog-laden scrap yard,
         a scene evoking the tone of contemporary horror productions. There is yet more going
         on. Further sources at work on the episode include the BBC’s legendary police drama
         Dixon of Dock Green, but this is only a brief and allusive influence in the episode’s very opening minutes,
         when a policeman on his rounds in a foggy alley is glimpsed near the mysterious police
         box.[16]   These were not the last times that horror, contemporary drama, or even C. S. Lewis
         were adapted into Doctor Who stories. As recently as 2011, “The Doctor, the Widow and the Wardrobe” was broadcast
         as the Doctor Who Christmas special, another iteration of Lewis’s influence on the show.
      

      
      There is accordingly a great deal happening within these first twenty-five minutes.
         Newman, while dissatisfied with particular aspects of the technical execution of the
         pilot episode, may well have been relieved that there were no BEMs, but there was
         adaptation from kitchen sink and police drama, resonances from Lewis Carroll and C.
         S. Lewis, and a little bit of horror cinema as well. These aspects were all retained
         when the pilot was retaped for broadcast in November 1963 and presented to observers
         a work without a single identifiable source, but an adaptation in line with what scholar
         Victoria Lowe considers to be the intermedial and dialogic capacities of adaptation.
         Works from different media (books, films, and television series in this case) are
         brought into concert with each other as the basis of an adapted work.[17]   These adaptive influences are married together and produce an original work.
      

      
      “An Unearthly Child” is Doctor Who’s foundation document; the episode is a synthesis of various borrowed elements, from
         kitchen sink and police drama, with elements of horror thrown in. But these aspects
         of the first half of the episode are the prelude to the second half of the episode
         where Ian and Barbara, the teachers, barge into what they think is an ordinary police
         box and instead find themselves in an incomprehensibly large spacecraft with the Doctor
         and Susan. The familiarity of school settings, a policeman on his rounds, foggy London
         streets, and conversations about troubled students give way abruptly and shatteringly
         to the bizarre and inexplicable. The shock that registers with Ian and Barbara and
         their futile attempts to rationalize how the police box could be larger on the inside
         than the outside may well have reflected similar reactions from the people watching
         the episode on its first transmission. Waris Hussein’s direction and the sound design
         combine to create a sense of a disorienting jump into the unfamiliar as bright lights
         flare and electronic noises pulse.
      

      
      
         Viewers’ first glimpse of the alien weirdness inside the TARDIS in “An Unearthly Child”

         

      

      These thoughts on the juxtaposition between the mundane and the fantastic intersect
         with significant theoretical comment on adaptation. Linda Hutcheon suggests that what
         gets adapted is a mixture of the familiar and the unfamiliar: “The appeal of adaptations
         for audiences lies in their mixture of repetition and difference, of familiarity and
         novelty.”[18]   In the introduction above we considered the adaptation of Hope’s Prisoner of Zenda into the serial “The Androids of Tara.” Significantly Graham Williams, the producer
         of that story, thought of that adaptation in terms of the mingling of the familiar
         with the unusual. He commented in an interview that the adaptation of Hope’s novel
         “worked very well” because “[t]hose who knew the original story could see the similarities,”
         and Williams concludes that having an anchor to known and familiar stories assists
         in storytelling.[19]   Hutcheon suggests that
      

      
      
         Freudians too might say we repeat as a way of making up for loss, as a means of control,
            or of coping with privation. But adaptation as repetition is arguably not a postponement
            of pleasure; it is in itself a pleasure. Think of a child’s delight in hearing the
            same nursery rhymes or reading the same books over and over. Like ritual, this kind
            of repetition brings comfort, a fuller understanding, and the confidence that comes
            with the sense of knowing what is about to happen next.[20]  
         

         
      

      These thoughts are a useful starting point for understanding not only the sources
         adapted in “An Unearthly Child” but in the next fifty years of the program as well
         and its relationships with prior sources. A recent tribute to the program in the British
         newspaper the Telegraph described Doctor Who as “a series that, for half a century, has been causing monsters to rise from the
         Thames, window dummies to burst into horrible life and respirators to erupt from human
         mouths—all in the cause of making us feel uncomfortable in our own homes.”[21]   But they are not a total explanation. What happens in “An Unearthly Child” is indeed
         the mixture of familiarity and novelty that Hutcheon describes. The 1963 format guide
         anticipated that the Doctor and his companions would venture into “ordinary backgrounds
         seen unusually.”[22]   Settings, dialogue, and sound design all work to establish this contrast. The drab
         chemistry lab at Ian and Barbara’s school is matched by ambient sounds of bells ringing
         and children chattering in the corridors, and banal pop music playing on a transistor
         radio. As they barge into the TARDIS, bright lights flare and there is a barrage of
         electronic noise, establishing clearly the move from the familiar to the bizarre.
         But in that case, what we or any other viewer is experiencing is not the comfort of
         confidence “that comes with the sense of knowing what is about to happen next.” Ian
         and Barbara, through entering the TARDIS, have entered an alien and threatening world;
         Ian is even electrocuted when he touches a control panel, and the Doctor cruelly mocks
         their prosaic ignorance of travel in space and time. Neither do they know what will
         happen next, as the TARDIS takes them far from their lives and homes in 1963 and into
         what will turn out to be a journey around the universe and through Earth’s history
         that will last for the next two years of their lives. In their first adventure, in
         traveling into the distant, known past, they are moving forward into an unknown world.
         Viewers are equally uncertain, and to start with, the Doctor can barely even bring
         himself to explain what the TARDIS is or where they are going. It is possible to expand
         on Hutcheon’s idea of pleasure that comes from having the familiar succeeded by the
         unexpected, and of not knowing what will happen next. What we see getting adapted
         into Doctor Who’s narratives is often the familiar, which then gives way to the unexpected.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      “An Unearthly Child” is only twenty-five minutes long, but they are an important twenty-five
         minutes. In general terms the first episode of any long-running series is a significant
         work in terms of what it establishes that later serials and production teams built
         on. In terms of adaptation studies, these reveal themselves as twenty-five very busy
         minutes, into which are squeezed a variety of adapted influences, to which the episode
         proclaims a relationship, and which the episode brings into dialogue with each other.
         These twenty-five minutes provided important insights to what was to come, not just
         in terms of the basic parameters of the program itself (a team of people traveling
         in time and having adventures) but the way its creators would adapt from sources.
         We can now move on to the next fifty years, first thinking about the types of sources,
         the people adapting these sources, and their reasons for doing so.
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      Chapter 2

      What Gets Adapted?

      
         
         
      

      
      The Doctor (in his second incarnation) and his companions Jamie and Victoria stumble
         upon an archaeological investigation into mysterious and long-abandoned underground
         tombs. Opening the tombs has dire consequences for the team of archaeologists, as
         the long-buried inhabitants revive from a long sleep and begin to kill the intruders
         one by one. In his fourth incarnation the Doctor and his companion Sarah battle man-eating
         plants that are stalking people and killing them in the English countryside. Terrifyingly,
         the plants move of their own volition, consume humans, and can even communicate. The
         tenth incarnation of the Doctor hunts down a deranged and mutating scientist through
         the streets of London. He eventually corners the scientist, now unrecognizable as
         a human at all, in a cathedral. Finally the hideous mutant is killed within this ecclesiastical
         setting.
      

      
      These are précis of Doctor Who serials, respectively “The Tomb of the Cybermen” (1967), “The Seeds of Doom” (1976),
         and “The Lazarus Experiment” (2007). They are all adaptations. The Second Doctor’s
         archaeological adventure not only has its roots in generic horror films about the
         excavations of Egyptian mummies’ tombs, but is more specifically inscribed within
         the vernacular of the mummy horrors made by Universal in 1931 and Hammer Films from
         1959 onward.[1]   For good measure, the actor George Pastell plays the untrustworthy and unscrupulous
         foreigner in “Tomb of the Cybermen,” the same role he essayed in Hammer’s The Mummy (1959).[2]   Wild plants killing people in the countryside bring to mind the 1951 science fiction
         novel Day of the Triffids by John Wyndham. The scenes in “The Seeds of Doom” of plant life moving and hunting
         prey are immediately reminiscent of both the novel and its 1962 film and 1982 television
         adaptations, with their emphasis on themes of ecological horror.[3]   However, Day of the Triffids is an example of “postapocalyptic” writing; besides the killer plants, the novel also
         includes global catastrophe (the blinding of 99 percent of the world’s population).
         “Seeds of Doom” pulls back from plunging the world into an apocalypse as the Doctor
         saves the day, but the resonances between the 1951 novel and the Doctor Who serial are clear. But whereas “Tomb of the Cybermen” mostly took inspiration from
         the Hammer mummy films, “Seeds of Doom” incorporates a multiplicity of influences
         into its plot. The mutating plants and the infected scientists are ideas taken directly
         from Nigel Kneale’s first Quatermass television serial from 1953, which was later filmed by Hammer in 1955, ideas that
         had since repeated through other science fiction works including The Trollenberg Terror, a 1956 television serial adapted into a film in 1958, and the 1974 horror film The Mutations (aka The Freak Maker). An astronaut who returns to Earth from a space mission only to turn into a mutating
         monster also appears in The Incredible Melting Man, a 1978 horror film and yet another iteration of Kneale’s plotting.
      

      
      Kneale’s influence over science fiction in Britain and Doctor Who especially is compelling. His signature creation, Professor Bernard Quatermass of
         the British Rocket Group, was name-checked in the 1988 serial “Remembrance of the
         Daleks,” and his works are influential over Doctor Who as a whole, even though Kneale actually turned down the invitation as a BBC writer
         to create a script for the program and claimed to dislike the show.[4]   If “Seeds of Doom” borrows one aspect from The Quatermass Experiment in the mutation of men into vegetative monsters, the conclusion to “The Lazarus Experiment,”
         when the mutating scientist is chased into a cathedral, replicates in tone and content
         the conclusion to Kneale’s 1953 serial (and the film adaptation), where the mutating
         astronaut Victor Carroon is chased into Westminster Abbey and killed.
      

      
      These three serials are not isolated examples of adaptation but are rather suggestive
         of a general trend that unites both the original 1963–1989 serials and the episodes
         made since the 2005 revival: that trend is to adapt from single and sometimes multiple
         sources. It is obvious that Doctor Who’s writers and producers resorted to established ideas or sometimes entire plots in
         creating serials and stand-alone episodes. As we have seen in the introduction, the
         impulse to adapt is widespread through a multiplicity of genres and discourses. Doctor Who stories provide an exceptionally rich resource for not only comparing sources and
         adapted works through many decades of television production and the changing techniques
         and vernaculars of that production, but also for studying the range and extent of
         the adaptation taking place. What Hutcheon calls the “moment” of adaptation, or the
         point of transformation from a source into an adapted work, repeats again and again
         in Doctor Who in a variety of ways and with many different results.
      

      
      In this chapter we consider types of works adapted into Doctor Who serials, but do so in pursuit of what these texts reveal of the moment of adaptation
         and the transition of a variety of texts into medium-specific works. In chapter 1
         we saw that the first episode in 1963, “An Unearthly Child,” encapsulates many of
         the adaptive characteristics that would appear over the next decades. From this first
         episode we can move through a range of examples up to the recent “The Angels Take
         Manhattan” (2012), applying insights from adaptation theory to explain what we see
         in these stories. In this chapter, we are in pursuit of the types of sources that
         we find turning up in various guises in Doctor Who. It is also necessary to consider how we can use ideas on the theory and practice
         of adaptation to make sense of what we see happening on screen and to understand the
         importance of thinking about Doctor Who in terms of adaptation. I particularly consider the notion of “transgressive adaptations,”
         where the types of sources selected for adaptation can provide a foundation for later
         deviation from the originals. While we will see that adaptation involved announcing
         a prior relationship with the original source, Doctor Who’s adaptations are often likely to adapt from a diversity of sources.
      

      
      Genres and Sources

      
      To begin, it will be useful to lay out the chief types of sources adapted into Doctor Who serials in both the classic and the revived series. I do not intend in this chapter
         to exhaustively tick off each and every source that has ever been adapted into a Doctor Who serial. Rather I intend to offer some broader thoughts on the choices made by Doctor Who’s creative personnel about the types of stories they drew on, and to see how these
         intersect and can be interpreted by thinking about them in the light of adaptation
         theory. Fifty years is a long time in terms of television production, but we shall
         find that within Doctor Who several thousand years of literature has been either purloined or adapted.
      

      
      Books

      
      Novels are an important point to start with in adaptation. They are the most frequently
         resorted to source for adaptation in either film or television. As Walter C. Metz
         points out, landmark films in cinema by leading auteur directors such as Alfred Hitchcock,
         Douglas Sirk, Max Ophuls, and Fritz Lang are all adaptations of novels, and the proliferation
         of films that are based on a source novel continues unabated in contemporary cinema.[5]   I have already discussed at length the impact of the Victorian adventure novel
         The Prisoner of Zenda on the serial “The Androids of Tara.” While the extent of this influence is notable
         in “Tara,” this serial is not the only instance where a novel has provided adaptive
         inspiration for Doctor Who. Later I will consider the influence of Agatha Christie’s detective novels, but writers
         as otherwise diverse as Jonathan Swift, Evelyn Waugh, and the American science fiction
         writer Harry Harrison have written works that have been adapted by Doctor Who scriptwriters. The Bulldog Drummond novels by “Sapper” (H. C. McNeile) provided the
         basic plotting of the 1979 serial “City of Death”—just one example of how popular
         literature has informed the writing and production of Doctor Who. Later we shall see the use scriptwriter Terrance Dicks made of She, a Victorian adventure novel by H. Rider Haggard in the 1975 serial “The Brain of
         Morbius,” but the novel was also a source of ideas for Peter Grimwade’s scripts for
         the 1984 story “Planet of Fire.” Elsewhere I have written about the influence of other
         books on Doctor Who, including John Wyndham’s catastrophist fiction and the metaphysical novels of the
         Anglo-Irish philosopher Iris Murdoch, which inspired Steven Moffat’s 2010 story “Time
         of Angels”/“Flesh and Stone,” which are diverse illustrations of the types of books
         that could influence Doctor Who.[6]  
      

      
      Both novels and short stories are among the most frequently adapted of works into
         television programs and films.[7]   They are the basis of the majority of Hollywood screenplays, provide the source
         of many television miniseries, and are influential over the narratives of Doctor Who as well.[8]   One of the most striking and much discussed components of the revived series has
         been the relationship between the Doctor and Professor River Song. Their curiously
         distorted relationship, in that they are traveling in different directions down each
         other’s time lines, so that the Doctor’s future is River’s past, is an evocative and
         intriguing idea. It is also reminiscent of an earlier work, the science fiction novel
         The Time Traveler’s Wife by Audrey Niffenegger. River and the Doctor first met in a library, as did the time
         traveler and his wife, and the traveler was given a diary, as River later gave one
         to the Doctor. The time traveler and his wife are also moving in different directions
         in time, so that his first meeting with his wife is not her first meeting with him.
         Understanding this relationship is quite mind bending. Clearer, however, is the debt
         to Niffenegger’s ideas for the way River and the Doctor’s relationship has been formulated.
      

      
      
         Professor River Song, a time traveler’s wife

         

      

      Films

      
      Cinema of different national schools, but especially British and Hollywood cinema,
         has been a potent influence on Doctor Who. Science fiction films (themselves often adaptations of literary science fiction)
         have left significant traces, as have horror films. For instance, Ridley Scott’s Alien franchise has provided ideas that a number of Doctor Who scriptwriters have adapted. The tense hunt for an alien and the dissipation of tension
         on the discovery of an innocuous cat appear in Eric Saward’s 1984 serial “Resurrection
         of the Daleks,” a scene lifted from Alien. More recently, the chilling realization in “Cold War” (2013) that the alien is lurking
         “in the walls” is again a moment adapted directly from the Alien franchise. Throughout the last fifty years flying saucers, zombies, vampires, haunted
         houses, and other staples of cinema have routinely made up the constituent elements
         of Doctor Who stories. Classic horrors that sit prominently in popular consciousness recur as elements
         of Doctor Who serials. The well-remembered scenes of an aquatic monster emerging from under water
         in Creature from the Black Lagoon inspire similar scenes in “The Sea Devils” (1972) and “Full Circle” (1980). While
         adaptation can often be thought of in terms of plotting, these are instances of the
         adaptation of the appearance of films. Doctor Who stories borrow striking imagery and designs. “The Daleks” (1963–1964) is one of many
         creative works to have been influenced by the Expressionist set design of the celebrated
         1920 horror film Das Cabinet Des Dr. Caligari.[9]   The set design of the Dalek city consciously evokes the twisted and uneven scenography
         of the German film.[10]   Another classic image from film—a giant monster holding a screaming woman tenderly
         in its hand—was adapted from King Kong (1933) into the climax of “Robot” (1974). The adaptation of not only plot and themes
         but also visuals continues in the revived series. Recent serial “Nightmare in Silver”
         included a visit by children to a “World of Wonders”; they gained entrance with a
         Golden Ticket and were greeted by an eccentric man wearing a top hat and holding a
         cane, images that hark back to 1971’s Willy Wonka and the Chocolate Factory. Some writers, producers, and directors proved particularly susceptible to cinematic
         influence. In chapters 6 and 7 particularly, there is analysis of the impact that
         the gory Hammer horror films had over Robert Holmes, one of the classic series’ most
         prolific writers (in all he penned eighteen stories) and a major creative figure,
         as he was script editor from 1974 to 1977 and contributed scripts from 1968 to 1986.
         Holmes was susceptible to other influences beyond the Hammer stable, however. His
         1976 story “The Deadly Assassin” adapted deeply from the book and film The Manchurian Candidate (book 1959, film 1962) in its portrayal of brainwashing, political assassination,
         and conspiracy. As script editor, Holmes rewrote the beginning of Terry Nation’s scripts
         for “Genesis of the Daleks” in 1975 to create a scene emulating the imagery of the
         famous portrayal of the figure of Death in The Seventh Seal (1957). Here the adaptation is more a visual quotation than a more penetrating borrowing,
         but it is one of the many ways films recur in Doctor Who stories.
      

      
      
         Visual quotation: director David Maloney takes inspiration from The Seventh Seal in “Genesis of the Daleks”
            

         

      

      Television Series

      
      Other television programs influenced the themes, tone, style, and plots of individual
         series and even entire eras or production regimes. As we will see throughout this
         book, a range of programs from Nigel Kneale’s seminal BBC science fiction series Quatermass to Associated Television (ATV) adventure series have contributed ideas to Doctor Who’s creative personnel. Some of the most recent stories (at time of writing) have continued
         to reveal the adaptive influence of television programs. Indeed, recent stories seem
         to have provided writers with the opportunity to emulate some of their favorite scriptwriters.
         An example is the 2013 story “Hide.” As many critics and reviewers have noted since
         its transmission, the story is clearly indebted to Nigel Kneale’s deft blend of science
         fiction and horror, especially his celebrated 1972 drama The Stone Tape. Kneale’s story was a tale of paranormal activity in a Victorian building, where
         scientists discover that a violent death from long ago has become implanted in the
         walls of the building (the “stone tape” of the title). Neil Cross’s script for “Hide”
         has identical plotting, including finding a spooky message from the past hidden in
         an old house. As reviewer Graham Kibble-White points out, “Hide” “is possessed by
         the spirit of Kneale’s work.”[11]   But this is merely the latest example. As we saw, Kneale’s influence extends over
         work from “The Seeds of Doom” to “The Lazarus Experiment,” taking in serials such
         as the 1970 adventure “The Ambassadors of Death,” in which murderous astronauts return
         to Earth from a doomed space mission, a scenario from the original Quatermass serial. The emergence of terrifying race memories from Kneale’s 1958–1959 serial Quatermass and the Pit was memorably used in “Doctor Who and the Silurians” (1970). Reviewer Vanessa Bishop
         labels almost the entirety of season 5 from 1967 to 1968 as a set of “Nigel Kneale
         knock-offs,” suggesting the extent to which his teleplays influenced Doctor Who’s production.[12]   Prominent and successful instances of telefantasy and science fiction have continued
         to influence Doctor Who. When the BBC revived the program in 2005 the most significant change between the
         new and the old program was the format change from serials comprising normally four
         twenty-five-minute episodes linked by cliffhangers to stand-alone stories of forty-five
         minutes each. The thinking behind this major change was an adaptive one, in that it
         borrowed from the formatting of then highly successful fantasy programs including
         Smallville and Buffy the Vampire Slayer. The influence is deeper than just formatting, however, as these series also provided
         inspiration for the tone and style of the revived program and for the type of audience
         the BBC hoped it would capture.[13]   An early episode of the revived series, “Boom Town,” was heavily reminiscent of
         Buffy, including a city mayor who turns out to be a monster and the emphasis on personal
         relationships.[14]  
      

      
      Poems

      
      Even poems can be adapted into nonpoetic television drama, including the epic poetry
         of ancient Greece as well as more modern works. Long-standing Doctor Who contributor Terrance Dicks, script editor for the Pertwee era, has actually written
         two serials inspired by poems. His twentieth-anniversary story “The Five Doctors”
         (1983) evokes T. S. Eliot’s modernist poem The Waste Land as it shows the various incarnations of the Doctor, their companions, and their enemies
         trekking through the wild and desolate wastelands of Gallifrey’s Death Zone. A few
         years earlier in 1977, Dicks scripted “The Horror of Fang Rock,” a story of a lighthouse
         in 1910 under attack from an alien creature, the Rutan. Again the inspiration is poetic,
         this time from the ballad “Flannan Isle,” written in 1923 by Wilfrid Gibson. This
         spooky poem is based on real events, namely the mysterious disappearance of three
         lighthouse keepers from the lighthouse on Flannan Isle near the Hebrides. The poem
         provides both the atmosphere and the plot for Dicks’s serial, which narrates the mysterious
         killing of lighthouse keepers on Fang Rock. In his novelization of his scripts for
         Target Books, Dicks made the link even more obvious. The Doctor’s companion Leela
         asks the Doctor, “What will the people of this time say about all this? What will
         they think happened here?” and the Doctor answers that someone “will probably write
         a poem about it.”[15]  
      

      
      But we must be mindful that different genres could intermingle within single serials.
         Films, books, or television programs could all feed into the one story. The scale
         and nature of the adaptation can differ significantly. Sometimes the traces are allusive;
         the “Sisterhood” guarding the Elixir of Life in Terrance Dicks’s serial “The Brain
         of Morbius” suggests the vestigial influence of the nineteenth-century novel She by H. Rider Haggard, while the name Morbius is from the movie The Forbidden Planet. These are instances more of brief inspiration than of comprehensive or extensive
         adaptation. By contrast, a serial such as “Dragonfire” (1987) reveals influences operating
         at a more profound level in terms of characterizations and action set pieces. The
         sympathetic but grotesque monster hunted in this story evoked the creature portrayed
         by Boris Karloff in James Whale’s 1930s Universal horror films. The “ANT” hunt in
         the same story is a close adaptation of the “bug hunt” in James Cameron’s Aliens (1986).
      

      
      What Is an Adaptation?

      
      Having just looked at the sources, the question of what then comprises an adaptation
         is a useful prelude to asking what gets adapted. However, both questions are fraught
         with points of contention and with some element of value judgment and even snobbery.
         An adaptation is a work derived from another source. Implicit in this simple definition,
         however, are the causes of contention. The process of adaptation has generated a significant
         body of scholarly literature and theoretical speculation, not all of which is helpful
         in interpreting the process or the result of adaptation. Robert Stam, a scholar who
         has written extensively and authoritatively on adaptation studies, criticizes a degree
         of theoretical thought on adaptation as “hamstrung” by the “inadequate trope” of fidelity,
         or measuring the value or success of an adaptation based on how closely and faithfully
         it parallels the original work.[16]   Robert Ray shares this disapproval, criticizing many writers in the field of adaptation
         studies for producing little except for comparative case studies of books and films.[17]   The fidelity paradigm is limiting in two particular ways. First, it limits discussion
         of adaptation to a binary position of a book becoming a film. Second, it introduces
         value judgments that assess a film purely as faithful to a book or not, rather than
         considering what interest or significance may lie in the transgressions from the original
         work or works. Anthony Davies reinforces this point, suggesting that traditional analysis
         of adaptations of a play to a film has raised questions such as, “How far can the
         film maker be a creator? To what extent is he obliged to confine himself to being
         an interpreter?”[18]   In other words, adaptation has not always been viewed as a process imbued with
         creative potential.
      

      
      Despite these limitations, adaptation studies themselves have proved capable of change;
         furthermore, adaptation studies remain a body of thought crucial to understanding
         what Simone Murray refers to as “the structural logic of contemporary media and cultural
         industries.”[19]   This observation moves beyond comparisons of the differences in structure or aesthetics
         between a novel and a film based on a novel, and instead stakes a claim for adaptation
         studies as central to understanding both the vernacular and the priorities of contemporary
         popular culture. It moves beyond the comparison of literary adaptations in another
         important respect, one salient to understanding the types of works adapted into Doctor Who’s serials. As Murray suggests building on her observation about contemporary culture,
         adaptation studies have also moved beyond their “long preoccupation with the nineteenth-century
         Anglo-American literary canon.”[20]   Less charitable comments on earlier adaptation theorists suggest this preoccupation
         arose from a desire to make the field of adaptation studies seem academically respectable,
         by asserting its intersection with traditional English literary studies on the nineteenth-century
         novel, as Hollywood moguls had desired artistic respectability by making adaptations
         of what they regarded as “great literature.”[21]  
      

      
      Regardless of the reason for an original focus on literature, adaptation studies now
         cast wider nets, a point again salient to Doctor Who, where the serials not only take inspiration from sources beyond the novel, but also
         bring diverse works into dialogue with each other, as multiple sources provide material
         for individual stories. Adaptation in Doctor Who is far removed from the supposed linear progression of a book into a screen adaptation
         that is privileged in works such as Brian McFarlane’s Novel to Film.[22]   The idea of linear progression in fact has been left behind by more recent intertextual
         relationships, including those in Doctor Who. Far from conforming to a process of novel into film, in Doctor Who there is the process of television serial into novelization, as most of the 1963–1989
         serials were written up as novelizations, essentially throwing into reverse the process
         MacFarlane discusses.
      

      
      More recent theoretical insights into adaptation have accordingly suggested alternative
         frameworks to the linear progression from book to film and offer broader assessments
         of the types of works adapted. However, a consistent idea in adaptation theory is,
         as Hutcheon says, that “adaptations have an overt and defining relationship to prior
         texts.”[23]   Further, adapted works “usually openly announce this relationship.”[24]   This point relates clearly to Doctor Who, where writers, producers, and directors can be entirely open and almost flagrant
         in spelling out their adaptation from other sources. An element of the focus of this
         analysis is that adaptation can be understood as a medium-specific process and outcome,
         meaning that the medium of the adapting work can define the relationship with the
         source and the type of work that is created. Doctor Who’s medium is the small screen: television. Accordingly, its creators can adapt from
         plots, ideas, or characters, but can also adapt visually. Adaptations of the visual
         realization of ideas announce their relationship explicitly to the prior text, because
         the relationship can be seen.
      

      
      A number of Doctor Who stories make clear this capacity to announce relationships. The cliffhanger of “Spearhead
         from Space,” episode 3 (1970), shows a military officer opening his front door to
         be confronted by a murderous doppelganger of himself; the scene borrows from an identical
         sequence in the 1965 James Bond film Thunderball. Scenes from multiple season 7 and 8 serials (1970 and 1971) of the hijacking of
         military hardware mimic similar scenarios from many Bond films.[25]   A sequence in “Inferno” (1970) showing the Doctor infiltrating a scientific establishment
         by donning a radiation suit and mingling with a crowd of similarly suited people lifts
         its imagery from the climax of Dr. No, the 1962 Bond film.[26]   These visual consonances announce the relationship to a prior text as much as does
         the Doctor’s ironically reflexive comment that they were walking through a clichéd
         recreation of the Wild West in “The Gunfighters.”
      

      
      But the exploration of this relationship between the adapted work and its prior text
         is now considerably more nuanced than just evaluating the fidelity of the adapted
         work to the source. Adaptation studies are now open to the idea of the transgressive
         relationship, where the adapted work departs from the source in ways that produce
         a product of cultural interest and where the process of adaptation is significant
         in the ways the adapted work is arrived at. Importantly, moving past and beyond the
         once dominant binary model of examining a book made into a film and judging how faithful
         the resulting film was to the book has also given us the critical apparatus to evaluate
         the adapting works and to account for and understand the points of difference as much
         as the points of similarity between an original work and the adapted work. For example,
         the James Bond films, a popular cultural phenomenon of enduring appeal and major importance
         in cinema history, were themselves originally adaptations. The first Bond film, 1962’s
         Dr. No, was adapted closely from Ian Fleming’s novel of the same name, published in 1958.
         Only some of the more ambitious sequences that Fleming described at the climax of
         the novel were omitted from the adaptation. But quite swiftly the adaptations became
         more transgressive. If we remained simply in the fidelity paradigm, we would have
         nothing else to say about these films except that they were unfaithful adaptations
         of Fleming’s books. Moving beyond this stance, however, gives us the means to evaluate
         how the transgressive adaptation process created original works of enduring appeal
         that often improved on the dramatic potential of the novels.
      

      
      A telling instance is Goldfinger. This 1964 film adapts from a Fleming novel and mostly follows the novel’s plot that
         has Bond battling against Auric Goldfinger, a covetous SMERSH agent. But Fleming’s
         book had Goldfinger attempting to steal all the gold from Fort Knox. The plot is nonsense
         and quite dramatically unsatisfying; simply lifting that weight in gold would in reality
         be impossible. The film addresses this issue by transgressing from the novel and having
         Goldfinger (no longer a SMERSH agent, but a megalomaniacal, privately wealthy supervillain)
         plotting to leave the gold where it is, but to contaminate it, thus ruining the stockpile
         in Fort Knox and increasing the value of his own gold hoard. Here there is transgression,
         but it creates more elegant and logical drama. The transgression is also important
         to understanding the survival of the Bond franchise. Quite simply, Fleming’s output
         was finite and the number of Bond novels that could be adapted has run out. For the
         film franchise to survive, it had to outgrow its prior relationship to the books,
         suggesting that while adaptations do have these prior relationships, it can be just
         as important to understand how adaptations depart from, as much as follow, the source
         text.
      

      
      These points must be borne in mind when pursuing adaptation within the diegesis of
         Doctor Who, where we will see some instances of a book being adapted into a serial, but where
         we are more likely to encounter transgression than fidelity, and where we will be
         concerned with what the transgressions or even the infidelities are revealing of the
         moment of adaptation and the creation of a media-specific work.
      

      
      A Period of Originality?

      
      The process of adaptation in Doctor Who thus presents itself as being of capital significance to the program’s impact and
         to the types of stories it tells, as its impact relies on a mixture of familiarity
         and the unexpected. Partly this may be familiarity of setting. Most famously the actor
         Jon Pertwee (1919–1996), who played the Third Doctor, commented that the appeal of
         Doctor Who for television viewers lay in the possibility of finding a “Yeti on a loo in Tooting
         Bec.”[27]   Of course there never was (nor yet has been) a Doctor Who story where a Yeti was found in such a location. However, there have been stories
         where Yetis have been found down the London underground or rampaging through a monastery,
         and the alien menace they pose is sharply heightened by the contrast of the more familiar
         setting with the strange and preternatural (a tactic earlier pursued by Nigel Kneale
         in his Quatermass serials, such as locating an alien invasion against the drab backdrop of an oil refinery).[28]   However, familiarity may not just be related to setting but to familiar types and
         patterns of storytelling. The reassuring figure of a London policeman doing his rounds
         outside the junkyard in “An Unearthly Child” would have been instantly recognizable
         from Dixon of Dock Green, but here the borrowed trope from the police series serves to reinforce the alien
         mystery of the TARDIS, which is humming as if it is alive rather than a dormant object
         and is in an inexplicable location for a public utility. So, too, does the contrast
         between not only the setting of the school, but the type of mundane “kitchen sink”
         drama that the episode resembled before the abrupt jump into the TARDIS. Accordingly,
         it is important to think in more detail about the types of sources that were absorbed
         into Doctor Who’s narratives and to think about the different types of stories that were brought
         into dialogue with each other.
      

      
      What Gets Adapted? Onward from 1963

      
      From its beginnings, Doctor Who was made by creative personnel who were adapting from different sources, or in some
         instances were under orders to avoid adapting from sources, such as Newman’s orders
         regarding BEMs. Newman especially wanted to avoid the taint (as he saw it) of pulp
         American science fiction. While Newman himself was not British (he was Canadian),
         the way Doctor Who developed was with a distinctively British emphasis in the originals, adapted from
         Dixon of Dock Green and Quatermass and later on the Bond films. With this sense of the origins of Doctor Who clear, as well as a sense of the diverse sources that fed into its first twenty-five
         minutes, it is now important to consider broader questions about the nature of adaptation.
         What gets adapted was once a straightforward question with an equally straightforward
         answer. Adaptation studies, their methodological frameworks and overarching questions,
         began as an offshoot of both cultural and literary studies, and consequently they
         were intended to explain the implications of adapting a novel into a film (or television
         miniseries). Films themselves proclaimed their indebtedness to source novels and invited
         critical exploration of the fruits of adaptation. David Lean’s celebrated 1946 adaptation
         of Charles Dickens’s Great Expectations begins with title cards that show the pages of the novel being opened to reveal the
         credits that lead into the opening of the film. The film thus proclaims that it is
         not original but is taken from the novel. Not all films that are adaptations from
         a novel are quite so visually explicit as Lean’s film, nor so anxious to suggest the
         clear trajectory from novel to film that Lean’s title sequence—of the novel being
         a segue to the film—suggests. For example, the introduction to this book mentions
         the 1993 comedy Dave, which is an allusive rather than a direct adaptation of The Prisoner of Zenda.
      

      
      Adaptation theorist Thomas Leitch suggests that “adapted films are by definition irradiated
         with the traces of other texts they acknowledge in a mind-boggling variety of ways.”[29]   His point is a salutary reminder that there is more to adaptation studies than
         a linear progression from a book to a film or television series. Other theorists propose
         similarly complex visions of the processes of adaptation. Hutcheon proposes that there
         are three principal “modes of engagement” between a story and its audience: “to tell,
         show or interact with stories.”[30]   In other words, a written text “tells” its story; a visual medium, chiefly film
         and television (although Hutcheon has also written extensively on opera), “shows”
         its story; and it is possible to “interact” with multidimensional adaptations such
         as theme park rides, or else to engage as a participant in narrative in role-playing
         games.[31]  
      

      
      But the types of texts that Doctor Who adapts blur these distinctions. As a television program and therefore as a visual
         medium, Doctor Who does “show” its stories, but precisely because it is an adaptive program and draws
         ideas, themes, and sometimes entire plots into its narrative, it also tells its stories,
         sometimes textually, and its characters do interact knowingly with other stories.
         As indicated in the introduction, in “The Gunfighters” the Doctor and his companions
         find themselves wandering through a Wild West setting that seems highly clichéd. Crucially,
         the characters actually realize this and comment that the environment they find themselves
         in is a collection of tropes. In the preceding story, “The Celestial Toymaker,” the
         Doctor’s companions battled a number of adversaries that had come to life from children’s
         literature. They were challenged to a series of deadly games by “Cyril,” a sly, fat
         schoolboy who was clearly a copyright-careful adaptation of Billy Bunter, the schoolboy
         from Grayfriars School created by Charles Hamilton. They also stumble upon a disorderly
         kitchen with a cook and maids who seem to have stepped out of the Duchess’s kitchen
         in Alice’s Adventures in Wonderland. In “The Androids of Tara” the Doctor essentially finds himself interacting with the
         (renamed) characters from Hope’s Prisoner of Zenda, but the most extended and most playful if frightening example of the program telling,
         showing, and interacting with its sources is the 1968 story “The Mind Robber.”
      

      
      This story is also the most acutely reflexive story among Doctor Who serials in showing, in its narrative, the way that Doctor Who adapts from other sources and in suggesting the types of texts likely to be adapted
         into Doctor Who stories. Overall it is a playful reflection on how Doctor Who tells stories that it has adapted from other sources. In “The Mind Robber” the Second
         Doctor and his companions Jamie and Zoe are stranded in the Land of Fiction after
         the TARDIS explodes. They eventually discover that the mysterious realm is the product
         of the imagination of the “Master of the Land of Fiction,” actually a writer of adventure
         stories from England who has been kidnapped in 1926 by unseen alien creatures and
         forced to create fictional scenarios and characters. The Master himself is an adapter.
         Among the literary characters he has brought to life in the Land of Fiction are Lemuel
         Gulliver from Jonathan Swift’s 1726 philosophical romance Gulliver’s Travels, Rapunzel from numerous fairy story tellings, and d’Artagnan from Alexandre Dumas’s
         The Three Musketeers, published in serial form in 1844. Other sources are fictitious—including a comic
         strip about the superhero the Karkus—but the Master also uses mythological sources
         about the gorgon Medusa and Grimm’s fairy tales. Parts of the story are told via words,
         including scenes of the Doctor moving through a forest of books, which is literally
         a series of giant classic novels, and in other scenes the Doctor reads the next stages
         of the narrative out loud from ticker tape spewing out of a computer. The ticker tape
         machine is in a room containing titles of works such as Vanity Fair, Don Quixote, and Legends of Ancient Greece. The serial also shows the story through conventional televisual means, but of course
         the Doctor and his companions also interact with characters from other stories, including
         Gulliver and other figures from classical literature and mythology.
      

      
      
         The Master of the Land of Fiction in “The Mind Robber”

         

      

      By turns playful (including an appearance by Cyrano de Bergerac with a ridiculously
         oversized nose) and sinister (such as when the Doctor is menaced by robots or by a
         troupe of sword-wielding and distinctly diabolical Victorian children), “The Mind
         Robber’s” script plays games with the process of adaptation.[32]   The Master of the Land of Fiction complains that as a writer of adventure serials
         for a boys’ magazine, he was under enormous pressure to create new stories by deadlines
         (he claims to have written five thousand words a week for twenty-five years), and
         now as a prisoner of the unseen aliens he is under the same pressure, which is why
         he has brought the Doctor to the Land of Fiction to take his place and give him a
         rest.[33]   Small wonder, the story suggests, that the Master has resorted to ripping off from
         Swift, Dumas, fairy tales, comic strips, and other sources in order to meet his deadlines.
         But significantly, the serial shows the characters and plots the Master has lifted
         effortlessly incorporated into the Doctor’s own adventure. Throughout “The Mind Robber,”
         the Doctor easily segues from making conversation with Lemuel Gulliver (who can, however,
         only talk in words that his creator Swift gave him), to witnessing sword fights by
         the musketeers, to climbing up to Rapunzel’s tower, and ultimately to defeating Medusa.
         Overall “The Mind Robber” makes important if playful points about the types of sources
         adapted into Doctor Who; the Master’s choices are eclectic in the extreme, and the Doctor confronts and deals
         with a range of characters and threats from a wide range of textual sources, which
         he reads and interacts with. Some of these might be considered the sort of texts with
         which schoolchildren might once have been familiar, such as Swift, but the Master
         is a very well-read man.
      

      
      Very recently Doctor Who returned to this approach to bringing the process of adaptation onto the screen and
         building allusion to the process of adaptation itself into the story. The 2012 story
         “The Angels Take Manhattan” showed the Doctor and his companion Amy gradually realizing
         that their actions in twenty-first-century Manhattan have been prefigured in a potboiler
         detective novel that Amy happens to be reading, about a 1930s female gumshoe called
         Melody Malone. When they discover a reference in the book to their missing companion
         Rory, the Doctor realizes that the book is narrating adventures that are currently
         happening and will happen in the near future. Meanwhile, in 1930s Manhattan, Rory
         has met up with the actual Melody Malone (who is the Doctor’s wife, River Song, in
         disguise), been kidnapped by a pair of henchmen, and been locked up by Mr. Grayle,
         a mafioso. If all this sounds confusing, it is because the narrative of the novel
         converges with the narrative of the Doctor and Amy’s adventure, and the characters
         find themselves interacting in a literal way with the characters and events from the
         potboiler detective novel. In this way, Steven Moffat’s script suggests that the Doctor
         and his companions are moving through an adaptation of the 1930s detective genre,
         but furthermore, they themselves realize this point.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      What can we conclude about the types of sources adapted? One point is that we certainly
         will look in vain for consistency in choice of selection across the last fifty years,
         even if particular epochs were making choices based on necessity or popularity, such
         as the more didactic and literary scripts of the 1960s or the stories of the late
         1970s and 1980s that were conscious of the impact of Alien. This should not surprise us, as the choices made reflect fifty years of television
         making, and as we will see in forthcoming chapters, choices were made by a wide variety
         of creative personnel, including producers and scriptwriters, as well as script editors.
         From the program’s first twenty-five minutes of monochrome adventure, a team of producers,
         writers, and other executives pooled their mental resources, interests, and ideas
         on what made good television to produce a patchwork of a script. From “The Mind Robber”
         to “The Angels Take Manhattan,” the makers of Doctor Who have even brought the fact that the Doctor’s adventures are adaptations onto the screen
         and into the fabric of the adventure. In this chapter we gave particular attention
         to some of the earliest people to work on Doctor Who, but in the next chapter we will see that the impulse to adapt carries through multiple
         production regimes up to the present. It is now time to turn to look more closely
         at the people responsible for creating Doctor Who.
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      Chapter 3

      Who Was Adapting?

      
         
         
      

      
      Behind the scenes, and doubtless like any other program, Doctor Who’s production was plagued by clashes between personalities and ideas. This chapter
         assesses the personnel responsible for selecting and adapting sources, predominantly
         the scriptwriters and script editors, from Terry Nation and David Whitaker in the
         1960s through to Russell T. Davies and Steven Moffat of the twenty-first century.
         But this chapter also points out that Doctor Who’s creators were its consumers too. By the 1980s, writers adapted earlier serials
         into stories and produced narratives that were continuity heavy and likely to satisfy
         fans but alienate a more general audience. It has not generally been considered before
         how adaptation theory can be used and applied to understand the creative intentions
         of program makers, but in the case of Doctor Who, adaptation studies also are central to understanding the controversial implications
         of their actions. This chapter assesses production teams, especially those of the
         1980s, whose impact on the program was to have created entire seasons of stories that
         adapted from the program’s past. But in doing so, they alienated audiences and the
         BBC’s own hierarchy.
      

      
      The chapter will gain additional depth by considering occasions in the program’s history
         when production personnel have consciously eschewed adaptation, attempting to encourage
         writers to produce stories that “only Doctor Who” could tell and avoiding derivation. This chapter will give focused attention to
         particular production regimes, especially the team of John Nathan-Turner and Eric
         Saward and the pairing of Nathan-Turner with Christopher H. Bidmead. Although the
         producer (and Nathan-Turner was the program’s longest-serving producer) is a constant
         factor, the script editors have shown markedly different approaches to adapting. Questions
         arise in studying them: To what extent did borrowing from other sources or self-consciously
         striving for originality impact the program’s success with audiences? Has Doctor Who ever adapted from or consumed itself?
      

      
      Adaptation in Groups

      
      Thinking about the people who were responsible for the adaptation brings to prominence
         two major ideas about the adaptive process. One is that adaptation is often a collaborative
         exercise. The second and associated point is one already alluded to: that multiple,
         not single, sources are the basis of Doctor Who serials. These points emerge from the widened theoretical perspectives that now inform
         adaptation theory. It is possible to apply insights from adaptation theory to understand
         the process and the results of adapting a work simultaneously from different sources
         that are all brought into dialogue with each other within the adapted work. This point
         is central to understanding the circumstances of narrative creation in Doctor Who and the people responsible for it. It would, for example, be unhelpful to think of
         the diegesis of this program as the result of an auteur’s vision. Auteur theory supposes
         that a single dominating creative vision—normally the director’s—gives life and shape
         to a creative output.[1]    Doctor Who has, by contrast, continued through its fifty years of production to be the result
         of the same type of group-based collaboration and pooling of intellectual and imaginative
         resources that defined its creation in 1963. There have admittedly been times when
         one voice has been far more dominant in Doctor Who’s production than others (Russell T. Davies being the arch-autocrat during 2005–2010
         and John Nathan-
Turner’s influence in the early to mid-1980s being dominant before falling off somewhat
         toward the end of his tenure). These influences do not, however, lead toward acceptance
         of auteurism but rather suggest the relative power relationships in different phases
         of the program’s life.
      

      
      The Program Makers

      
      It will help to have a sense of the different types of roles that informed Doctor Who’s production and the types of people who fulfilled that role. The “classic stories”
         from 1963 to 1989 were made in a production format that changed remarkably little
         over those twenty-six years, even if the people who filled the different positions
         did change; changes which in turn altered the relationships between director and producer,
         script editor and scriptwriters, and actors and writers. For example, Tom Baker’s
         power to determine the direction of the program between about 1976 and 1979 was quite
         remarkable; aided and abetted by Douglas Adams in 1979, Baker pushed for a more deliberately
         humorous tone, but Baker was challenged by John Nathan-
Turner. He had been unable to have such influence earlier in his tenure owing to “finding
         his feet,” and was then again disempowered through declining health, apathy, and the
         rising power of Nathan-Turner in 1980–1981.
      

      
      Tom Baker’s influence is, however, a remarkable instance of unusual creative involvement
         that distorted the usual pattern of the production. At the apex of the creative team
         was the producer, who worked closely in collaboration with the script editor. Both
         the producer’s and script editor’s roles were permanent positions and spanned multiple
         stories and seasons. By contrast the incumbent of the other major creative role in
         Doctor Who’s production—the director—changed with each serial. Many directors were hired more
         than once, and some, including Christopher Barry, Douglas Camfield, Lennie Mayne,
         Peter Grimwade, and Paddy Russell, worked on multiple stories across several eras
         of the program.[2]   Others, however, were only ever hired the once. As such, a great deal of writing
         on Doctor Who, either by fans, journalists, or television critics and historians, tends to break
         the production history down into regimes according to the combination of producer
         and script editor. There is much validity in this approach, as there are clearly entire
         eras in the program that are the creative fruits of close collaboration between the
         incumbents of these roles. Verity Lambert and David Whitaker worked in close collaboration
         across Doctor Who’s first year of production. Barry Letts produced and Terrance Dicks script-edited
         almost the entire Pertwee era, and Philip Hinchcliffe and Robert Holmes oversaw the
         gothic “golden age” of Tom Baker’s first three years in the role. Later there was
         long-standing collaboration (from 1982 to 1986) between producer John
 Nathan-Turner and script editor Eric Saward, while Nathan-Turner worked with the
         same script editor, Andrew Cartmel, for all of Sylvester McCoy’s time as the Seventh
         Doctor (1987–1989), although the tone and preoccupations of these last two years do
         seem to owe more to Cartmel, while Nathan-Turner’s interest in the program declined.
      

      
      This list is not exhaustive, and not every era of Doctor Who presents such coherence in the production team. For some of Patrick Troughton’s era
         as the Second Doctor, the incumbent of the script editor’s role actually changed with
         every serial, and sometimes the producer and script editor swapped roles.[3]   Some figures remained in their posts for such short periods of time as to have
         had only a negligible impact. John Wiles, Lambert’s successor, only produced four
         stories before departing for another series.[4]   Neither should the simple fact of parallel incumbency necessarily be taken to imply
         constructive creative collaboration, as Nathan-Turner and Saward in particular ended
         their collaboration amid great acrimony.[5]  
      

      
       Nonetheless, periodizing the program in this way is a useful way to step into its
         production history and its creative processes. Casual viewers of the show may not
         particularly have noticed the impact of the changing production regimes across the
         years, nor been able to pinpoint any changes they did notice to the names listed in
         the closing credits. However, closer study of the program does indicate the impact
         of particular creative personnel on the tone, style, and content of stories made under
         their aegis. Thus stories script-edited by Eric Saward are notably accented by heavy
         violence, high levels of on-screen gore, and an overall style and tone indebted to
         the Alien series of science fiction/horror films, especially his 1982 serial “Earthshock,” set
         on a space freighter. Earlier, practicing Buddhist Barry Letts produced stories laden
         with Buddhist parables, especially 1974’s “Planet of the Spiders,” which led the Third
         Doctor toward a regeneration through a narrative that saw him reach a form of enlightenment
         about his own fears and insecurities. Robert Holmes was an appreciative viewer of
         the repeated Hammer horror films on British television and brought this viewing experience
         onto the screen in the gothic stories he script-edited between 1974 and 1977.
      

      
      One other person merits attention at these early stages: Christopher H. Bidmead, the
         script editor in 1980–1981, and thus of season 18. Although only script editor for
         a year, his impact was significant, and the stories made under his supervision are
         notable for his ambition as script editor to steer both new and established writers
         away from the adaptation of other texts, traditions, and ideas and to eschew other
         people’s ideas. In a series of interviews he has given in the years since he was script
         editor, Bidmead has outlined his philosophy of writing for Doctor Who, which was to avoid telling stories that could be or even already had been told by
         other programs. However, the limits of his success register on screen, and the year
         of stories he edited are particularly valuable for this study of adaptation in Doctor Who, as they reveal an ongoing tension between writers’ impulses to adapt and Bidmead’s
         to avoid derivative stories.
      

      
      The “new series” of Doctor Who has been made under a very different set of production circumstances. The apex of
         its creative team is not the producer but the executive producer and chief writer:
         from 2005 to 2010 this was Russell T. Davies, and since 2010 it has been Steven Moffat.
         A major shift in the way the “new” is made as opposed to the “classic” is that the
         executive producer is also the chief writer for the series. By contrast the producers
         of the “classic” serials did not also write them, although their script editors frequently
         did.[6]   This factor influences the revived series significantly. Although the executive
         producers have not written every serial, they have written a large number of them,
         including landmark stories such as those featuring regenerations of the Doctor, the
         introduction of new characters, or the introduction, continuation, and resolution
         of story arcs. Accordingly, both Davies and Moffat have set contrasting but equally
         emphatic tones for the serials on which they have been executive producers. What is
         common to both classic and revived Doctor Who is the collaborative nature of its creation, a practice actually formalized under
         Russell T. Davies’s era by the “tone meetings” he held for each story to bring a group
         together to work on production development, although these meetings were also an opportunity
         to imprint his vision on each story.[7]  
      

      
      Continuity in Doctor Who

      
      The people making Doctor Who have at times been fans of their own program, or at least likely to draw off the program’s
         history in making their stories. This impulse transcends any particular production
         regime and manifests across the last fifty years. Every Dalek story since the first
         has been an attempt to recreate the impact and success of the first. The success of
         a “multiple doctor” story with 1972’s “The Three Doctors” made it obvious to bring
         back past doctors in “The Five Doctors” (1983) and “The Two Doctors” (1985). After
         the success of 1972’s “The Curse of Peladon,” a sequel seemed an obvious move, and
         “The Monster of Peladon” appeared in 1974. The desire to adapt from Doctor Who itself also appears as a narrative strategy in the revived series. For example, the
         2010 story “Victory of the Daleks” self-consciously borrows from the two stories that
         brought together Patrick Troughton’s Doctor with the Daleks, 1966’s “Power of the
         Daleks,” and 1967’s “Evil of the Daleks.” “Victory” features the same duplicitous
         and devious Daleks that appeared with such impact in the earlier stories. More generally,
         the appearance of Matt Smith’s Eleventh Doctor, including his braces, bow tie, and
         boots, has suggested to more than one observer a direct homage to the appearance and
         characterization of the Second Doctor.
      

      
      
         Matt Smith costumed after Patrick Troughton’s example

         

      

      The teams making 1980s Doctor Who repay particular analysis as a group of production personnel who had a definite impact
         on the program in their choice to make continuity-heavy stories. This period was when
         many of the children who had been fans in earlier years became more critical adult
         viewers. The producer for the entire decade, John Nathan-Turner, has had some defenders
         but has mostly been vilified over the years. This was in part because his was the
         first “era” in which longtime fans of the show were now in adulthood and capable of
         voicing their concerns over what Nathan-Turner had done to “their” program. During
         his tenure the program moved through a number of difficult periods. After being put
         on hiatus in 1985–1986—by an unsympathetic controller in Michael Grade—its viewing
         figures dwindled, and finally it was pulled from the air in 1989. Although this point
         has not been made in depth before, adaptation is important to understanding some of
         the controversies of the period. The program as produced by Nathan-Turner, when working
         in collaboration with Eric Saward, was heavily accented toward its own history.
      

      
      There are several reasons for this emphasis. One is that this history became more
         readily available to committed fans—and writers—of the program because of developments
         in recording technology. The reason a large number of the original tapes of 1960s
         and 1970s episodes were not kept by the BBC after their broadcast was because it was
         not envisaged that home VHS players would become common, or even exist, and be readily
         available. The development of this technology in the early 1980s created demand for
         stories to release on video. In 1983, the commercial arm of the BBC released 1975’s
         “Revenge of the Cybermen” on home video, and thus launched the ongoing release of
         a back catalogue of surviving Doctor Who serials. A second reason is that in 1983 Doctor Who reached its twentieth anniversary of ongoing transmission on the BBC. The timing of
         this anniversary coincided with developments in home recording and playback technology.
      

      
      People willing to buy VHS copies were able to watch some old stories that had survived
         the archival purging of earlier decades, but viewers of Doctor Who in the 1980s were able to watch variations on older stories in different ways as well.
         Particularly for the twentieth season of 1983, producer John Nathan-Turner mandated
         that every story would feature a returning monster, villain, or character from earlier
         years of the program’s history. Some of the returning characters were still current.
         “Snakedance,” the second story of the season, featured the Mara, an alien entity returning
         from “Kinda,” a story in season 19 the year before and which had been a success with
         audiences. The final story, “The King’s Demons,” featured the Master, a character
         who first appeared in 1971 but who, played by various actors, was a recurring one
         across the 1970s and 1980s. Other returning monsters would have required viewers to
         have fairly lengthy long-term memories of the program. The Black and White Guardians
         from stories in season 16 of 1978 reappeared in a trilogy of 1983 stories, “Mawdryn
         Undead,” “Terminus,” and “Enlightenment,” although the White Guardian appeared in
         only the last of these. Going back even further, the season opener “Arc of Infinity”
         was set on the Doctor’s home planet of Gallifrey, but also featured Omega, a renegade
         Time Lord last seen in the 1973 story “The Three Doctors” (not coincidentally the
         program’s tenth-anniversary story).
      

      
      There was nothing inherently new in Doctor Who producers deciding to bring back old monsters, villains, or even story lines. The
         immediate success of the Daleks from their debut story in 1963 was apparent to Verity
         Lambert, who would produce two further Dalek stories, and her successors as producers
         brought them back routinely (Hartnell’s next producer, John Wiles, produced an epic
         twelve-part Dalek story, Patrick Troughton’s Second Doctor fought them twice, Pertwee’s
         Doctor three times, and Tom Baker’s Doctor twice). The Daleks had been intended to
         appear in a story in season 20, but unforeseen production problems delayed the serial
         to 1984 (as a consolation, a lone Dalek appeared in “The Five Doctors”). Similarly
         other creatures and characters were used across multiple production regimes, including
         the Master, the Cybermen, and others such as the Sontarans.
      

      
      But there are clear distinctions between bringing back monsters or alien creatures
         on a semi-routine basis, which had been an approach taken by all producers from Verity
         Lambert onward, and the way that Nathan-Turner reintroduced aspects of the program’s
         history into 1980s stories. It is one thing to bring back an old monster and write
         a new story around it, but another to bring back an old monster and the old monster’s
         older story. For example, the character of Omega returned in “Arc of Infinity,” and
         he brought with him a complex backstory that was only fully comprehensible if viewers
         had seen “The Three Doctors.” In “Arc of Infinity” the plot was driven by Omega’s
         quest for revenge against the Doctor, but not realizing what had happened in “The
         Three Doctors” may have dissipated the impact of this quest for more casual viewers.
         The plot dynamics of “Mawdryn Undead,” “Terminus,” and “Enlightenment” are driven
         by the Black Guardian’s quest for revenge against the Doctor. However, that desire
         is only fully comprehensible for viewers who could also recall the conclusion of the
         1979 serial “The Armageddon Factor,” where the Doctor defeated the Black Guardian
         in the quest for the Key to Time and left the Guardian vowing revenge (itself dependent
         upon the entire story arc of season 16). The dramatic intentions of these season 20
         serials differ significantly from earlier rematches of the Doctor against old monsters.
      

      
      The focus in season 20 on old monsters set a trend which continued through the next
         years of Nathan-Turner’s producership. The next season, season 21 of 1984, opened
         with “Warriors of the Deep.” This story brought back not one but two monsters from
         the 1970s, the Silurians from the 1970 serial “Doctor Who and the Silurians,” and
         the Sea Devils from the eponymous 1972 serial. In “The Sea Devils” it was explained
         that the two races were related to each other, which seemed a good reason for Nathan-Turner
         to bring them back in the one serial. But the old story returns as well. “Doctor Who
         and the Silurians” ended on a downbeat note, with the Doctor’s attempts to mediate
         between the humans and the Silurians ending with the latter’s destruction by Brigadier
         Lethbridge Stewart, a move the Doctor bitterly regretted. Throughout “Warriors of
         the Deep,” the Fifth Doctor seems determined to fix his mistakes from “The Silurians,”
         and not just an old monster but an old story comes back. Later in season 21 the Daleks
         return, as does the Master. The Doctor’s regeneration in the final story is also a
         returning plot device.
      

      
      In season 22 (1985) the emphasis on returning monsters continued and the season opened
         with “Attack of the Cybermen.” The complex plot reiterated narratives from two 1960s
         stories, “The Tenth Planet” (1966) and “Tomb of the Cybermen” (1967). To fully understand
         the narrative of “Attack of the Cybermen” requires a working knowledge of the plots
         of both earlier serials. The dramatic high point of the final episode is reached when
         a member of the Cryon race, a friendly alien species, informs the Doctor that the
         Cybermen are plotting to change the course of history (as established in Doctor Who’s own internal history) and prevent the destruction of their home planet Mondas by
         destroying the Earth instead. They are acting on this plot from their underground
         tombs on the planet Telos, an aspect of the narrative taken from “The Tomb of the
         Cybermen.” By 1985 it would have been verging on the unrealistic to expect viewers
         to recall with detail the events of both the 1966 and 1967 serials. Neither had ever
         been repeated on British television since their original transmissions. In 1985 “Tomb
         of the Cybermen” was missing from the BBC’s archives, and “The Tenth Planet” was only
         partly complete.[8]   To complicate matters further, other aspects from earlier stories are included.
         The TARDIS sets down at number 76 Totter’s Lane, where it had last rested in the very
         first episode in 1963; it had not been mentioned on screen since. The principal protagonist,
         Lytton, returns from an earlier story, and the scenes of the Cybermen stalking through
         the sewers of London emulate earlier sequences in “The Invasion” of 1968. It is, therefore,
         not surprising that the critical review of the serial in Doctor Who: The Television Companion declared, “Attack of the Cybermen is one of the most derivative stories that Doctor
         Who ever turned out.”[9]   The evaluation of the serial in the BBC’s Classic Episode Guide is more succinct
         and more brutal, calling it “pointless.”[10]  
      

      
      There is, however, a point to assessing this story as an adaptation of multiple sources.
         Some of the sources are simply the black-and-white serials that were plundered to
         provide the plot for “Attack of the Cybermen.” There is a yet more diffuse but potent
         source that Nathan-Turner and script editor Eric Saward adapted: what they perceived
         to be the nostalgia of fans for the earlier episodes of the program and the same fans’
         desire to see earlier monsters return and for their backstories to be revisited. Contemporary
         negative reactions from so-called fanzines, or periodicals containing reviews by fan
         viewers, suggest that the adaptation of the past stories alienated rather than appealed,
         and audience viewing figures began to fall.[11]  
      

      
      Here the adaptation actually tried very hard to be faithful and not to transgress,
         and the result was critical derision. Nathan-Turner’s intention as a producer was
         to create stories that appealed to fans by incorporating what is called “continuity.”
         Continuity means not only the return of past monsters or characters, but also revisiting
         earlier narratives and making full understanding of current stories contingent on
         knowing the narratives of earlier stories. This approach typifies the stories produced
         by Nathan-Turner and script-edited by Eric Saward. Following “Attack of the Cybermen,”
         subsequent stories brought back members of the Doctor’s own race the Time Lords, the
         Daleks, the Master, and even the Second Doctor, again played by Patrick Troughton,
         as well as his companion Jamie. The references to continuity came to weigh heavily
         in the program. In the season 22 story “Timelash,” it was suggested that the Doctor’s
         current companion Peri was able to recognize an image of the Third Doctor’s companion
         Jo Grant, suggesting rather oddly that the Doctor kept photograph albums on board
         the TARDIS and made his companions memorize the faces and names of their predecessors.
         By this point the continuity had even become invented continuity: the Third Doctor
         and Jo were never seen to visit Karfel during their televised adventures.
      

      
      People adapting Doctor Who into later Doctor Who serials took two different approaches: uncritical and even slavish attempts to recreate
         what were seen as past glories, or ironic updating of earlier themes and ideas. It
         is significant that the same producer could be capable of both approaches. The stories
         Nathan-Turner produced in collaboration with Saward’s successor, Andrew Cartmel, have
         an anarchic and antiestablishment tone missing from the serials made earlier in the
         1980s. Continuity references continued to proliferate, and so too did appearances
         from old monsters and characters. Once more the Master, Daleks, and Cybermen all appeared,
         but in stories that expressed more a complicated than slavish relationship with the
         program’s history.
      

      
      The return to 76 Totter’s Lane in “Attack of the Cybermen” was an act of nostalgia
         intended to satisfy fans who knew that this was the same setting used in “An Unearthly
         Child.” In 1988’s “Remembrance of the Daleks,” another setting from the first-ever
         episode reappeared, the Coal Hill School where Susan had studied and Ian and Barbara
         taught. But here there is no nostalgia. The 1963 visited by the Seventh Doctor and
         Ace appears as a racist, bigoted society. Ace finds herself staying in a suburban
         London guesthouse, but in a controversial and much-discussed moment in the serial,
         she turns over a sign hanging in the front window to discover it reads “No Coloureds.”
         Here the Daleks, creatures who instinctively hate those different from themselves,
         appear to be a mirror of this period of British history, rather than being juxtaposed
         against it. This serial is iconoclastic. Part of the iconoclasm is about Britain’s
         past, suggesting the ugly aspects of that past at a time when British prime minister
         Margaret Thatcher was calling for a return to traditional values. More directly, the
         serial adapts from Doctor Who’s past—the setting of Coal Hill School is from the foundation serial—but tellingly
         it transgresses. In one scene the intersection between the historical period in all
         its failings and Doctor Who itself is made especially clear. The Doctor’s companion turns on a television in an
         evening in November 1963 to hear a BBC continuity announcer introducing a new science
         fiction serial, clearly intended to be an extradiegetic reference to Doctor Who. This serial thus places Doctor Who’s origins in a period with ugly undercurrents. The boom in fan interest in the program
         during the 1980s led to the holding of many conventions, at which former 1960s companions
         including Anneke Wills (who played Polly from 1966 to 1967) went on record to claim
         that First Doctor actor William Hartnell had held racist attitudes.[12]   There was an insistence in late 1980s Doctor Who on undercutting the nostalgia for the past that informed earlier adaptations from
         the program’s own history. This fed off of and into these surrounding developments.
         The effect of the scene moves past what could have been an in-joke and instead asserts
         the connection between the period and the program in a way that makes nostalgia about
         1963 impossible.
      

      
      The makers of the revived series have also drawn heavily on the program’s heritage
         but in ways likely to generate interest because of deviation rather than imitation.
         The Daleks, Cybermen, Silurians, Sontarans, the Master, UNIT, and other characters,
         races, and institutions from the “classic” series have all appeared since the 2005
         revival, despite—or because of—an initial reluctance to rely on the series’ established
         continuity for its marketability. Indeed, the first episode of the revived series,
         “Rose,” pitted the Doctor against the Autons, returning for the first time since “Terror
         of the Autons” (1971). Yet the episode title conveys an important insight about the
         place of the Autons and their history within the episode. The story served to reintroduce
         the Doctor and to introduce his companion Rose. We see Rose at her home and place
         of work and gain a sense of her daily life some time before the Doctor appears. “Rose”
         is not “about” the Autons, and the history of their encounters with the Third Doctor
         and the Master in serials from 1970 and 1971 does not inform the plot of this episode.
         While the Autons appear, they have not brought their backstory with them, and the
         episode can be understood without knowing of the earlier serials. The center of interest
         in “Rose” was the Doctor and his new companion, and the Autons are mostly a generic
         contribution to the episode. However, in subsequent instances, the people who make
         the program have demonstrated an iconoclastic approach to adapting Doctor Who’s own heritage, and the stories recreate many aspects of the mythologies of these
         characters and frequently transgress, rather than recreate, the past. While there
         are references to the program’s past, the clarity of the plotting is not contingent
         on them.[13]  
      

      
      The reintroduction of the Cybermen into the program is a salient example of this transgression.
         The narrative of 1985’s “Attack of the Cybermen” had a plot where the twists and revelations
         required viewers to have remembered stories broadcast twenty years earlier. The reintroduction
         of the Cybermen in the new series followed a different narrative strategy and actively
         jettisoned the existing continuity. In its place the two-part serial “Rise of the
         Cybermen”/“Age of Steel” (2006) introduced a new backstory for the monsters, doing
         so by setting the story on an alternative Earth. Since then the creatures’ continuity
         has been revived again. The influence of “The Tomb of the Cybermen” has resurfaced
         in 2013’s “Nightmare in Silver.” On this occasion the influence was iconographic,
         and the story featured an updated version of the Cybermen breaking out of their tombs
         that first appeared in “Tomb.” To long-term viewers, the visual quotation was obvious,
         but understanding the plot of “Nightmare” did not depend on having seen “Tomb.”
      

      
      
         Tombs of the Cybermen in “Nightmare in Silver”

         

      

      Other recurring monsters have had their continuity disrupted. The 2010 serial “Victory
         of the Daleks” wreaked similar havoc on the established history of the titular monsters.
         The story introduced an entirely new race of Daleks, the “New Dalek Paradigm,” a story
         development that moved far from the history of the Daleks established from 1963 onward.
      

      
      
         Disrupting continuity: the New Dalek Paradigm in “Victory of the Daleks”

         

      

      Avoiding Adaptation

      
      Neither the appeal of adaptation, nor its ability to a be a productive rather than
         a derivative process, struck all of Doctor Who’s creative personnel; analysis of the impact of the people making the program is
         not complete without addressing this complicating factor. A late story from Tom Baker’s
         era, again involving stresses and frustrations for Terrance Dicks, brings to light
         the occasions when creative personnel have attempted to avoid adaptation. It may seem
         peculiar in a book about adaptation, and in a chapter in particular about the people
         responsible for adapting texts, to discuss occasions when Doctor Who’s creators consciously avoided adaptation; however, the occasions when writers and
         producers have consciously striven to avoid relying on other sources do themselves
         present particular insights about adaptation within the diegesis of Doctor Who.
      

      
      From 1980 to 1981 the tone and style of Doctor Who’s scripts was set by Christopher H. Bidmead, script editor of season 18. As was noted
         at the time and has since been often remarked, Bidmead came into the position with
         a number of definite aims. One was to restrain what was then perceived to be a dominant
         strain of “undergraduate humor” that had proliferated in the previous season with
         encouragement from script editor Douglas Adams (soon to achieve fame for the comedy
         radio series The Hitchhikers’ Guide to the Galaxy) and the show’s exuberant star Tom Baker. In place of humor, Bidmead wished to inject
         what he viewed as “hard science” (he had been a science journalist and viewed scientifically
         plausible ideas to be a possible foundation for drama). Most of all, Bidmead wished
         to oversee stories that paid no creative debt to any other sources. His point of view
         has been expressed in a number of interviews he has given in the years since he was
         script editor: “Has it been done before, shall we not bother then,” he stated rhetorically
         as a summary of his attitude on adapting other texts and his goal of achieving originality.
      

      
      Since his tenure as script editor came to an end, aspects of his period have been
         extensively evaluated, and some of Bidmead’s creative intentions have been questioned
         in terms of their actual achievement, especially his goal to introduce “hard science”
         into the program. In this regard he signally failed, and the “science” in season 18
         is as inventive or inaccurate as in any other period of the program’s history. For
         example, in “Logopolis” (1981), which Bidmead actually wrote and did not just edit,
         the Doctor states that the Second Law of Thermodynamics is that “entropy increases,”
         which is inaccurate.[14]   The same story also takes an extremely liberal attitude to the speed of light and
         shows the Doctor’s archenemy, the Master, broadcasting a message via radio telescope
         that is somehow transmitted to the entire universe.
      

      
      Neither was Bidmead’s goal of creating entirely original stories realized on screen;
         instead this goal came into creative tension with the writers he employed, who provided
         scripts that heavily drew off other sources, much to Bidmead’s frustration. This creative
         tension is most visible in the 1980 story “State of Decay.” The story is in fact an
         object lesson in the limitations of Bidmead’s vision to be wholly original and the
         enduring potency of the influence of other sources over Doctor Who. “State of Decay” is by Terrance Dicks, who had been writing for Doctor Who since 1969 and was also one of Bidmead’s predecessors as script editor (serving as
         assistant script editor in 1969 and as the main editor from 1969 to 1974).
      

      
      Dicks’s script for this 1980 story had actually been sitting on the shelf since the
         mid-1970s awaiting production, and the delay is suggestive of the script’s character
         and influences; the story is a pastiche of numerous gothic horror influences that
         Philip Hinchcliffe and Robert Holmes were mining in the mid-1970s.[15]   It is replete with swarms of vampire bats, a trio of vampires, a castle, a village
         full of peasants, and a dark and frightening forest. In the story, the Doctor confronts
         and defeats an ancient evil, and in Dicks’s initial draft, the Doctor was to unearth
         crucial information in a collection of dusty and ancient scrolls. Dicks, Bidmead,
         and the serial’s director Peter Moffatt have all placed their thoughts on the serial
         on record, and it is possible to reconstruct the battle that raged behind the scenes
         over the script, a battle based on Bidmead’s quest for originality, which came up
         against Dicks’s tendency to adapt and modify. When he read the script, Bidmead was
         reportedly dismayed, finding it derivative and certainly viewing it as exemplifying
         his criterion “not to bother,” as it was sharply reminiscent of other texts and traditions,
         especially Hammer horror. Bidmead commented that on reading the scripts he decided,
         “The whole thing was conceived on the basis of the earlier Doctor Who premise of, ‘Let’s do such and such a story, only make it a Doctor Who script.’ That frankly bored me to tears.”[16]   Moffatt by contrast was entranced by the gothic elements and insisted on toning
         down Bidmead’s revisions to the script, which had removed most of the horror film
         ideas and replaced them with putatively scientific elements.[17]  
      

      
      In this instance a number of influences fed into Dicks’s scripts. One clue to his
         inspiration is the name of the female vampire, Camilla, which immediately associates
         the story with the writings of J. Sheridan Le Fanu, the nineteenth-century horror
         writer who originated the character of the vampiric Carmilla Karnstein.[18]   But even here the process of adaptation runs more deeply and in a more complex
         manner, for Dicks is not adapting Le Fanu directly but rather the distillation of
         his plots and characters in a trio of popular Hammer horror films about the Karnsteins,
         Vampire Lovers and Lust for a Vampire (both 1970) and Twins of Evil (1971). These films had performed well at the box office, perhaps helped by their
         (for the period) highly charged and provocative lesbian narratives and copious amounts
         of on-screen female nudity.[19]   These elements are not in Dicks’s script. What he has borrowed, however, is the
         general Central European ambience, the social structure based on the oppression of
         peasantry by a social elite who are dependent on their vampirism for their social
         status, and a great deal of the style and atmosphere of these films.
      

      
      It was only through Moffatt’s intervention that some of these visual cues and trappings
         made it onto the screen at all. The final result that appears on screen is accordingly
         the result of these creative conflicts. Moffatt and Dicks had their way in some instances;
         the vampires, forest, bats, and peasants are all still there. However, the ancient
         scrolls the Doctor was meant to have read became a magnetic card system, and the vampires’
         spooky castle became a spaceship.
      

      
      In their critical review of the series, Mark Clapham, Eddie Robson, and Jim Smith
         point out the visible creative tension between Dicks’s adaptive Gothicizing and Bidmead’s
         push for originality. They point out that the creative clash which evidently occurred
         may in fact have created an arresting and original work: “There’s an argument that
         Doctor Who works best when it’s juxtaposing inappropriate things (call it the ‘police box in
         a junkyard’ factor) and State of Decay has this element in spades thanks to Terrance Dicks and Christopher Bidmead’s very
         different approaches.”[20]   Hutcheon’s suggestion that “the appeal of adaptations for audiences lies in their
         mixture of repetition and difference, of familiarity and novelty,” is salient here.[21]   In the case of “An Unearthly Child” it was the very same “police box in a junkyard”
         factor which Clapham, Robson, and Smith invoke, although that could be expanded to
         the “time space craft inside a police box factor,” which is the truly jarring juxtaposition
         in Doctor Who’s very first episode. In the case of “State of Decay,” it is clear that Bidmead’s
         desire for total originality did not come off and instead was compromised by Dicks’s
         adaptive tendencies in the first instance and Moffatt’s sympathy for Dicks’s vision
         in the second, and Moffatt’s insistence on bringing it onto the screen.
      

      
      What emerges from this clash of intentions is a story which exemplifies the appeal
         of adaptation and which explains the motivating force that leads creative personnel
         to adapt, as the story is a striking juxtaposition of the scientific and the folkloric.
         Viewed today it is oddly but perhaps inevitably the scientific elements that now actually
         seem the more novel, and the TARDIS’s magnetic computer cards are very quaint. The elements lifted from Le Fanu via Hammer, however, seem the more familiar,
         not least because of the enduring popularity of those particular Hammer films and
         the niche the vampire narrative occupies in popular culture (post–Buffy the Vampire Slayer and Twilight). If nothing else, adaptation, while clearly a practice much resorted to by storytellers,
         is also a lively and unpredictable process.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      If we assess the people doing the adaptation, a point that emerges strongly is that
         there was a recurring impulse to adapt Doctor Who itself, even if during the Bidmead era there was a conscious effort to avoid adaptation.
         We began part I of this book with a discussion of Sydney Newman and Verity Lambert,
         so let us return to them. Keen and perceptive viewers of the 2007 story “Family of
         Blood,” during which the Doctor hid his Time Lord DNA and assumed a human identity,
         will have noticed that the “human” Doctor said his parents were called Sydney and
         Verity. This is a brief and heavily submerged in-joke, as well as a tribute to Newman
         and Lambert as the progenitors of the character and the program that would be appreciated
         by those in the know. It is also one of the instances where the program brought its
         history onto the screen but did so fairly subtly.
      

      
      Other instances were not so discreet. The twentieth anniversary of Doctor Who’s original transmission coincided with the launch of old serials onto VHS, and the
         anniversary celebrations brought with them a tendency by the incumbent production
         regime to fixate on the program’s history. During the 1980s, viewers could not only
         watch old stories if they were willing to buy the gradually expanding VHS catalogue
         but could see old monsters and old stories brought back as the basis of the current
         productions. Reviewing these stories in the light of what adaptation theory suggests
         about the impulse to either emulate or transgress, the limitations of some serials
         of this era reveal themselves. Fully understanding a 1980s serial could involve requiring
         knowledge of much earlier and never-repeated serials from the 1960s. Later rematches
         between the Doctor and his old enemies are by contrast likely to be transgressive.
         The people who adapted, or those responsible for bringing the program’s own history
         into dialogue with its present, were not necessarily going to follow the one approach.
         Serials produced by Nathan-Turner could be unimaginative retreads of serials from
         the 1960s or 1970s, or else they could offer ironic and sometimes savage criticism
         of the contextualizing time periods of these earlier serials. The capacity to adapt
         from the program’s own history recurs in the revived series, but so too does the capacity
         for iconoclastic and transgressive adaptation by the people making the program.
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      Chapter 4

      Motives for Adapting

      
         
         
      

      
      Adaptation is a recurring practice and impulse in storytelling. In many instances
         the motives are obvious. Adaptation is “safe,” as a popular book or comic will likely
         come with a prior audience. In earlier years, adapting classic literature was a means
         for Hollywood producers and studio heads to claim identities as purveyors of culture.
         Adaptation can also be a selling point. As Sarah Cardwell points out, most works (especially
         films and television programs) that are adaptations are marketed as such.[1]   Viewers can be gained by promoting a work based on the adapted source’s reputation.
         But we must adjust these insights for adaptation in Doctor Who. No Doctor Who story, even those that are flagrantly close adaptations of another source, have ever
         been marketed as such. Adaptations may be recognizable to observant or well-informed
         viewers, or they may provide convenient storytelling codes or conventions. They may
         even have just provided rushed scriptwriters with inspiration in times when the rate
         of television production was unreasonably rapid. Adaptations in Doctor Who may also provide moments of comforting familiarity for viewers as well as the chance
         to create dramatically effective jumps from the familiar to the unknown. However,
         adaptation is not a marketing tool for Doctor Who. We look to other reasons to explain why stories were based on particular sources.
      

      
      This chapter will consider the imperatives—commercial and artistic—that encouraged
         scriptwriters to adapt Doctor Who’s plots from diverse source texts. To bring focus to the discussion, a clear source
         of inspiration from cinema will be the basis of the discussion, after some initial
         comments on the basis of choice and selection in adapting texts. This is the recognizably
         distinct cinematic form of the “space opera.” A compelling motive to adapt was to
         place Doctor Who’s more outlandish narratives within more familiar or established types of storytelling,
         including popular forms of science fiction. We begin by situating the adaptive motive
         within a much broader tradition of storytelling before narrowing the focus onto Doctor Who and the forces that led its writers and producers to seek ideas, characters, and even
         whole plots in other sources. The “fidelity” paradigm of adaptation discussed in earlier
         chapters had several limitations, and one of these was its inability to account for
         why a writer, producer, or director would actually want to adapt anything. The fidelity
         paradigm inevitably made the adapted work seem the inferior product and most often
         a betrayal of the original. Broader theoretical horizons are now open, allowing consideration
         of the creative potential of adaptation and the reasons for adaptations. Overall,
         the goal of this chapter is to interpret one particular suggested motive for adaptation:
         that the program’s makers borrowed from texts and sources that were currently in vogue.
         It will then study space opera as a recurring source of inspiration to evaluate possible
         reasons the program’s makers had for adapting sources. Finally, the chapter broadens
         out the issue of adaptation beyond particular texts to suggest how broader cultural
         parameters and preoccupations can provide sources of inspiration, even if sometimes
         this meant that particular Doctor Who stories ended up having an uncomfortable relationship with contemporary sources of
         controversy.
      

      
      The Basis of Decision Making

      
      “Adaptation” means borrowing stories from earlier sources. In the televisual and cinematic
         age, this definition shifts and grows more nuanced. Both of these media are adapters,
         mostly from novels, plays, and sometimes short stories and poems.[2]   As a creative output of the BBC, Doctor Who’s own production context was one shaped by the adaptation of texts, especially from
         the literary canon. Almost from the beginning of its transmissions in 1938, the BBC
         has made a simply endless parade of so-called classics series (not to be confused
         with the “classic series” of the 1963–1989 production run of Doctor Who). The Corporation has televised Jane Austen’s Pride and Prejudice at least seven times, including a landmark production of 1995. But the BBC is not
         alone; there have also been versions in Italian (Orgoglio e pregiudizio) and Dutch (De vier dochters Bennet). Other eighteenth- and nineteenth-century novelists, especially Charles Dickens,
         Elizabeth Gaskell, Arthur Conan Doyle, George Eliot, and Robert Louis Stevenson, have
         been staples of television adaptations and often cinema as well. At the time of writing,
         another version of Dickens’s Great Expectations has been released.[3]   In the 1980s, Merchant Ivory’s glossy period productions could not have existed
         without E. M. Forster or Virginia Woolf’s early-twentieth-century novels.[4]   Theorists and commentators on adaptation have made the clear point that many books
         chosen for adaptation are either established favorites or recent successes, such as
         winners of major prizes like the Man Booker. Simone Murray points to a recent example:
         Yann Martel’s Life of Pi, a prize-winning book chosen for adaptation.[5]   Margaret Montalbano suggests a similar point, classifying the relationship between
         books and visual media as essentially an exploitative one, where books are plundered
         for good plots and characters by filmmakers.[6]  
      

      
      In these cases of a written text becoming a film or television production, a number
         of controversies raise themselves. Adaptation clearly involves choice; once a source
         novel has been selected for adaptation, writers, producers, directors, and other creative
         personnel must make choices about how to adapt the work. Most Victorian novels are
         of a length that renders them unfilmable in their entirety, and cuts must be made
         to story lines, characters, or scenes.[7]   For instance, Jane Campion’s 1996 adaption of Henry James’s 1881 novel Portrait of a Lady skipped the first hundred pages of the book.[8]   Many adaptations of Dickens’s novels have made major excisions or alterations to
         novels that have plots that are, so Marguerite G. Ortman points out, “so diffuse and
         scattering” that to be filmed they need major reordering.[9]  
      

      
      But even if we step back further—from even before a novel or some other work has been
         selected for adaptation—some other motives are at play. As even the most cursory survey
         of the BBC and commercial channels’ output would indicate, authors such as Dickens
         and Austen are clear staples of television making, and film as well. Why are some
         of their contemporaries not so lucky? There have been far fewer adaptations of the
         works of William Makepeace Thackeray (1811–1863) or Wilkie Collins (1824–1889), for
         example, than their contemporary writer Dickens. While there is strong motivation
         to adapt Dickens, no such impulse is felt for other nineteenth-century writers. Further,
         why have some of Dickens’s novels, such as Oliver Twist, Nicholas Nickleby, or Great Expectations, been so frequently adapted, above others such as the rarely seen Hard Times?[10]   If television and filmmakers cannot do without Dickens or Austen, they seem to
         run miles from other novelists. There has so far been only one attempt to film Laurence
         Sterne’s Tristram Shandy (a novel published in volumes between 1759 and 1767), but there is a clear reason.
         This eighteenth-century text features a range of bizarre literary features (including
         at one point the insertion of a blank page in place of ongoing narrative) that supposedly
         rendered it unfilmable. As one scholar describes the book, it is “a novel with no
         clear beginning, middle and end; its narrative content is distributed across a bafflingly
         idiosyncratic time-scheme interrupted by numerous digressions, authorial comments
         and interferences with the printed fabric of the book.”[11]   Small wonder no one attempted adaptation until the comedian Rob Brydon in 2005.
         Indeed, some critics regarded the 2005 film version as an eccentric artistic failure,
         judgments reflecting the impossibility of adapting some texts.[12]   The film version actually combined some scenes from the original novel within an
         entirely new narrative structure set in the present day about attempts to film the
         novel, and in essence this linking narrative was about the difficulty of adapting
         Sterne’s book. Nonetheless, even the fact that an adaptation of this most difficult
         and uncinematic of novels was attempted testifies to an emerging trend in adaptation
         studies to be less faithful and more what theorist Peter Brooker calls part of a “more
         intensively palimpsestic, ironic, and self-reflexive film culture,” one likely to
         make transgressive adaptations.[13]  
      

      
      Choice then is central to adaptation, choice in the source and how to adapt the source.
         For example, what happens to the novel during the process of adaptation: do excisions
         have to be made or characters lost? Is the integrity of the source text lost? Is the
         adapted version on screen simply a copy, or a creative work in its own right? Is it
         likely to be unsatisfying to see an adaptation after reading the book? These are hardly
         questions confined to nineteenth-century novels, as the many millions of readers of
         the Harry Potter novels have thought of similar points as each of the books has been
         adapted, and fans of contemporary fiction such as the Hunger Games often apprehensively wait to see if the film would “do justice” to the novel. Not
         to mention the expectations placed on Peter Jackson by many fans of J. R. R. Tolkien’s
         novels when he set about adapting the Lord of the Rings and The Hobbit.[14]  
      

      
      I referred a moment ago to the landmark 1995 adaptation by the BBC of Pride and Prejudice. This adaptation was wildly popular, made stars of its lead actors, and furthermore
         established an iconic scene—Mr. Darcy, as played by the broodingly handsome Colin
         Firth, emerging from the lake on his estate with a wet shirt clinging to his muscular
         chest. The scene has entered popular culture as a pivotal moment in the development
         of the romance between Darcy and Elizabeth Bennett; but it is not in the original
         novel, and readers who encounter the book after first seeing the adaptation have been
         disappointed to discover its absence.[15]   In this instance, the adaptation has taken on a life of its own beyond the source
         text, which is why many regard the 1995 Pride and Prejudice as “definitive.” But does this status mean definitively the best of the other television
         adaptations, or as a definitive version of the story perhaps originally created by
         Austen in written form but now taking on new life in a different medium? There are
         also the series of adaptations of Austen’s novels such as Pride and Prejudice and Zombies or Sense and Sensibility and Sea Monsters, versions of her novels that leave the basic plots, characters, and narratives intact,
         but augment the stories with additions of sequences of comedy-horror. Yet the works
         remain recognizably in the mold of a characteristic Austen story.[16]   Choice remains central in the motivation to adapt particular works and avoid others.
      

      
      These thoughts on adaptation return attention to Doctor Who and the different motivations of its writers and producers to adapt sources into stories.
         Some writers on Doctor Who have interpreted the program’s first three years as perhaps the only period when Doctor Who was not made with a particular template setting the tone and style of entire seasons,
         and where stories were not adapting other sources. Mark Clapham, Eddie Robson, and
         Jim Smith, authors of Who’s Next: An Unofficial and Unauthorized Guide to Doctor Who, make this point. In particular, they pinpoint the 1966 serial “The War Machines”
         as a turning point in the types of stories the program made.[17]   “The War Machines,” by Ian Stuart Black, tells of the attempted invasion of London
         from a sentient computer housed in the Post Office Tower. The computer, WOTAN, uses
         the eponymous war machines as its front line of attack against the government and
         military forces. Certainly “The War Machines” contains elements that make it strikingly
         different from most of the serials that had come before it: it is set in the present
         day, which no serial had been until that point, and the character of the Doctor, hitherto
         seen interacting with famous historical figures or else in futuristic and speculative
         settings, was seen in situations of everyday life such as hailing cabs, visiting a
         night club, and being out and about in central London. Doctor Who had not been like this before.[18]  
      

      
      Clapham, Robson, and Smith are alert to the significance of this shift, and according
         to them, “The War Machines” “bears more resemblance to contemporary Independent Television
         (ITV) adventure series and the teleplays of Nigel Kneale than it does to most previous
         Doctor Who stories.”[19]   They go further, seeing “The War Machines” as marking the end of an era for a particular
         type of storytelling in Doctor Who, and suggest that the serial “established a new status for the series as a vehicle
         for whatever style was in vogue at the time. Before this Doctor Who was principally like itself; afterwards, it was frequently defined by the sources
         it drew from.”[20]   Their point is not entirely original. One of the earliest serious critical analyses
         of Doctor Who, John Tulloch and Manuel Alvarado’s Doctor Who: The Unfolding Text, argued that the program drew on “a variety of stars and codes of performance, as
         well as a range of genres.”[21]   These points are crucial to understanding adaptation within the diegesis of Doctor Who, and there are a number of issues here that merit exploration. Are their assertions
         true? What do we see if we look at stories before and then after “The War Machines”?
      

      
      Certainly “The War Machines” is very different from previous Doctor Who serials, but what does it mean for the program to have been “principally like itself”
         and then to have resembled whatever was in vogue? It is certainly questionable to
         say that Doctor Who had been chiefly like itself until “The War Machines” came along and disrupted that
         paradigm. As we have already seen in chapter 1, the very first episode contained a
         number of resonances with other texts. After that came stories that, at the least,
         alluded to themes and imagery from other sources. Most suggestive of all are the stories
         featuring the Daleks. Originally these stories were written by Terry Nation (1930–1997),
         and the concept of the Daleks as creatures mutated by neutronic war and confined within
         mobile traveling machines is one that speaks to a number of sources. One is simply
         the Cold War context of Doctor Who’s 1960s production. The very first episode of Doctor Who made its debut on British television the day after President Kennedy’s assassination
         and not long after the Cuban Missile Crisis. Accordingly, the themes of nuclear destruction
         and mutation are not allegories in Nation’s “The Daleks” (1963–1964); they simply
         represent themselves and contemporary fears of nuclear war. Other aspects of the story,
         including the dangerous trek through an alien-infested swamp and jungle, are derivative
         of quest storytelling, including the Dan Dare serials and the Journey into Space radio series.
      

      
      Nation’s second Dalek story, “The Dalek Invasion of Earth” (1964), looks to another
         war before the Cold War. While it is set in the twenty-second century, the story’s
         portrayal of the attempted invasion of London by an external menace, its backdrop
         of familiar but threatened London landmarks including the Houses of Parliament and
         Trafalgar Square, and scenes of prison camps, attempted escapes, and the sweeping
         arcs of search lamps are all richly suggestive of a diet of World War II cinema at
         work on Nation’s imagination.[22]   The depiction of southern England devastated by alien invasion has suggested to
         some reviewers of the story resonances with H. G. Wells’s The War of the Worlds, which narrates the ruination of the Home Counties by Martian attack, but it is just
         as reminiscent of the blitzkrieg of World War II. Indeed, the story owes aspects of
         its imagery and its portrayal of an England overtaken and suppressed by invasion to
         near-contemporary cinema works including 1964’s It Happened Here, which is set in an alternative future where the Nazis won the war and conquered
         England.
      

      
      William Hartnell’s serials offer up other instances of allusive influences. Take 1964’s
         “The Reign of Terror,” set in the immediate aftermath of the French Revolution; its
         story of the rescuing and smuggling of aristocrats out of revolutionary France is
         clearly filtering elements of Baroness Orczy’s Scarlet Pimpernel stories. The Anglo-Saxons of “The Time Meddler” (1965) owe their look to the BBC’s
         popular 1965 historical series Hereward the Wake. “The Space Museum” (1965), with its scenes of bored and corrupt colonial overlords,
         is more than a little reminiscent of Graham Greene’s colonial fiction. More broadly,
         the 1964 serial “The Keys of Marinus,” again by Terry Nation, is a story of the Doctor
         and his companion set on a dangerous quest during which they must complete a series
         of tasks, and it is a science fiction–accented variation on the Labors of Hercules.
         However, these are quite generalized influences, and we should not forget the other
         point that Clapham, Robson, and Smith made in their analysis, not simply suggesting
         that from about 1966 onward Doctor Who began to borrow heavily from other sources, but that it did so from sources that were
         in vogue at the time. In asking what were the motives for adapting and the choices
         made, one issue to focus the answer will be topicality and that texts and ideas popular
         at the time were picked up on by the program’s makers.
      

      
      This answer is not universal; by the twentieth century, sources including Homer, the
         Jacobean dramatists, or the Victorian novelists were far from being in vogue, at least
         in terms of publication date, yet all found their way into Doctor Who. Even the very next serial after “The War Machines,” while a derivative work, was
         not a topical one. “The Smugglers” (1966) is a synthesis, or rather pastiche, of Russell
         Thorndyke’s Dr. Syn stories of the smuggling pirate disguised as a vicar, as well as J. Meade Faulkner’s
         Moonfleet (1898), with traces of Daphne du Maurier’s 1936 novel Jamaica Inn. The plot of “The Smugglers” involves pirates, an ancient curse, hidden treasure,
         a riddle, and a village full of seventeenth-century smugglers who are led by their
         corrupt squire. With quaint dialogue such as, “Are ye truly a sawbones?” the story
         positively creaks under the weight of the venerable sources from which it borrows.
         But it is striking that so soon after the mold-breaking “War Machines” came another
         serial that proclaims very clearly its adaptation of other sources, and soon after
         would come “The Highlanders” (1966–1967), an equally derivative and unambitious serial
         looking to Sir Walter Scott (1771–1832) for inspiration.
      

      
      After 1966

      
      But it is certainly reasonable to see “The War Machines” as a watershed serial. Its
         special emphasis on placing alien menace among recognizable London landmarks, or more
         broadly in everyday British settings, has proved enduring. “Rose” (2005), the first
         episode of the revived series, saw the Doctor locate the aliens threatening the world
         near the London Eye, and between these stories, other parts of London such as St.
         Paul’s Cathedral (in “The Invasion,” 1968); the Houses of Parliament again (“The Invasion
         of the Dinosaurs,” 1974; “Terror of the Zygons,” 1975); and other clearly identifiable
         locations have been the backdrop to narrative. In the revived series, major landmarks
         including 10 Downing Street (home of the British prime minister), Buckingham Palace,
         and the Tower of London have all appeared in stories, in “Aliens of London”/“World
         War Three” and “The Sound of Drums” for Downing Street, “Voyage of the Damned” for
         Buckingham Palace, and “The Christmas Invasion” and “The Power of Three” for the Tower.
         The Houses of Parliament have recurred often as a landmark in the new series, including
         in “Rise of the Cybermen” and “Victory of the Daleks.”
      

      
      
         A familiar backdrop to many adventures: the Houses of Parliament, seen here in “Rise
               of the Cybermen”
            

         

      

      But these are settings, not sources. If “The War Machines” was indebted as well to
         what Clapham, Robson, and Smith say were contemporary ITV serials, what does this
         mean? Again, the figure of Sydney Newman comes into view. Before coming to the BBC
         in 1962, Newman had become known for initiating a number of fairly slick thriller
         series with contemporary settings, most famously The Avengers (1961–1969, revived as The New Avengers, 1976–1977), but other examples including The Baron (1966–1967), The Champions (1969–1971), and The Persuaders! (1971–1972) followed in its wake. “The War Machines” is like these series in placing
         its menace in contemporary London. Stories that came after this 1966 series followed
         its cue. Hartnell’s replacement as the Doctor, Patrick Troughton, featured in stories
         that took him to everyday locations such as Gatwick Airport (“The Faceless Ones,”
         1967), down into the London Underground (“The Web of Fear,” 1968), and among milieus
         in contemporary swinging London, such as milk bars (“The Evil of the Daleks,” 1967),
         or to scenes of modern industrial London (“The Invasion”).
      

      
      Contemporary Science Fiction

      
      After Hartnell left the series because of ill health, Patrick Troughton played the
         role from 1966 to 1969, and then (in color) Jon Pertwee played the Doctor from 1970
         to 1974. In this time Doctor Who’s audience and audience appreciation figures (the data collected by the BBC showing
         how many were watching the program and how many were actually enjoying the program,
         respectively) waxed and waned to a degree, but the program was mostly highly popular
         and scored audience figures of many millions of viewers, including sometimes as high
         as 12 or 13 million people. It is perhaps ironic that the many millions watching were
         by no means commensurate to the amount of money the BBC spent on the making of Doctor Who. In popular consciousness Doctor Who is a “cheap” program, with imaginative but “dodgy” special effects and backdrops and
         sets so poorly made that they wobbled. Some of this is urban myth; why, after all,
         would sets wobble unless there were unreported earth tremors under the BBC? Nonetheless,
         the BBC expended very little on Doctor Who, and each episode cost the trifling sum of only several thousand pounds.[23]  
      

      
      But in the early years none of this seemed to register or to matter. Undoubtedly the
         production limitations of the program’s sets and effects and other production deficiencies
         were matched and even disguised by the flickering 405-line transmissions that sent
         Doctor Who out to British television viewers. Many shortcomings could be hidden that more precise
         picture quality would pitilessly expose, such as the Sellotape that held together
         the Cybermen’s heads in 1966’s “The Tenth Planet,” which is visible in color photographs
         taken on set but thankfully less obvious in the black-and-white transmission.[24]   But there were also limited benchmarks against which viewers could measure the
         production shortcomings that were inevitably engendered not only by a small budget
         but also by the quite remarkable haste with which each early episode was made (as
         each twenty-five-minute episode was normally rehearsed and recorded within a week).
      

      
      In terms of benchmarks, there had of course been science fiction shown on the BBC
         and (from its launch in 1955) on the different companies that comprised ITV. There
         had been Nigel Kneale’s three Quatermass serials of the 1950s, but as Derek Johnston discovered in the course of his research
         into the earliest history of the BBC’s television transmissions, the Corporation had
         been showing science fiction since the 1930s.[25]   As early as 1938, the BBC dramatized Karel Čapek’s R.U.R., the play that introduced the word “robot” to general parlance.[26]   But these shows were made in the same style and within the same parameters of the
         Corporation’s production methods, including live or almost live recording and the
         realization of special effects directly in the studio and not as electronic effects
         added later.
      

      
      There was also the science fiction of the cinema, but much of this was the pulpier
         form about which Sydney Newman was so apprehensive. Major films including the Godzilla
         series, Attack of the Giant Woman, Attack of the Giant Ants, Invaders from Mars, and others have titles that eloquently testify to their themes but also to their
         B-movie status and the limitations in their special effects. None of these works would
         especially have shown up Doctor Who’s own particular limitations, but across 1968 and 1969 British audiences were exposed
         to new science fiction works on the big and small screens, works that were quantifiably
         in vogue and which exerted strong influence over the style, tone, and content of Doctor Who. Which are they?
      

      
      It is not widely known that in 1965 the Doctor Who production office was contacted by Stanley Kubrick’s team at MGM’s Borehamwood studios.
         At the time Kubrick was making a science fiction film and wanted to know how a particular
         effect of corpses floating in space had been achieved in a recent story, “The Daleks’
         Master Plan” (1965–1966).[27]   It, therefore, seems more than ironic that when Kubrick’s film 2001: A Space Odyssey came out in cinemas in 1968, it set a benchmark for the portrayal of science fiction
         special effects and storytelling that reviewers were immediately alert to and which
         showed Doctor Who’s own effects to be inadequate.
      

      
      2001: A Space Odyssey has been called many things, one of which is “space opera.”[28]   More broadly, it is a manifestation of futurist cinema. A space opera implies not
         simply the science fiction setting of outer space, but a level of scale and grandeur
         in the presentation of outer space, including vistas of wide galaxies, interplanetary
         travel, and many spaceships. All of this is hard to achieve in a television studio,
         especially the cramped and aging studios at Limegrove where the 1960s Doctor Who was made. Yet the program’s makers clearly noted what Kubrick had achieved in 2001: A Space Odyssey, and change registers almost immediately in what viewers saw on the screen. As mentioned
         above, Doctor Who’s production was remarkably rapid; new episodes were made each week and often only
         a few weeks ahead of their transmission, and the program’s writers, script editors,
         producers, and directors could be responsive to popular culture. We should not forget
         this as a major aspect of how Doctor Who was made in its earliest years of production, and it is immediately salient to this
         study of how the program’s makers adapted texts. Precisely because the program was
         made so close to transmission, it was possible to take note of what was topical, or
         as Robson, Clapham, and Smith say, what was in vogue.
      

      
      Already in 1968 the then production team showcased Patrick Troughton in “The Wheel
         in Space.” 2001 was released in Britain on May 10, 1968, during the transmission of “Wheel” (which
         aired from April 27 to June 1, 1968), immediately coloring the reception of this story,
         if not actually influencing its production. This story’s emphasis on its futuristic
         setting, its uncannily intelligent machines and humans, and even its wheel-shaped
         spaceship and danger from artificial intelligence cohered with some of Kubrick’s ideas.
         In 1969 the interest in rockets and moon shots continued in “The Seeds of Death,”
         which was in part an ironic comment on the contemporary obsession with rockets and
         moon shots, while also having its cake and eating it by featuring heavily these same
         rockets.[29]   Also in 1969 came “The Space Pirates,” a story indebted in terms of its ambition
         if not its final execution to Kubrick’s example. “The Space Pirates” tries very hard
         to be a space opera, with many shots of rockets and outer space, and a plot involving
         privateers and intrepid space agents attempting to stop them. Kubrick’s influence
         was keenly felt into the era of the next lead actor to play the Doctor, Jon Pertwee
         (1919–1996). The 1970 serial “The Ambassadors of Death” had a central premise of what
         Doctor Who historian Stephen Cartwright summarizes as “doomed astronauts lost aboard a drifting
         spacecraft at the mercy of a mysterious alien power,” one that Cartwright suggests
         with good reason is “particularly evocative of 2001.” There is of course also the parallel of this story of March 21 to May 2, 1970,
         with the later Apollo 13 mission (April 11 to 17, 1970).[30]   Pertwee’s Doctor featured in “Frontier in Space” (1973), another futuristic space
         epic involving much to-ing and fro-ing between ships in outer space, outlandish alien
         creatures, and an adventure narrative.
      

      
      1968 was not the last time that space opera in the cinema would influence Doctor Who. Less than a decade after Kubrick’s epic appeared in cinema, George Lucas released
         Star Wars in 1977. Its influence was immediate and compelling on film and program makers of
         all kinds. In the years immediately after 1977 a number of space sagas appeared in
         cinema, from Starcrash and Star Trek: The Motion Picture (both 1979) to Flash Gordon (1980). By the late 1970s Doctor Who’s production was no longer quite so frantic as it had been a decade earlier, and
         stories were no longer made in such a very short time, mostly a matter of weeks and
         sometimes just days ahead of transmission. Nonetheless the cultural impact of a landmark
         science fiction film such as Star Wars registers on the screen in the sort of stories that Doctor Who’s producers and writers started to make. Many of the intervening stories between
         1968’s “The Space Pirates” and the serials made in the wake of Star Wars’ release in 1977 had been set in present-day Earth. A particular set of prevailing
         circumstances—the fact that the BBC is itself based in southern England and alien
         menace to the Home Counties is more easily and believably created through location
         filming than visits to alien worlds—dictated Doctor Who’s production and meant that serials tended to be set in twentieth-century Britain.
      

      
      With the arrival of Jon Pertwee’s Doctor in 1970, the then production team including
         producers Derrick Sherwin and Barry Letts made a virtue of the necessity of this production
         limitation and made it a part of the program’s own narrative. Pertwee’s Third Doctor
         was exiled to Earth by his own people, the Time Lords, and thereafter many of the
         stories were set on Earth for this reason. Although the exile was later lifted (in
         the 1972–1973 story “The Three Doctors”), the financial exigencies of production meant
         that many subsequent stories starring Pertwee and then his successor Tom Baker (who
         played the Doctor from 1974 to 1981) continued to be set not just on Earth but in
         London and the Home Counties. Many of Pertwee’s stories are set around a distinctive
         mise-en-scène of an industrial landscape of gasometers, factories, and scientific
         establishments. Baker’s stories took him to a different part of the English landscape,
         to the picturesque countryside and to investigate mysterious goings-on in country
         houses and mansions. Either way, these Earth settings gave way in the late 1970s to
         outer space as a frequently seen setting. Tom Baker’s Doctor was seen in space again
         in adventures including “The Invisible Enemy,” set on one of the moons of Jupiter,
         and in most of the serials from seasons 16, 17, and 18 (or those covering the years
         1977 to 1981). In the case of “The Invisible Enemy,” the influence of Star Wars must be understood in precise terms; the film was not seen in Britain until after
         “Invisible Enemy” had already been transmitted. It was, however, filmed in Britain
         and had a British-dominated cast and production team. In these years, the Doctor and
         his companions made only occasional visits to Earth, and settings of spaceships and
         alien planets proliferate. Outer space and exotic worlds were the setting for “The
         Sun Makers,” “Underworld,” “The Invasion of Time,” “The Ribos Operation,” “The Pirate
         Planet,” aspects of “The Stones of Blood” and “The Androids of Tara,” “The Power of
         Kroll,” “The Armageddon Factor,” and “Destiny of the Daleks,” taking viewers all the
         way to September 1979 before there was a real return to present-day Earth in “City
         of Death” (which, even then, was actually about a time-traveling alien from the distant
         past), and then the Doctor was off into space again with “Nightmare of Eden” and “Horns
         of Nimon.”
      

      
      Inadvertent Adaptation

      
      It is obvious that producers, writers, and script editors drew inspiration from popular
         and prominent sources, as the compelling impact of Kubrick and Lucas indicates. But
         what of the possibility of inadvertent adaptation? By this I mean that there was the
         possibility that some Doctor Who serials reflect issues or themes that were prominent in popular culture or public
         discourse but engaged with these almost unwittingly and with unfortunate outcomes.
         A case in point is the 1985 serial “Vengeance on Varos.” This serial recounts the
         visit of the Doctor (in his sixth incarnation) and his companion Peri to the planet
         Varos, a former prison colony. The planet is now run by members of a sadistic elite,
         and the economy is dependent on the production of a macabre version of reality television.
         Prisoners in the “Punishment Dome” are filmed undergoing a variety of torments, from
         being tortured by lasers, attacked by cannibals, having their DNA transmogrified so
         they turn into hideous monsters, and dying from thirst or starvation. These torments
         are captured on video cameras, edited, and sold as an entertainment commodity.
      

      
      When broadcast, “Vengeance on Varos” was highly topical but also much criticized.
         It was made only one year on from 1984, the year that brought back into public discourse
         the dystopian themes of Orwell’s novel of the same title, and in particular the preoccupation
         in that book with surveillance and observation. A film adaptation of Orwell’s novel
         Nineteen Eighty-Four was released on October 10, 1984, while “Vengeance on Varos” was transmitted between
         January 19 and 26, 1985. The scenes in “Varos” of the Varosian citizens watching party
         political broadcasts on large screens emulate similar scenes in Nineteen Eighty-Four.
      

      
      The serial was topical in other ways, and while if anything it was intended to offer
         critical commentary on a society with mores so perverted as to enjoy torture as a
         form of entertainment, it was also highly criticized for its violence, reactions that
         began immediately after its broadcast when concerns about its torture scenes were
         raised in letters to Radio Times, the television magazine, and on the BBC’s viewer feedback program Points of View.[31]   Certainly “Varos” is an immensely violent serial. Among its best-remembered but
         also most controversial sequences are ones including mortuary attendants falling into
         an acid bath, Peri being turned into a hideous birdlike creature, and the Doctor’s
         party encountering a tribe of cannibals. It is therefore ironic that while the serial
         was aiming to criticize televisual violence (and it ends with the Doctor having defeated
         the planet’s elite and ending the broadcasts), the serial was condemned as part of
         a wider moral panic over “video nasties” that was taking place in Britain at the time.
      

      
      The “video nasties” debate in 1980s Britain was led by and exploited by the then Conservative
         government. Moral campaigners raised concern about the importation of unclassified
         but clearly excessively violent horror films into the country, and campaigns led to
         much stricter legislative control of video content.[32]   More pertinently for Doctor Who and the contexts from which it took material to adapt, the campaigns against “video
         nasties” focused attention on perceived violence in the media. Doctor Who had long been criticized for its violence, especially by the “clean up television”
         campaigner Mrs. Mary Whitehouse in the 1970s, but the contemporary debate over “video
         nasties” focused what had been diffuse criticism, providing a terminology to attack
         violent Doctor Who serials and to associate them with a wider moral panic. “Vengeance on Varos” is one
         of the serials of season 22; this season overall was much criticized for its high
         levels of violence. Although as we shall later see in chapter 8, the violence was
         arguably nothing worse than, for example, a Shakespearean tragedy, the season’s tone
         contributed to the cancellation of the program in 1985 (which was also driven by economic
         rationalism, declining viewership, and the dislike of BBC channel controller Michael
         Grade for the show) and ineluctably linked the program to the “video nasties” debate,
         not as commentary on it but as an example of excessive violence in popular culture.
         The serials of season 22 reflect a current popular concern with violence, and other
         serials besides “Varos” are preoccupied with characters watching scenes of violence
         or with surveillance. In this sense the aim of the program makers was to adapt the
         themes of current debate into the program, but popular perception instead found that
         they had simply adapted the violent content. “Varos” was not the last time that Doctor Who adapted from contemporary media discourse and trends. The final story of the 2005
         season, “Bad Wolf/The Parting of the Ways,” set the Doctor in a television station
         in the far future that was still broadcasting reality television shows such as Big Brother, The Weakest Link, and What Not to Wear, and the story adapted not only from the look and style of these shows but could
         engage in trenchant criticism of current media trends.[33]   “Varos” had attempted to do the same, but on that occasion people seemed to miss
         the point.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      Motivations for adaptation can be understood a number of ways. As Hutcheon has pointed
         out, adaptation allows for the incorporation of the familiar against the unexpected,
         a point that clarified many of the most striking and dramatically successful aspects
         of Doctor Who. The program’s makers have long understood the impact to be had from placing Daleks
         in Westminster or Autons at the London Eye. Similarly, the attraction of basing Doctor Who serials on works that were obviously successful for other programs is clear. Adapting
         from works that are currently popular or in vogue has provided inspiration to earlier
         program makers but continues to inform choices made by the creators of the revived
         series. In recent years the Doctor has fought witches in Elizabethan London in a 2007
         story titled “The Shakespeare Code.” The title itself is an obvious allusion back
         to the best-selling Da Vinci Code by Dan Brown, but in a story about witchcraft, the allusions to Harry Potter come
         thick and fast. Characters shout out, “Expelliarmus,” invoking one of the spells from
         J. K. Rowling’s books, and at one point the Doctor even makes reference to having
         read the final book in the series. In that same year the production team made “42,”
         a story where the narrative unfolded in real time over the forty-two minutes of the
         story’s length, an obvious storytelling debt to the then popular series 24 with Kiefer Sutherland. More recently the Doctor and his companions became embroiled
         with “The Curse of the Black Spot” (2011), set on a seventeenth-century pirate ship.
         The link between pirates and a “black spot” goes back to Robert Louis Stevenson’s
         Treasure Island, but the wording of the title, the battle between the Doctor’s companion Amy and
         a number of pirates, and the appearance of the black spot itself on the palm of the
         hand suggest the influence of Pirates of the Caribbean: The Curse of the Black Pearl (2003). In stories such as these, the production team borrowed from and cashed in
         on ideas from popular contemporary works.
      

      
      
         An encounter with pirates and a mysterious black mark (but no Johnny Depp) in “The
               Curse of the Black Spot”
            

         

      

      But neither does the idea that influences derived from texts or sources that were
         currently in vogue necessarily provide us with a clear impression of what was selected
         and then adapted. Texts millennia old reemerged in Doctor Who and not simply works or ideas from works that were currently fashionable. We should
         realize the eclecticism of the choices, people, and motives involved in adapting sources
         into Doctor Who serials. Next we turn to works far removed from science fiction and to the literature
         of the classical world, which underwent strange metamorphoses in order to become Doctor Who stories.
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      A Classical Education

      
         
         
         Adapting History in Doctor Who

         
      

      
      As originally conceived by Sydney Newman and then developed by many people including
         Verity Lambert, C. E. Webber, and Donald Wilson, Doctor Who was meant in part to be an educational program.[1]   The Doctor himself and his granddaughter Susan were both aliens and possessed the
         advanced scientific knowledge expected of alien creatures. While their companions
         Ian and Barbara were more prosaically human, they were respectively a science and
         a history teacher, and both were highly knowledgeable in their subjects.[2]   The first years of the Doctor’s adventures reflected this binary arrangement, and
         the TARDIS went either into Earth history (including back to the Aztec civilization
         before the Spanish conquest, the French Revolution, and the medieval Crusades), or
         else into the future and into realms of speculative science. In this way, the program’s
         educational brief could be fulfilled.
      

      
      Generally the program acquitted itself rather better in history education than in
         science. Some historical information that the program conveyed was scrupulously researched
         and accurate. Such is the case with John Lucarotti’s two early stories, “Marco Polo”
         and “The Aztecs” (both 1964). Attentive viewers would actually have learned something
         about medieval China and preconquest South America by watching these stories. In “The
         Aztecs,” when Barbara is mistaken for a reincarnated god Yetaxa, she is quizzed by
         a suspicious priest on Aztec religious mythology and answers his questions correctly.
         Viewers in 1964 were correctly informed that ancient Aztecs believed that there were
         thirteen heavens.[3]   There was even space in these early historical stories for a little science education.
         A dramatic peak in “Marco Polo” came when the Doctor and his party, traveling along
         the medieval Silk Road, ran out of water. They were rescued by condensation, as the
         cooler temperature inside the TARDIS relative to the outside world caused condensation
         to form, and the explanation for this science could thus be intrinsic to the development
         of the plot. By contrast, the science in the early futuristic stories (and this is
         equally true of most eras of the program) was more a servant of plot convenience than
         of accuracy. Thus the “space pressure” that shrinks the TARDIS crew in “Planet of
         the Giants” (1964) was so inaccurate that it would have been of limited use to schoolchildren
         studying physics at the time.
      

      
      The educational structure that existed when Doctor Who began production in 1963 was of a type that has now mostly passed from the British
         secondary system, but which explains a great deal about the educational ambitions
         of the program’s makers and about some of the historical periods to which they took
         the Doctor and his companions. At least some of the early audience of Doctor Who were boys and girls attending the grammar schools which would, in a few years time,
         begin to vanish under the educational reforms of Labour prime minister Harold Wilson.[4]   A grammar school education very often was synonymous with a classical education,
         and thus education in the languages and history of classical Rome and ancient Greece.
         Into the postwar period, Latin remained an essential requirement for gaining entry
         to the universities of Oxford and Cambridge, and remained important despite the universities’
         decision to drop this requirement in 1960. Both Greek and Roman civilizations feature
         in early Doctor Who. In 1964 Verity Lambert produced “The Romans”; as the title suggests, the Doctor
         and companions visit Rome, specifically the court of the Emperor Nero (d. AD 68).
         In 1965 Lambert’s successor, John Wiles, produced “The Myth Makers,” which took the
         Doctor and his then companions Vicki and Steven to the plains outside Troy and embroiled
         them in the Greek campaign against the Trojans. It is accordingly a more than significant
         irony that on these two occasions, when actually visiting the ancient civilizations
         that would have been central to a solid education in that period, historical accuracy
         was thrown out and in its place came knockabout comedy.
      

      
      Dennis Spooner’s script for “The Romans” is a farce based on mistaken identity (such
         as the Doctor masquerading as a lyre player, Maximus Pettulian), a great deal of running
         about in corridors, and some very mild sex comedy. Adding to the fun, the director,
         Christopher Barry, cast Derek Francis as Nero and Gertan Klauber as the galley master,
         both actors playing to their known reputations for their parts in the famous Carry On series of sex comedies. Klauber played the galley master in “The Romans,” the same
         role he essayed in Carry On Cleo (1964).[5]   Donald Cotton’s “The Myth Makers” is similarly comedic, the comedy being mostly
         expressed through puns.[6]  
      

      
      What does this irony mean, to have cast off historical accuracy for comedy, and to
         have done so in front of a well-informed audience? That is one question for this chapter.
         Another is to take us forward in time to more recent visits to the classical past,
         especially 2008’s “The Fires of Pompeii.” Again the Doctor and his companion visit
         the classical Roman world. He does so to different effect than the 1960s voyages back
         in time. To start with, the 1960s were pure “historical” stories; besides the fact
         of the TARDIS and time travel taking the Doctor to the time period, the stories are
         otherwise devoid of science fiction elements. The 2008 story (in common with almost
         all Doctor Who stories with a historical setting from after 1966’s “The Highlanders”) juxtaposes
         a historical setting against intrusion from an alien menace. But the dramatic stakes
         should be equally high no matter what. The two Hartnell stories both end in a major
         disaster, namely the Great Fire of Rome and the fall of Troy (which is an event recalled
         in mythology if not in actual historical record), and “The Fires of Pompeii” with
         the eruption of Vesuvius in AD 79.
      

      
      But early Doctor Who treated these disasters as a means of realizing comedic scripts, whereas the “new”
         Doctor Who was more inclined to take the history and the disaster seriously. As Antony G. Keen
         suggests, the forty-three years that separate “The Romans” and “The Fires of Pompeii”
         show that the way Doctor Who’s makers have adapted from different historical settings has changed significantly.[7]   The contrast is striking, and interpreting these approaches to adapting historical
         events and texts is also a question for this chapter. More broadly, so, too, is the
         question of adapting an entire historical period. This chapter assesses how the makers
         of Doctor Who can adapt an entire period or culturally evocative aspects of a period—Aztec blood
         sacrifice, the Norman invasion of 1066, or a medieval joust—and suggests how a time
         period is susceptible to adaptation through distillation of the core features that
         sit in popular consciousness.
      

      
      Adaptation as a Tradition

      
      Western storytelling has rarely done without adaptation, and classicist and science
         fiction writer Amanda Potter reminds us that classical stories and mythologies have
         long been a starting point for telling stories.[8]   Homer’s Iliad and Odyssey, the epic Greek poems narrating respectively the course of the Trojan War and the
         travails of Odysseus on his return to his homeland after the war, have enjoyed active
         afterlives. 2001: A Space Odyssey is a clear example from science fiction. Even the basic fact that most people today
         cannot read classical Greek has meant that Homer is now experienced in an adapted
         form, as a translation into modern language, and for many English readers this will
         have been via E. V. Rieu’s celebrated 1946 translation for the Penguin Classics.[9]   But Homer can be found everywhere. He provided inspiration to the writers in Latin
         of classical Rome but provided poetic inspiration across centuries. Writings about
         the Trojan War punctuate the history of English literature, including works on Troilus
         and Cressida by both Geoffrey Chaucer in the fourteenth century and Shakespeare in
         the seventeenth. In the 1640s the Italian composer Claudio Monteverdi set sections
         of the Odyssey as Il ritorno d’Ulisse in patria, an opera concerning the final phases of Odysseus’s return to his wife and home.
      

      
      Several centuries on from Monteverdi, and many thousands of years on from Homer, the
         return of Odysseus surfaced in another story: Kenneth Grahame’s The Wind in the Willows, a 1908 novel about life on the Thames enjoyed by a small group of animals including
         Toad, Ratty, Mole, and Mr. Badger. It concludes with a section called “The Return
         of Ulysses” (the Latinized form of Odysseus). In Homer’s original epic, Odysseus returned
         to his home in Ithaca to find that it has been overrun by suitors for his wife, Penelope,
         whom he promptly expels from his portals. In The Wind in the Willows, Mr. Toad escapes from prison and returns to his ancestral home, Toad Hall, to find
         that the proletarian weasels from the Wild Wood have overrun it, but with help from
         loyal friends Toad expels them.
      

      
      Grahame’s book was clearly intended for a readership of children who would have studied
         classical texts at their grammar schools and public schools (meaning exclusive private
         schools), and as an adaptation it is intended for an audience who would have understood
         its classical allusions. Its classicism is not confined to the novel’s climax. In
         addition to the dramatic conclusion, there is also a powerfully written sequence in
         which the animals, searching for Portly (the Otter’s son), are drawn to the presence
         of a god by unearthly music; they find a clearing with Pan, “protector of dumb animals”
         or the “piper at the gates of dawn,” and make obeisance to him.[10]   But such allusions and the mystical impact of this episode may fly over the head
         of many readers today who have not had a classical education, and in this chapter
         we will deal with the issue of a “knowing audience,” meaning that issues arise if
         adaptations require an audience to be familiar with the original source in order to
         understand the adapted work.
      

      
      Adapting History

      
      Even if expectations about what an audience will or will not understand can shift,
         historically set drama has long been a staple of British television and remains so.
         As early as 1937 the BBC was broadcasting period costume productions of The School for Scandal by Richard Brinsley Sheridan, the eighteenth-century playwright, as well as Cyrano de Bergerac and Gaslight, the Victorian-set melodrama. Since then, Victorian settings and (as we saw in chapter
         2) adaptations of Victorian novels have flowed in abundance, but other time periods
         including various aspects of the Middle Ages, the Tudor period, and the English Civil
         War have all been used as settings for drama. The reigns of Henry VIII (in The Six Wives of Henry VIII), Henry’s daughter Queen Elizabeth I (in Elizabeth R), and other kings and queens have been plundered for dramatic material, especially
         during the economically and socially distressed atmosphere of the late 1970s and 1980s.
         Stuart kings of the seventeenth century were essayed in The First Churchills and By the Sword Divided, not to mention Churchill’s People, a series drawn from Winston Churchill’s History of the English Speaking Peoples and which covered several periods. Kings and queens have continued to inspire British
         television drama since then. Rufus Sewell played the role of the Restoration “merry
         monarch” Charles II in a titular series, Charles II: The Power and the Passion, and Henry VIII, played by Jonathan Rhys Myers, has appeared in several series of
         The Tudors.
      

      
      The same is equally true of British cinema, which has long drawn on British history
         as a source of inspiration. In some instances this has taken the form of direct adaptation
         of Shakespeare’s history plays, including Laurence Olivier’s Hamlet in 1948 and Richard III in 1953. Even earlier the British film magnate Sir Alexander Korda showcased Charles
         Laughton in The Private Life of Henry VIII (1933).[11]   These have all been earnest attempts to adapt either a source text such as Shakespeare
         or a historical narrative assembled from diverse sources, such as was the case with
         Korda’s Henry VIII. The medieval, Tudor, and Stuart periods have all been adapted into Doctor Who.
      

      
      Both adaptation and the issue of fidelity in adaptation emerge as salient points when
         one thinks of history-based films and television programs. The historiographer Hayden
         White suggests that the essentially visual nature of both film and television is a
         central aspect of discussion of the adaptation of historical periods and events into
         drama. What White terms historiophoty, or the representation of history in visual
         form, includes the question of faithfulness to historical sources. White suggests
         that a visual-auditory recreation of a historical event or personage, as permitted
         by filmic or televisual treatment, may be a more effective translation or adaptation
         of history than a purely written or verbal account.[12]   Because film and television can “show” rather than “tell,” suggests White, there
         is the possibility of an adaptation with greater fidelity to content and context.
         The historian David Herlihy makes a similar point, suggesting that visual media provide
         the color and detail that literary sources cannot.[13]   These points intersect with significant aspects of adaptation theory, which privilege
         the idea of medium-specific adaptations. Adaptation can often involve the transformation
         of a work from one medium (such as print) to another (such as visual media like film
         and television), and film theorists have long pushed questions such as, “What can
         films do that novels cannot? Are some stories ‘naturally’ better suited to some media
         rather than others?”[14]   Seen in these terms, it is therefore clear why historical drama has been of such
         compelling appeal to film and television makers, as their media permit the visual
         display of what a period looked like, something a text cannot do.
      

      
      However, on some occasions the identity and the intentions of the people doing the
         adaptation are rather unexpected. In 1971 the team of producer Peter Rogers and director
         Gerald Thomas made Carry On Henry VIII, an installment in their long-running series of bawdy sex comedies starring a regular
         cast including Sid James (who in this case played Henry), Charles Hawtrey, Joan Sims,
         Kenneth Williams, Barbara Windsor, Peter Butterworth, and Patsy Rowlands. Carry On Henry VIII is far from being a serious attempt to essay the life and reign of the Tudor monarch
         and his time on the throne, although there were admittedly quite enough of those around
         at the time. In the cinema there had been A Man for All Seasons (1966), Robert Bolt’s take on the relationship between Henry and Lord Chancellor Thomas
         More, and Anne of a Thousand Days (1969), about Henry’s second wife, Anne Boleyn, both serious works. Meanwhile, as
         we saw, television was serving up a steady diet including Keith Michell in the lavish
         and carefully researched series The Six Wives of Henry VIII (1970). Despite the competition from such prestigious films and television productions,
         no less an authority than Diarmaid MacCulloch, the professor of the history of the
         Church at Oxford University, singles out Sid James’s Henry VIII as his favorite portrayal
         of the Tudor monarch on the big screen. Professor MacCulloch remarks that James’s
         portrayal is “a worthy distillation of the cheerful misinformation about Great Harry
         that clog-dances around the English subconscious.”[15]  
      

      
      Whatever can he mean? While MacCulloch makes no claims for Carry On Henry VIII to be a historically accurate film (he does after all refer to “misinformation”),
         his point that it is a “distillation” is significant, especially in terms of my questions
         above such as what does a visual medium do that print cannot, and why do film and
         television makers adapt from particular historical periods? Henry VIII, unlike many
         other kings of England, continues to sit prominently in modern popular consciousness,
         far beyond the realms of academic historical study. Many people know what Henry VIII
         looked like because of the famous portraiture of his period by Hans Holbein. The sheer
         fact of him having had six wives and having initiated the English Reformation of the
         Church also gives his reign a degree of flamboyance, impact, and extravagance that
         no other reign in English history possesses. All of these points continue to register
         on a popular level, fueled by more serious historical drama, but these also laid the
         foundation of the Carry On team’s comedy. The idea of a “distillation” even of misinformation is important for
         understanding another comedic interpretation of British history, the Black Adder series. Again, like Carry On Henry VIII, the humor in Black Adder derives from misinformation about the historical periods in question. Thus in the
         first season, set in the late Middle Ages, King Richard III appears shouting that
         he will exchange his kingdom for a horse, peasants burn witches (and their cats),
         the Church sells relics (such as Christ’s knuckles), and kings fight crusades (and
         sleep with a thousand Turkish whores). In broad terms, these are actually accurate
         reflections of the sort of things that happened in medieval England, but they are
         also a hopeless jumble of chronologically confused memories (such as the Crusades,
         which were not being fought by the time Richard III waged battle at Bosworth in 1485);
         neither was there ever a King Richard IV, even though one appears in the deliberate
         burlesque of the English historical drama series that is The Black Adder.
      

      
      Later seasons of the comedy took a similar approach. The series set during the reign
         of Elizabeth I is an aggregation of familiar names (Shakespeare, Raleigh, and Thomas
         More) and of popular misconceptions about the queen and her court. The Georgian third
         series brings to life a prince regent who is a voluptuary and his father, King George
         III, who is a mad German. Most controversially, the fourth series, set in the trenches
         of the First World War, has attracted the ire of historians sympathetic to the general
         Sir Douglas Haig for suggesting that Haig was an incompetent butcher; one scene in
         the fourth series shows Haig sweeping up figurines of soldiers from a scale map of
         a battleground and tossing them over his shoulder. Scholars set upon the historical
         rehabilitation of Haig’s reputation and generalship pinpoint this moment as engaging
         in a wider discourse of popular memories of the First World War and as promoting inaccurate
         impressions of the period.[16]   Mostly the history and characters of Black Adder are derived from actual historical circumstances, although the Georgian Blackadder’s
         suggestion that Jane Austen the novelist and George Stephenson the engineer lived
         in the same time period is a confusion, but one intended to bring to life a period
         by distillation not of history, but historical imagination. So, too, the appearance
         of Dr. Johnson, Shelley, Byron, and Coleridge all at once, the Scarlet Pimpernel being
         a real historical figure, Nelson still being alive after the return of Wellington
         from Spain, and Pitt the Younger taking over as prime minister immediately after his
         father died.[17]   The Black Adder series as a whole, but especially the medieval version, testifies to Nicholas Haydock’s
         notion of historical periods as incarnated in film and television as “cultural fantasy”
         and where adaptation does not imply accuracy.[18]   They are also embodiments of MacCulloch’s idea of a “distillation,” and indeed
         some of the characters in Black Adder figuratively clog dance just as exuberantly as Sid James’s Henry VIII.
      

      
      MacCulloch’s point that a reign or even an entire period can be distilled to a few
         salient or essential features is important to understanding not only adaptation processes
         in general, or even the comedy of Carry On and Black Adder, but the adaptation of entire historical epochs into Doctor Who’s narratives. On a general level, a film such as Carry On Henry VIII is essentially a checklist of well-known, if only hazily and inaccurately remembered,
         aspects of the Tudor period. Thus the film suggests that Henry made himself the head
         of the Church in order to marry a new wife, that he enjoyed cutting off his wives’
         heads, and that he had chief ministers called Cromwell and Wolsey. There is a historical
         foundation to all these points, and although a serious historical drama such as The Six Wives of Henry VIII may seem light-years away in terms of dramatic intentions from the Carry On film, they are surprisingly reminiscent of each other in terms of both being essentially
         a concatenation of the striking and colorful aspects of Henry’s reign.[19]   But in Carry On Henry VIII, this foundation is extrapolated and stretched. For example, while there really were
         Tudor ministers called Cromwell and Wolsey, they did not serve together, as the film
         suggests. But what we see in this film is the adaptation of a historical patina into
         dramatic form. In Carry On Henry VIII the historical information is placed at the service of comedy. But even in a more
         serious drama series, the historical data are still in a position of dramatic servitude.
         Precisely because an episode of a drama series must have dramatic peaks and troughs,
         must follow a serial structure, and must have carefully delineated characters which
         follow character arcs, strict historical accuracy will give way to these narrative
         and storytelling demands. But still an entire period can be sketched in by a few telling
         points.
      

      
      The Doctor Visits the Past

      
      History and distinct historical periods have long been central to Doctor Who’s narratives, and many are distillations in line with the examples given above. The
         earliest seasons of the program alternated between science fiction serials and historical
         serials. William Hartnell’s Doctor appeared in stories whose titles make clear this
         emphasis on history. In 1964 he visited the civilization of “The Aztecs” and traveled
         with “Marco Polo,” as well as experiencing “The Reign of Terror” (the period of Robespierre’s
         rule during the French Revolution). Later he met Richard the Lionheart (and his companions
         met Saladin) in “The Crusades,” and toward the end of Hartnell’s tenure his Doctor
         was seen to visit Paris during “The Massacre of St. Bartholomew’s Eve” (the massacre
         of the Protestant Huguenots in France in 1572), as well as Tombstone in nineteenth-century
         Arizona in “The Gunfighters” and Cornwall in the seventeenth century, when he fell
         in with “The Smugglers.” In recent years, the revived program has returned to the
         pattern of taking the Doctor to periods of history where he meets famous historical
         figures, including Shakespeare (“The Shakespeare Code”), Queen Victoria (“Tooth and
         Claw”), President Richard Nixon (“The Impossible Astronaut”), and Madame de Pompadour,
         mistress of Louis XV (“The Girl in the Fireplace”).
      

      
      
         The Doctor drops in on pre-Revolutionary France and Madame da Pompadour in “The Girl
               in the Fireplace”
            

         

      

      Some of these periods and events that the First Doctor experienced remain well known
         in the modern era; others less so. What they mostly share in common is that the First
         Doctor and his companions seem to have visited periods and places characterized by
         their violence. In a review of the 2013 DVD release of “The Reign of Terror,” Gary
         Gillatt facetiously observed, “When Doctor Who began, every third or fourth serial featured a much-loved mass homicide from history.”[20]   But Gillatt’s review makes another point of significance, relating to how much,
         or in fact how little, particular historical periods may be remembered in popular
         consciousness. “The Reign of Terror,” when viewed today, makes very few allowances
         for viewers who may not be familiar with modern French history. When the Doctor and
         his companions find documents signed by Robespierre, no attempt is made to explain
         who the actual historical figure was or his role in la Terreur, the period when the Committee of Public Safety controlled the French republic and
         began a series of mass executions with the guillotine. Instead, as Gillatt points
         out, “more explanation would doubtless be needed today; the Revolution has long been
         absent from the compulsory secondary school history syllabus.”[21]   The events in France in 1789 were once a staple of history teaching and were even
         the normal starting point for classifying modern history, but these circumstances
         no longer prevail. The setting and period of la Terreur is sketched in, or distilled, via a few broad strokes in the story. There is a burst
         of the Marseillaise, the French revolutionary song, in the extradiegetic incidental music, stock footage
         of a guillotine slicing down, and a few other obviously Gallic touches including the
         Doctor’s extraordinarily flamboyant costume. Similar approaches inform other Hartnell
         stories. The main details of Aztec civilization are filled in with reference to human
         sacrifice, and the Crusades with allusion to the conflict in Palestine between the
         Lionheart and Saladin. Again, there are few concessions made to a possibly uninformed
         audience, and the stories are based on the assumption that the historical periods
         and character should be and will be familiar to the people watching the series.
      

      
      Many of the Hartnell historical stories are distinguished by the scholarly research
         and attempts at fidelity to recorded events that inform the narratives. Scriptwriters
         such as John Lucarotti, writer of “Marco Polo,” “The Aztecs,” and “The Massacre of
         St. Bartholomew’s Eve,” researched extensively the periods they wrote about, and Lucarotti
         is known to have visited museums to get details correct.[22]   Similarly David Whitaker’s scripts for “The Crusades” were founded on historical
         research, not to mention an attempt to emulate the “high” literary style of Renaissance
         history plays.
      

      
      The Ancient Past

      
      It is therefore all the more striking when historical stories deviate radically from
         even basic attempts at historical fidelity. But such is the case with the First Doctor’s
         visits to classical antiquity in “The Romans” and “The Myth Makers.” Both are by writers
         better known for comedy scripts than science fiction, or for that matter historical
         drama. Dennis Spooner wrote season 2’s story of the Doctor and his companions visiting
         the court of the Emperor Nero (or rather, in the case of some of his companions, being
         taken there as slaves), and Donald Cotton the story of the Doctor becoming embroiled
         in the events at the climax of the Trojan Wars, when the TARDIS materializes on the
         plains outside Troy.
      

      
      Neither setting nor time period of course is particularly noted for being distinguished
         by any degree of lightheartedness. Classicists generally account for Nero’s reign
         (AD 54–68) as a reign of terror in its own right. While some historians and biographers
         have attempted partial rehabilitation of his reign and personality, or at least have
         offered the important corrective that most of the literary sources about Nero were
         written by people hostile to him after Nero’s assassination, the general consensus
         remains that the Neronian period was characterized by violence and was eventually
         consumed by violence.[23]  
      

      
      Nero, of course, actually existed and is a historical personage in a way that the
         combatants of the Trojan War are not, or at least cannot be considered as such with
         any degree of confidence. The sensational archaeological discoveries of Heinrich Schliemann
         in the nineteenth century established that there had been a city on the plains of
         Ilium and thus brought to light some historical basis for what had hitherto only been
         legends of the city of Troy.[24]   The actual war is the product of Homer’s imagination and not of historical record.
         Homer’s historical imagination was exceptionally violent. Readers of the Iliad are treated to lengthy poetic descriptions of arms and armor as well as violent death,
         especially the slaying of Hector by Achilles and the hauling of his corpse around
         the walls of Troy behind a chariot. Both Nero’s reign and the Trojan War accordingly
         fitted the bill for that essential criterion of early Doctor Who historical stories that Gillatt pointed out: both were horrifically violent and concerned
         mass slaughter.
      

      
      To get to the business of the adaptations taking place here, consider that both stories
         are taken from a range of different sources, mostly ancient classical writings. “The
         Romans” is based around a documented historical event, the so-called Great Fire of
         Rome in AD 64. More particularly, it plays with popular perceptions of the causes
         of the fire and, in accord with popular legend, lays the blame with the Emperor Nero.
         The serial even shows Nero, if not exactly fiddling, then at least strumming on his
         lyre while the city burns down. While the narrative revolves around and climaxes with
         this single event, there is no one particular source for Nero’s reign that the serial
         is or can be based on. There are three principal sources for Nero’s reign surviving
         from classical antiquity. One is Suetonius’s scurrilous biography, which is one of
         the twelve imperial biographies or the De Vita Caesarum he wrote during the reign of the Emperor Hadrian and before his own death in AD 133.
         Besides the gossipy Suetonius, there are the more serious (in tone at least) historical
         works by Tacitus and then Cassius Dio, one Roman, the other Greek. None of these historians
         have anything complimentary to say about Nero. To the Roman writers Suetonius and
         Tacitus, Nero’s “Hellenizing,” or his pursuit of artistic and cultural policies that
         were indebted to Greek ideas, was reprehensible.[25]   While Dio was Greek and unlikely to share this prejudice, he was ,however, closely
         influenced by Tacitus. Thus the Nero characterized in Spooner’s scripts has several
         defining characteristics. Besides being casually homicidal (such as carelessly sticking
         a sword in someone’s chest, or having a minion drink from a chalice to check if his
         wine is poisoned—it is, as Nero discovers when the servant drops dead), Nero is also
         a lecher who chases the Doctor’s companion Barbara around the corridors of the palace,
         and the story emphatically portrays him as the instigator of the Great Fire. The scripts
         thus follow the generally pejorative tone if not much of the historical detail of
         the extant classical historical sources about Nero. While Suetonius is unashamedly
         a gossip, Tacitus at least pretends to be a more serious writer, but even he includes
         scurrilous allegations of Nero’s debauchery (repeating rumors of Nero’s incest and
         adultery), and a major set piece of Tacitus’s Annals is Nero’s protracted and bungled murder of his mother.[26]  
      

      
      Haydock’s ideas on the historical imagination of film and television makers are useful
         at this point. Referring to films set in the medieval period (such as 2001’s A Knight’s Tale and 1999’s First Knight), Haydock describes these as examples of “the practice and study of pastiche” and
         as “acts of composite forgery.”[27]   While these points relate to films set in the medieval period, his comments are
         applicable to this classical-set Doctor Who serial. Taking inspiration from the negative sources about Nero by Suetonius, Tacitus,
         and Dio, Spooner’s script for “The Romans” is the quintessence of pastiche. Haydock’s
         reference to “forgery” immediately brings back to mind the “fidelity” once cherished
         in adaptation studies. Spooner’s scripts actually faithfully repeat many of the excessive
         tropes of the classical sources, but whether this results in a faithful adaptation
         of Roman history is far from certain, as Nero himself was a victim of actual as well
         as character assassination, and Spooner repeats many of the stories told to Nero’s
         detriment.
      

      
      A mass slaughter brings the narrative of “The Romans” to a close. Current scholarly
         historical opinion is divided on the causes of the Great Fire of Rome; Romans of the
         time blamed a number of different groups, including Jews and Christians.[28]   “The Romans” lays the blame with Nero, and as the climax of the narrative unfolds,
         Nero bribes a motley collection of thieves, slaves, and gladiators to cause panic
         in the city, murder citizens, and set fire to overcrowded slum housing, thus precipitating
         the Great Fire, burning most of Rome to the ground and killing many of the inhabitants.
         The Doctor and Vicki observe the flames from a distance and comment philosophically
         on being able to watch as history unfolds.
      

      
      The principal literary source for “The Myth Makers” is Homer’s Iliad. This epic poem has attracted a vast body of scholarly writing concerning its composition,
         themes, and the very identity of Homer himself, or maybe herself, which remains hotly
         debated. The textual transmission of the Iliad has given to posterity an epic from about the eighth century BC detailing the siege
         of Troy, but which focuses on the weeks of quarrel between two combatants on the Greek
         side, Agamemnon and Achilles. The Trojan War, says Homer, lasted ten years, but he
         only covers the last few weeks in any detail. “The Myth Makers” is even more succinct
         and follows events in the very last few days of the siege.
      

      
      Homer’s epic and Donald Cotton’s Doctor Who scripts converge on several levels. On one level, most of Cotton’s characters (excepting,
         of course, the Doctor and his companions, Vicki and Steven) are taken from the dramatis
         personae of the Iliad. On the Greek side Cotton includes Achilles, Agamemnon, Menelaus, and Odysseus, and
         among the Trojans are King Priam, Hector, and Cassandra the prophetess. The plots
         also dovetail in major points. Homer’s story does not actually end with the sack of
         Troy, but rather with the burial of Hector. When the poem ends, Troy has not been
         sacked and Priam and his subjects are still alive. However, the sack of Troy (and
         other forthcoming events such as Achilles’ death) has been foretold in the books of
         verse that comprise the Iliad, and the fate of the city is clear. Cotton extrapolates from Homer’s foreshadowing
         to show the actual sacking but borrows from Virgil’s Latin epic poem the Aeneid, which as a Latin text of great standing was far more commonly used by school-level
         students for translations than the original Greek of Homer. The Aeneid does include an account of the sack of Troy (recounted by Aeneas at a banquet in honor
         of the exiled Trojans).[29]   Although reviewers normally describe Cotton’s story as a comedy, the final episode
         is distinctly noncomedic. Although a copy of the story has not survived the purging
         of the BBC’s archives in the 1970s, surviving camera scripts, photographs, and a recording
         of the sound track make clear that the story concluded with a visually sophisticated
         rendering of the burning and sack of Troy, and in the deaths of the Trojan characters
         including Priam, who together with Paris is taken prisoner and then slaughtered.
      

      
      Classical History in Doctor Who

      
      Both “The Romans” and “The Myth Makers” provide stimulating source material for interpretation
         of adaptation. Neither is actually adapted from a single source; for Nero’s reign
         there simply isn’t a definitive source but a range of classical literary and documentary
         sources, from Suetonius, Tacitus, and Dio to numismatic (coins) and epigraphic (inscriptions)
         sources.[30]   Even with “The Myth Makers” we must hesitate to ascribe influence purely to Homer
         or even Virgil. Amid the knockabout comedy of the first three episodes and the hideously
         violent mass slaughter of the Trojans in the final episode, there is also time for
         romance. After Troy has been sacked and most of the Trojans killed, the Trojan prince
         Troilus declares that he has fallen in love with the Doctor’s companion Vicki, and
         she elects to leave the TARDIS and remain with Troilus. Her ultimate fate is unknown,
         but it is hinted that she and Troilus join up with another Trojan, Aeneas, and sail
         to found the new Troy on the Italian peninsula. This romantic subplot owes nothing
         to Homer and postdates the Iliad (whenever its composition may have been) by many centuries. At the end of “The Myth
         Makers,” Vicki adopts the name “Cressida,” a hint from Donald Cotton about the sources
         that he is mingling with Homer and the myths that he is adjusting. The legend of the
         lovers Troilus and Cressida originates in the twelfth century AD with Benoît de Sainte-Maure
         but enters English literature with Geoffrey Chaucer’s c. 1385 poem Troilus and Criseyde, and the story receives further iteration in Shakespeare’s c. 1602 play Troilus and Cressida. But the allusions to Aeneas and the foundation of Rome bring into consideration
         a yet earlier source, Virgil’s epic poem the Aeneid, written in the final century BC.
      

      
      Cotton’s scripts for “The Myth Makers” are thus intertextual in terms of the influences
         and are equally disrespectful of all of them. The story of the love affair of Troilus
         and Cressida is particularly distorted. In both Chaucer and Shakespeare the story
         ends unhappily. Cressida takes another man, Diomede, as her lover, and in despair
         Troilus devotes himself to the war and dies. By contrast, Vicki and Troilus ride off
         happily into the sunset at the end of “The Myth Makers.”
      

      
      Spooner’s scripts for “The Romans” are as intertextual as Cotton’s. His story has
         the salaciousness of Suetonius’s biography while reflecting the rumormongering that
         Tacitus in particular engaged in. But neither serial is a detailed nor a particularly
         serious recreation of a historical period. Perhaps in the case of “The Myth Makers”
         the reason for this approach is obvious: the Trojan Wars are not from a historically
         documented period but stem from an aggregation of classical and medieval myth and
         legend. But it is fruitful to move beyond this point and to consider the adaptive
         potential of an entire time period.
      

      
      Both “The Romans” and “The Myth Makers” are the results of the producers and script
         editors wanting to experiment with the types of stories that could be made as Doctor Who serials and to experiment with the tone of the program. Early Doctor Who was wildly divergent in its tone and style. The comedy of “The Romans” came just two
         weeks after the epic six-part “Dalek Invasion of Earth,” which was a grim exploration
         of the destruction of human society after an alien invasion. Other historical stories
         were somber and tragic affairs, especially “The Massacre,” which ended with the Doctor
         and his companion Steven fleeing from Renaissance Paris before a bloodbath which consumed
         thousands of Protestants. But there was room also for comedy. Cotton’s scripts for
         “The Myth Makers” are very much in keeping with his writing up to that point. Cotton
         had written a number of radio plays for BBC Radio including The Golden Fleece in 1962 and The Tragedy of Phaethon in 1965. These prefigure the approach he took in his Doctor Who scripts. The Golden Fleece was a satiric retelling of the classical epic The Argonautica by Apollonius Rhodius and in Cotton’s hands became a story of King Pelias opening
         a down-market casino in honor of the memory of Jason and the Argonauts.[31]  
      

      
      The arch and knowing tone of these radio scripts carries through into “The Myth Makers.”
         The Homeric allusions and the comedy are present from the outset, when the TARDIS
         lands on the plains outside Troy in the middle of a sword fight between Hector and
         Achilles. The Doctor is swiftly mistaken for Zeus (even if, on this occasion, Achilles
         surmises from the Doctor’s appearance that the god has chosen to manifest as “an old
         beggar”), and the Greek side demands his help in gaining victory over the Trojans.
         The Doctor’s involvement in the Greek campaign allows Cotton to both adapt from but
         lightly mock his Greek sources. Initially the Doctor resists his companion Steven’s
         suggestion that the Greeks construct a giant horse, dismissing the idea as “obviously
         absurd. Probably invented by Homer as some good dramatic device. No, I think it would
         be completely impractical.” Steven later comments that the Doctor had described the
         Trojan horse as “something Homer made up.”
      

      
      Later, however, the Doctor is forced to resort to suggesting to the Greeks that they
         use a massive horse as a means of covertly entering Troy:
      

      
      
         The Doctor: Have you ever thought of a horse?

         
         Odysseus: Is that supposed to be funny?

         
         The Doctor: It should be a huge horse, about forty feet high.

         
         Odysseus: What good would that be?

         
         The Doctor: We build it hollow, and we fill it with soldiers and leave it on the sandy
            plain for the Trojans to capture it.
         

         
         Odysseus: And it’s just possible that the Trojans will come out and take the horse
            back into the city.
         

         
         The Doctor: And the Greeks pretend to sail away.

         
      

      Essentially the Doctor and Odysseus between them make up the major contours of the
         famous plot to infiltrate Troy with the Trojan horse. Here Cotton adapts from Homer
         but also suggests a complex and circular relationship between an adapted source and
         its inspiration. While the Doctor and his companions realize that the idea of the
         giant wooden horse is Homer’s, Cotton also shows the idea originating with the Doctor’s
         intervention and rather cheekily suggests that while the Doctor adapts from Homer,
         Homer in turn has unintentionally adapted from the Doctor’s idea. Ultimately, Cotton
         suggests that the sources adapted from are inspired by the Doctor’s own intervention
         in history.
      

      
      A Knowing Audience

      
      The worlds of both the Ancient Greeks and Ancient Romans in these two serials are
         obvious areas of history for the Doctor Who production team to use as settings. Adaptation theory points to the impact of a “knowing
         audience” on the reception of a story, meaning an audience with some prior insight
         into or knowledge of the sources being adapted. What then of a “knowing audience”
         for the Doctor’s journeys into the past? Major questions arise when one considers
         the occasions when the Doctor visits human history, and this analysis is sharpened
         and focused when one considers in detail the visits he has made to classical antiquity.
         Both “The Romans” and “The Myth Makers” were broadcast into a British domestic context
         where there could be reasonable expectation of a knowing audience having some insights
         into the history of both classical civilizations, Greek and Roman, because of school
         curricula, not to mention the popular Ladybird books and the public education offered
         by the British Museum. It is therefore significant that in this context, the makers
         of the serials chose to jettison the scrupulous historicism and serious tone of other
         1960s serials based on lesser-known episodes from the past, such as “The Aztecs,”
         “Marco Polo,” and “The Massacre,” and to run these historical events as comedy. A
         further and associated point of significance emerges when one examines these early
         sojourns among the Greeks and Romans with the Tenth Doctor’s visit to Pompeii in AD
         79 on the cusp of the city’s destruction by Mount Vesuvius. There a mostly serious
         tone prevails, with attempts to faithfully recreate the period, or at least recreate
         the “realism” from HBO’s Rome (down to using the same sets), along with its preoccupations and its people. But
         these dramatic aims were worked on in a context where much less could be expected
         of a knowing audience. The grammar schools are nearly all long gone from the British
         education system, Latin and Greek are rarely taught in schools, and a much lower level
         of familiarity with the ancient world prevailed in 2008 than in 1964 and 1965.[32]   The inversion is striking, of presenting a knowing audience with comedic distortions
         of a period, and an uninformed audience with a more serious attempt to recreate actual
         historical events.
      

      
      
         Some of the inhabitants of Pompeii, AD 79, facing annihilation from the volcano in
               “Fires of Pompeii”
            

         

      

      In intervening years between “The Myth Makers” and “The Fires of Pompeii,” the Doctor
         did not revisit the ancient classical past (although he did visit the mythological
         city of Atlantis in the 1972 serial “The Time Monster” and met Bigon, an ancient Greek
         philosopher, in 1982’s “Four to Doomsday”). Nonetheless, classical sources did appear
         in other guises and as loosely adapted into particular serials. Two serials from the
         Graham Williams era of the program (1977–1979) took classical mythology and adapted
         it into science fiction narratives. “Underworld” (1978) and “The Horns of Nimon” (1979–1980)
         both adapt from classical myths. “Underworld” adapts from the Argonautica by Apollonius of Rhodes, and despite the presence of spaceships, interplanetary travel,
         a mad computer, and robots, it is very close to the main contours of the myth. The
         space pilot Jackson is clearly modeled after ship captain Jason, and the demigod Heracles
         has become Herrick. More broadly, Jackson is on a long-standing voyage and quest,
         again modeled on Jason’s epic classical quest to locate the Golden Fleece. In case
         the parallels were missed, the final scene has the Doctor bidding farewell to Jackson
         but accidentally calling him Jason, then explaining to his companion Leela that “Jason
         was another captain on a long quest . . . looking for the Golden Fleece.”[33]   In “The Horns of Nimon,” the inspiration this time is the myth of the Minotaur
         and its defeat by Theseus. The Minotaur becomes the Nimon, and Theseus becomes Seth,
         but again the major contour of the serial’s plot follows the classical myth.[34]   In making these stories, Graham Williams and his production team reflected the
         place for classically inspired stories that existed on British television. In 1977
         the BBC broadcast I, Claudius, a phenomenally successful series starring Derek Jacobi, Patrick Stewart, and Brian
         Blessed set in ancient Rome and based on novels by Robert Graves. Graves’s own novels
         had been based on Suetonius’s Twelve Caesars.
      

      
      Nonetheless, actual visits to ancient civilizations did not feature among Doctor Who serials again until the Tenth Doctor and his companion Donna Noble visited Pompeii
         in the 2008 serial “Fires of Pompeii.” The contrast between this adaptation of classical
         sources and the 1960s serials addressed above is significant. Antony Keen argues that
         “The Myth Makers” in particular contains “references that now seem obscure to anyone
         without a detailed knowledge of mythology.”[35]   Understanding both Cotton’s humor and his plot depend on understanding these references.
         In 1965 there was a reasonable chance of members of the viewing public being able
         to follow these references, as the grammar schools had not been abolished and the
         classical texts which contained these references were still taught. But it becomes
         striking, then, that in presenting his work to a knowing audience, Cotton treated
         the sources irreverently. By the time “Fires of Pompeii” was broadcast in 2008, classical
         languages had long since vanished from the education system, and so too therefore
         had a knowing audience. There is no need to be familiar with any myths or classical
         sources to understand “Fires of Pompeii.” But strikingly “Fires of Pompeii” is the
         more serious work, treating the sources and taking the classical past more seriously
         than did Spooner or Cotton.
      

      
      “Fires of Pompeii” brings the Doctor and Donna to Pompeii on the eve of the eruption
         of Vesuvius in AD 79, which destroyed the city and killed its people. This is not
         “purely” historical, as this historic setting has been disrupted by an alien presence,
         the Pyroviles. Nonetheless, the story does refer back directly to “The Romans,” not
         least in early scenes when the Doctor and Donna explore what they mistakenly believe
         is Rome before sighting Vesuvius and realizing they are in Pompeii.[36]   But while James Moran’s script makes allusion back to the First Doctor’s visit
         to the classical Roman past, “Fires of Pompeii” does not emulate “The Romans” or Dennis
         Spooner’s adaptations. Spooner crafted a script borrowing from the sources themselves:
         from Suetonius’s gossip and Tacitus’s disapproval. With Moran’s script, there is adaptation
         from history but at a remove. Moran used specific characters familiar from the Cambridge
         Latin Course (volume 1). In one way this approach is something of a throwback to the
         culture that created the 1960s historical. It is also a clear example of adaptation,
         from this education resource. But the resonances with the Cambridge Latin Course are,
         as Hobden points out, limited.[37]   It is also on record that James Moran and Russell T. Davies inserted names reminiscent
         of the Asterix books (Petrus Dextrus) as a way of accessing the “new” shared knowledge of the audience.
         But this is not adaptation from the classics but from what can be termed “classical
         reception,” or sources that have recreated the classical texts for a new audience.
      

      
      
         A high-tech version of the classical Siren in “The Curse of the Black Spot”

         

      

      
      Conclusion

      
      Since the Doctor and Donna visited Pompeii on the eve of its destruction, the Doctor
         has not returned to the classical world. It has, however, come to him. In “The Curse
         of the Black Spot,” the crew of a seventeenth-century pirate vessel are terrorized
         by a sea spirit known as a Siren, which in accordance with the original mythological
         creature from Homer’s Odyssey sings to sailors and seemingly bewitches them. In reality, the “siren” is a holographic
         projection from an alien medical ship. In “The God Complex,” the Doctor, Amy, and
         Rory are trapped in the ever-shifting and seemingly inescapable corridors of a horror
         hotel, stalked by a beast resembling a Minotaur. Like “Horns of Nimon,” this is a
         science fiction update to the myth of Theseus and the Minotaur. Neither “Black Spot”
         nor “God Complex” requires very much of its audience in terms of prior recognition
         of classical mythology or languages. They are, instead, representative of the way
         adaptations from the classical past have resurfaced in Doctor Who, as more oblique rather than detailed representations and without the need for there
         to be a knowing audience.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. “About Doctor Who.”

            

         

         
            2. Marson, “Interview with Jacqueline Hill.”

            

         

         
            3. John Lucarotti, script for episode 2 of “The Aztecs,” http://www.chakoteya.net/doctorwho/1-6.htm
                  (accessed April 23, 2013).
               

            

         

         
            4. Weeks, Comprehensive Schools, 2.
               

            

         

         
            5. Gaughan, “Gertan Klauber.”

            

         

         
            6. One episode, for example, is titled “Small Prophet, Quick Return.”

            

         

         
            7. Keen, “Sideways Pompeii!,” 94.

            

         

         
            8. Potter, “Who Needs a Homeric Hero,” 97.

            

         

         
            9. The revised edition of Rieu’s translation was still in print in 2003.

            

         

         
            10. “Then the two animals, crouching to the earth, bowed their heads and did worship”;
                  Grahame, Wind in the Willows, chapter 7. The chapter “Dulce Domum” is also significant in terms of Latin influence on Kenneth Grahame.
               

            

         

         
            11. Harper, Picturing the Past, 9–11.
               

            

         

         
            12. White, “Historiography,” 1193.

            

         

         
            13. Herlihy, “Am I a Camera,” 1188.

            

         

         
            14. Stam and Raengo, eds., Literature and Film, 16.
               

            

         

         
            15. MacCulloch, “Defenders of the Faith.”

            

         

         
            16. Todman, “‘Sans per et sans reproche,’” 1083–1106.
               

            

         

         
            17. My thanks to Dr. Richard Scully for reminding me of these points.

            

         

         
            18. Haydock, Movie Medievalism, 36.
               

            

         

         
            19. The historical accuracy of the Carry On film is evaluated quite positively by Walker in “‘Great Guy with His Chopper?’”
               

            

         

         
            20. Gillatt, “Reign of Terror,” 70.

            

         

         
            21. Ibid., 71.

            

         

         
            22. “Lucarotti, John.”

            

         

         
            23. Warmington, Nero.
               

            

         

         
            24. Useful accounts are Schuchhardt, Schliemann’s Discoveries, and a more critical account in Traill, Schliemann of Troy.
               

            

         

         
            25. Tacitus recorded with displeasure Nero’s ambitions to act on stage, sing in public,
                  and compose poetry, all actions which Nero declared sacred to Apollo and which for
                  Tacitus were unforgivably Greek; Tacitus, Annals, XIV.10–21.
               

            

         

         
            26. Tacitus, Annals, XIV.3–10.
               

            

         

         
            27. Haydock, Movie Medievalism, 110.
               

            

         

         
            28. Gough, Early Christians, 40.
               

            

         

         
            29. My thanks to Dr. Richard Scully for this point.

            

         

         
            30. See Jones and Milns, Documentary Evidence, 6–8, 29–32.
               

            

         

         
            31. Pixley, “The Myth Makers,” 34.

            

         

         
            32. Mount, Amo, Amas, Amat, 264.
               

            

         

         
            33. Doctor Who Transcripts: Underworld, www.chakoteya.net/doctorwho/15-5.htm (accessed January 27, 2012).
               

            

         

         
            34. Potter, “Beware of Geeks,” 80.

            

         

         
            35. Keen, “It’s about Tempus.”

            

         

         
            36. Keen, “Sideways Pompeii!,” 94.

            

         

         
            37. Hobden, “History Meets Fiction,” 152–153.

            

         

      

      Chapter 6

      Victorian Worlds in  Doctor Who

      
         
         
      

      
      The Victorian period permeates Doctor Who. Multiple incarnations of the Doctor have returned to the period when Victoria sat
         upon the British throne (1837–1901). When visiting Victorian Britain the Doctor has
         fought Daleks infesting a country mansion, a war criminal from the future lurking
         in the sewers who is abducting young women, or a household full of murderous alien
         creatures pretending to be upwardly mobile Victorians. The Doctor’s travels have in
         real-world terms been accompanied by twentieth-century reactions against the Victorians.
         The social mores of the age have been trenchantly attacked and reacted against, especially
         since the modernist movement of the earlier twentieth century, and again in the 1960s
         (the very period in which Doctor Who was born), but even reactions against what it meant to be a Victorian have kept critical
         debate about the period alive. Now there is a recognized and burgeoning genre of neo-Victorianism,
         a complex genre that includes such disparate elements as steampunk and zombies and
         which uses the Victorian period or fantasy extrapolations of the period as settings.[1]  
      

      
      But what does it mean to say that the Victorian period permeates Doctor Who? In terms of adaptation studies, Doctor Who stories adapt from nineteenth-century texts and more broadly from the period and setting.
         Victorianisms are an especially significant source of adaptations. As Catriona Mills
         has pointed out, the Doctor in both the classic and revived series has visited the
         nineteenth century more than any other time period.[2]   Tellingly, there has never been a purely historical Victorian story, but always
         the period setting offsets the intrusion of an alien menace into the nineteenth-century
         milieu.
      

      
      In the classic series, the Second Doctor first voyaged to the Victorian period in
         the 1967 serial “Evil of the Daleks.” He next visited in 1977’s “The Talons of Weng-Chiang,”
         where the Fourth Doctor took his companion Leela to Victorian London. In “Timelash”
         in 1985, the Sixth Doctor visited nineteenth-century Scotland (and met H. G. Wells),
         and finally the Seventh Doctor visited Victorian Perivale (then a village, now a suburb
         of London) in 1989’s “Ghost Light.”
      

      
      The visits to the nineteenth century have continued apace in the revived series. “The
         Unquiet Dead,” the third story of the 2005 season, saw the Doctor and Rose visit nineteenth-century
         Swansea. Importantly, the first story of this season took place in the current day
         and the second in the far future. In the third story the Doctor announced he wished
         to show Rose that the TARDIS could also travel back in time, and it seems his default
         setting to make this demonstration involved the nineteenth century, as if by then
         it had become axiomatic that visits to Earth’s history would involve the Victorians.
         The Tenth Doctor’s second story, “Tooth and Claw,” was set in Victorian Scotland,
         and in this instance the Doctor and Rose actually met Queen Victoria herself. Another
         visit to Victorian London is in “The Next Doctor” of 2008, and the Eleventh Doctor
         again visits the capital in “The Snowmen” in 2012. In 2013’s “The Crimson Horror,”
         the same incarnation of the Doctor visits Victorian-era Bradford, a city in Yorkshire
         in the north of England, and at the time of writing, “The Name of the Doctor” begins
         in London in the late nineteenth century. A selection of these stories, “Talons,”
         “Evil,” and “Ghost Light,” is my focus in this chapter. In them we find a number of
         contrasting approaches, from the almost slavish to the highly transgressive, the latter
         informed by real-world reinterpretations of the seedier and murkier elements of the
         Victorian period.
      

      
      Victorianism in Doctor Who

      
      The Victorian world is a diffuse yet more obvious presence throughout many Doctor Who stories, even beyond those that feature visits to the actual time period. The stories
         I listed above are only a small number out of the hundreds that have been made. However,
         it is significant that the Doctor across multiple incarnations and in stories made
         by different production regimes has continued to visit the Victorian period; it is
         his most frequently visited earthly historical period. More generally, a recognizably
         Victorian tone, visual style, or adapted source informs many serials not actually
         set in the Victorian period. A recent example is “A Christmas Carol,” the 2010 Christmas
         special which, while set off Earth in the future, is clearly indebted to Charles Dickens’s
         1843 story of the same name. The influence not only extends to the plot (in which
         the Doctor comes into conflict with an elderly miser and shows him incidents from
         the old man’s past, albeit with holograms instead of ghosts) but to the visual aesthetic
         as well, as the sets amalgamate technological sophistication with period features
         such as street urchins, wing chairs, and a large fireplace.[3]  
      

      
      
         A futuristic version of Scrooge finds his dreams disturbed by ghosts of Christmas
               Past in “A Christmas Carol”
            

         

      

      The art direction in “A Christmas Carol” is a recent manifestation of what has been
         a strongly discernible trend in the program from its inception. When Ian and Barbara
         burst into the TARDIS control room in “An Unearthly Child,” they are confronted by
         the startlingly futuristic setting and the (for 1963 eyes at least) high technology
         of bright lights, electronic noises, and computer spools going round and round. But
         even this remarkably outré setting is anchored to the Victorian period. The Doctor
         clearly has tastes for the late-nineteenth century, and he has decorated the control
         room with a heavy antique armchair, a clock, and a richly carved wooden plant stand.[4]   Later stories continued to be visually inflected toward the nineteenth century.
         Victorian accoutrements were deployed to sinister effect in stories including the
         final two installments of “The Trial of a Time Lord” (1986). There the Doctor ventures
         inside the Time Lords’ Matrix (or a giant sentient computer), which his enemy the
         Valeyard has configured to look like a sinister Victorian factory, complete with scribbling
         clerks (who all wear the same face and use explosive quill pens), pounding machinery,
         and the sounds of disembodied children chanting old nursery rhymes.[5]  
      

      
      The Doctor’s appearance also ties back to the Victorian period. In chapter 1 we saw
         that William Hartnell, the actor playing the Doctor, diverged significantly from the
         character notes that C. E. Webber drew up, and between the pilot episode and the remounted
         transmitted version of “An Unearthly Child,” he reenvisaged the role from Webber’s
         rather chilling and certainly sociopathic old man to a character more in line with
         the mysterious Professor Marvel/Wizard of Oz from the 1939 musical film. Between the
         pilot and final version of the episode his look also changed, from an ordinary jacket
         and tie in the pilot to a frock coat, brocade waistcoat, and swirling beribboned necktie,
         a look reminiscent of the Wizard but also indebted to Victorian fashion.
      

      
      Hartnell’s costume set a standard more or less followed by the Doctors in the classic
         series. Troughton wore a scruffier version of Hartnell’s garb, Pertwee dressed in
         his own grandfather’s Victorian velvet smoking jacket, and Tom Baker, Peter Davison,
         and Colin Baker all wore variations of a frock coat, to lesser or greater (mostly
         greater) degrees of eccentricity in design and style but still adhering in silhouette
         to Victorian fashions. Although the Seventh Doctor opted for a slightly more contemporary
         look, as did the Ninth and Tenth Doctors, the Eighth opted for a Victorian-era design,
         a design decision recently reintroduced to the clothing worn by Matt Smith as the
         Eleventh Doctor. Even in stories not actually set in the nineteenth century, we see
         that the period is allusively present even when the Doctor visits other times and
         even other planets, as he walks or runs through his adventures mostly dressed as a
         Victorian gentleman.
      

      
      The recurring decision across many different production regimes to dress the Doctor
         in Victorian garb gives the nineteenth century a consistent visual space on the screen.
         The different Doctors’ clothing is a strongly symbolic visual signifier of the archetypal
         Victorian gentleman adventurer. In the Doctor’s own adventures, he invariably explores
         new worlds, imparts knowledge to companions less intelligent than he is, and fights
         battles on behalf of those less capable than he is. In these respects what he wears
         and the recurring appearance of Victorian-style clothing point to more profound questions
         about the adaptation of the Victorian period in Doctor Who that this chapter pursues. If the Doctor is almost always a proto-Victorian adventurer,
         what were the intentions of the adapters of Victorian works and what is the nature
         of the relationship between Doctor Who serials and the prior texts adapted from the Victorian period?
      

      
      Another way the Victorian period permeates Doctor Who is via its production context. As we saw above, the entire fifty years that Doctor Who has been in (interrupted) production have been marked by the making of period dramas
         and literary adaptations. Costume dramas have been a staple of the BBC’s output since
         it began television transmissions before World War II, and the flow has been unceasing.
         The sets for “Evil of the Daleks,” “Talons of Weng-Chiang,” “Timelash” (at least in
         the sequences set in Victorian Scotland; the scenes set on the planet Karfel seem
         less successful), and “Ghost Light” are detailed and often sumptuous designs that
         immaculately recreate the interiors of various Victorian structures. These include
         an alchemical laboratory in “Evil of the Daleks”; upper-middle-class domestic rooms
         in “Talons,” “Timelash,” and “Ghost Light”; and a police station and opium den in
         “Talons.” The production context to these set designs and their realization is seen
         in the BBC’s vast experience in producing period dramas. Each of the serials set in
         the nineteenth century, but more broadly each period of the program’s production,
         is defined by the making of costume dramas, often of Dickens.
      

      
      Doctor Who has made its own contribution to this BBC costume drama. We start with his 1977 adventure
         “The Talons of Weng-Chiang.” It is not the first in chronological terms of Doctor Who’s real-world production; “Evil of the Daleks” was both made earlier (1967, while
         “Talons” was made in 1977) and set earlier (1866, whereas “Talons” is set sometime
         after the Jack the Ripper killings in 1888).[6]   But it is the most colorful, sustained, and flamboyant instance of the Doctor’s
         nineteenth-century adventures. Study of it will set us up for a number of points about
         the Victorian adventures that came before and after “Weng-Chiang.”
      

      
      “Weng-Chiang”: Adapting Race

      
      From the point of view of adaptation studies, “The Talons of Weng-Chiang” is a rich
         and productive starting point to give consideration to the adaptation of Victorian
         texts into Doctor Who. “Talons” is an aggregation of an exceptionally rich source base, and by considering
         these sources we can make two useful foundational points about it and about Doctor Who’s engagement with the Victorians. One is that “Talons” is a multitextual and dialogic
         work. It proclaims a series of relationships to many prior texts. Where the interest
         lies, however, and where “Talons” has entered critical discourse as a controversial
         work because of its racial politics, is the way it amplifies rather than transgresses
         from those sources. The second foundational point relates back to the arguments presented
         in chapter 5. The evocation of the nineteenth century and more particularly of late
         Victorian London in this serial is created with broad brushstrokes. We saw in chapter
         5 that it is possible to sketch in an entire period, from ancient Rome to the reign
         of Henry VIII, with a few major details. What Professor Diarmaid MacCulloch referred
         to as the “misinformation” about Henry VIII that “clog dances” around popular imaginings
         of the sixteenth century pertains just as much to the Victorian era seen in “Talons.”
         A few lurid or evocative points, from a visit to a Chinese laundry in Limehouse (in
         the east end of London), to a mention of the housekeeper Mrs. Hudson and a visit to
         a music hall, are sufficient to sketch in an entire era, or what later generations
         have thought the era was like.
      

      
      “Talons” begins with the Doctor and his companion Leela landing near the river Thames
         on a foggy night sometime between 1888 (the year of the Jack the Ripper killings)
         and 1901 (the year Victoria died). The Doctor has successfully navigated the TARDIS
         to late-Victorian London in order to take Leela to see a music hall show. Music hall—theatrical
         entertainment comprising songs, novelty acts, comedy, and variety and magic acts—was
         the quintessential Victorian entertainment.[7]   Dramas set in Victorian England often include music halls as settings because they
         carry such strong resonances of the Victorian age, including the ability to recreate
         actual Victorian-era entertainments and musical performances. Works from the 1958
         horror film Grip of the Strangler, to the 1998 lesbian historical romance Tipping the Velvet (adapted as a miniseries in 2002), use the halls as settings that evoke a world of
         gaslit Victoriana.
      

      
      In setting the story around a music hall, Robert Holmes (writer of “Talons”) was not
         adapting any particular text. Like the production team behind Carry On Henry VIII, he used popularly remembered aspects of a historical epoch to suggest time and place.
         Holmes’s scripts for “Talons” may take the music halls as their starting point (as
         they are the Doctor’s reason for visiting London with Leela, and a music hall is the
         principal setting of the serial), but his script is an aggregation of a much wider
         body of Victorian texts and adaptations of Victorian or near-Victorian texts.
      

      
      Multiple influences stand out, from the “penny dreadful,” or lowbrow thrillers, to
         the milieu of the music halls. One notable influence is Phantom of the Opera, the novel by the French writer Gaston Leroux. The iterations of Phantom that most closely relate to “Talons” are the numerous horror film adaptations of the
         story. Leroux’s novel is not actually a horror work but a gothic-tinged romance between
         Erik (the “Opera-Ghost”) and Christine Daaé, a young Swedish soprano. The romantic
         elements of the story inform one of the most famous adaptations of the work, Andrew
         Lloyd Webber’s 1986 musical. However, many film versions of the story make the romance
         subordinate to the horror of a deformed madman skulking underground. The 1925 adaptation
         starred Lon Chaney in makeup so horrific that his appearance was a closely guarded
         secret until the film’s premiere.[8]  
      

      
      The adaptation likely most familiar to Holmes was Hammer’s 1962 film, made by the
         usual team of director Terence Fisher and producer Anthony Hinds. The film does suggest
         something of the romantic tragedy of the Phantom, but also significantly increases
         the grotesqueness of the story. One of the most vivid characters is the Rat Catcher,
         played with great relish by Patrick Troughton, whose descriptions of dispatching the
         rats are graphically detailed. A further grotesque inclusion is the character of a
         murderous dwarf who stabs the Rat Catcher and who skulks among the catwalks of the
         opera theatre. Both characters provide the ancestry of characters in Holmes’s serial.
         In episode 1 of “Talons,” an old crone comments enthusiastically on the hideous spectacle
         of a half-eaten human body washed up in the Thames, telling a nearby policeman, “On
         my oath! You wouldn’t want that served with onions. Never seen anything like it in
         all my puff. Ugh! Make an ’orse sick, that would.” Her enthusiastic descriptions of
         the corpse match in her relish the Rat Catcher’s accounts of his rat-hunting exploits.
      

      
      Even more directly, the murderous dwarf in Hammer’s Phantom recurs as the ventriloquist dummy Mr. Sin, which it transpires is actually the “Peking
         Homunculus,” a robotic creature with the cerebral cortex of a pig. Regardless of its
         nature, Mr. Sin is a diminutive killer that follows in a character trajectory set
         by the dwarf in Hammer’s film. The Phantom of the Opera informs another major component of Holmes’s scripts for “Talons” in the character
         of Weng-Chiang himself. This false god is actually a fifty-first-century war criminal
         called Magnus Greel who is hiding in the sewers beneath the Palace Theatre Music Hall.
         The character draws off the Phantom from Leroux’s novel and from virtually all film
         and stage adaptations of the story. The cliffhanger to episode 5 of “Talons” has Leela
         reaching forward and ripping off Greel’s mask, revealing a hideously deformed face
         beneath it (Leela appropriately calls him “Bent Face”). The moment is, as a review
         of the story in Radio Times points out, a “‘rip-off’ made literal in a cliffhanger.”[9]   It is a visual quotation from the moment that is a narrative high point of any
         adaptation of Leroux’s story (perhaps the most striking was the revelation of the
         extraordinary makeup effects on Chaney’s face in the 1925 film) when the deformed
         Phantom is unmasked.
      

      
      
         Magnus Greel in “Talons of Weng-Chiang”: a literal rip-off

         

      

      While the Hammer adaptation of Phantom of the Opera is one of the strongest influences on “Talons of Weng-Chiang,” Holmes’s scripts drew
         off numerous other sources. The animated doll recalls the dwarf from the Hammer adaptation
         of Phantom of the Opera but also the murderous animated ventriloquist puppet from the acclaimed 1945 British
         horror film Dead of Night.[10]  
      

      
      In a more diffuse way, Holmes adds Victorian flavor to his scripts by allusive references
         to a host of nineteenth-century sources or other works famously associated with or
         set in the period. The giant rat that menaces the Doctor and Leela in the sewers is
         a direct reference from Arthur Conan Doyle’s Adventure of the Sussex Vampire, to an “untold” story. Watson mentions the “giant rat of Sumatra, a story for which
         the world is not yet prepared.”[11]   Other character names hint at Holmes’s sources of information, including Mrs. Hudson,
         a housekeeper named after the woman who looked after Sherlock Holmes at 221B Baker
         Street and the theatre impresario Henry Gordon Jago, a name check to the 1894 novel
         Child of the Jago by Arthur Morrison.
      

      
      Throughout the story the period flavor continues unabated. When the Doctor attempts
         to instruct his savage companion Leela in some of the finer arts of living and Victorian
         etiquette, he explains, “I’m trying to teach you,” establishing a relationship between
         the characters that recalls Professor Henry Higgins and Eliza Doolittle in both Bernard
         Shaw’s 1912 play Pygmalion and the musical adaptation of this as My Fair Lady. The moment when Leela emerges from a changing room toward the end of the story and
         the Doctor compliments her on the transformative effect of the Victorian gown only
         reinforces this allusion. Oscar Wilde’s 1895 play The Importance of Being Earnest surfaces for observant viewers in a heavily disguised play on words based on the celebrated
         exchange between Lady Bracknell and John Worthing when the former comments disapprovingly
         that the infant Worthing was found in a “hand bag”; Holmes reconfigures this moment
         as an exchange between Leela and Professor Litefoot, who is astonished to be told
         that Leela was found floating the Amazon in “a hatbox.”[12]  
      

      
      But we still have not considered the most penetrating influence on Holmes’s Victorian
         pastiche, the source that makes this serial culturally interesting and politically
         controversial while also signaling how closely Holmes conforms to rather than transgresses
         from his sources. In this case the fidelity is especially noteworthy, as it lends
         Holmes’s scripts a degree of anachronism for its 1977 context but has prompted extensive
         critical debate about the racial politics of this period. The villainy in Holmes’s
         story is distinctly Oriental. Magnus Greel’s ethnicity is not clear, but his henchman,
         the magician Li H’sen Chang, is definitely Chinese. He is assisted by Chinese criminals
         who are members of the Tong of the Black Scorpion. Hammer films have again been at
         work on Holmes’s imagination. In 1962 the studio released The Terror of the Tongs about a Chinese criminal association. But the most compelling influence is the twofold
         impact first of Sax Rohmer’s Fu Manchu novels and second the series of five Fu Manchu films that starred Christopher Lee and that were made from 1965 to 1969.[13]   The films were themselves loose adaptations of a series of novels about the Oriental
         villain Dr. Fu Manchu, written from 1913 onward by Rohmer (aka Arthur Henry Sarsfield
         Ward, 1883–1959). The first was The Mystery of Dr. Fu-Manchu, although for its American release of the same year the publisher capitalized on
         the stridently anti-Asian tone of the book and called it The Insidious Dr. Fu-Manchu.
      

      
      The Dr. Fu Manchu books have inspired criticism and adaptation in equal measure. From their first appearance
         in the early twentieth century, Rohmer’s books and their villainous Oriental characters
         Fu Manchu, Kâramanèh, and Fan lo Suee, attracted criticism. Rohmer’s fiendish doctor
         is described in the first book as “the yellow peril incarnate,” and Fu Manchu operates
         through the agency of members of secret societies who employ poison as one of their
         methods of murderous dispatch. In the first book to feature him, he is also introduced
         not simply as Asian, but as an Asian who was entirely antithetical to European civilization
         and who posed a threat to “the interests of the entire white race.”[14]  
      

      
      Rohmer admittedly tells a good story, and his books are tense and dramatic pieces
         of writing that have been of clear appeal to filmmakers. They were adapted as early
         as 1923 in the silent British film serial The Mystery of Dr. Fu Manchu. The apogee of the adaptations, in terms of their luridness and their capacity to
         offend Chinese people, is the 1932 Boris Karloff feature The Mask of Fu Manchu. For obvious reasons the line of dialogue in the film where Fu exhorted his followers
         to “kill the white man and take his women” is notorious, not to mention lines such
         as “You cursed white dog” and the film’s general tone attracted condemnation from
         Chinese authorities. Later, Fu became a problem for the American film industry during
         the 1940s because China was an ally in the Pacific War.[15]   By the 1960s these wartime political sensitivities were no longer a concern, enabling
         Christopher Lee to embark on his five-film spree as the personification of the “Yellow
         Peril.” On the other hand, Cold War geopolitical tensions and Western fears of Chinese
         communism (especially following Mao’s Cultural Revolution in 1967) did mean that fears
         of the Chinese remained current in the 1960s and 1970s, consolidating anxieties about
         the Chinese presence in Limehouse that had existed since the nineteenth century.[16]  
      

      
      We should note that the common characteristic across these films is that white actors
         are playing Chinese parts, from Karloff and Lee as Fu Manchu, to Myrna Loy, Hollywood’s
         quintessential femme fatale, as Fu’s daughter in the 1932 film. Hammer’s Terror of the Tongs follows the same approach, with Lee again being covered in heavy makeup along with
         many other British actors, including Roger Delgado and Harold Goodwin, playing Chinese
         characters. And then in “Talons” the Caucasian British actor John Bennett endured
         three hours of makeup application every day to play Chang, the Chinese magician and
         accomplice of Magnus Greel.[17]  
      

      
      Bennett’s casting as Li H’sen Chang clearly follows in a firmly established tradition
         of having Caucasian actors play Asian roles; the actors who played Charlie Chan, the
         Chinese detective of the 1930s film serials, were invariably white.[18]   So too were the actors playing Mr. Moto, a Japanese secret agent, who had his own
         film series.[19]   But this casting is also an enduring point of controversy about the serial. “Talons”
         was produced in 1977, and as early as 1982 a Canadian television station refused to
         broadcast it on the basis of its apparent racism and vilification of Chinese people.[20]   Both characteristics lie not only with Bennett’s casting in the Chinese role but
         in dialogue that some commentators have found almost as egregious as that bellowed
         by Karloff in Masks of Fu Manchu. Professor Litefoot refers to some corpses in his pathology laboratory as “a couple
         of inscrutable chinks,” while a Police Sergeant makes fun of the uncertain English
         of another Chinese character, taunting him by saying, “Him jaw jaw plenty by and by,
         eh, Johnny?”[21]  
      

      
      Kate Orman’s recent reevaluation of how this serial treats the Chinese character offers
         a nuanced reading of scenes and dialogue such as these examples. As Orman argues,
         the disturbing characteristic about them in both 1977 and any year since is not simply
         because they are racist but because the Doctor appears to acquiesce in this racism.
         When in conversation with the Professor and the Sergeant, the Doctor does not demur
         at their language or even register shock. What is worse, he actually joins in. When
         Litefoot is attacked by members of the Tong, he complains to the Doctor that “things
         are coming to a pretty pass when ruffians will attack a man in his own home,” to which
         the Doctor replies, “Well, they were Chinese ruffians.” As Orman points out, there
         is nothing in Tom Baker’s delivery of the line to suggest ironic or sarcastic detachment
         from the denotative or connotative meaning of what he said.[22]  
      

      
      Earlier the point was raised that Holmes’s Victorian pastiche “Talons of Weng-Chiang”
         is an anachronistic work. To talk of anachronism in a serial set in the nineteenth
         century may seem strange, when presumably the anachronisms are deliberate and frequent.
         But the point can be developed in two ways. Partly the anachronism is the visual realization
         of the serial and the casting of a Caucasian actor to play a Chinese role, a casting
         decision that was controversial by 1977 and remains so. But the other is Holmes’s
         uncritical emulation of the racism that informs Rohmer’s Fu Manchu stories. These
         points bring us to the question of Holmes’s adaptations. The scripts for “Talons”
         comprise both a pastiche of one-off moments from Victorian stories (the Wilde joke,
         the reference to Mrs. Hudson) as well as more sustained adaptations from Victorian
         motifs, tropes, and plots (especially the deformed man under a theatre from Leroux’s
         novel and the Oriental villainy and poison-wielding Tongs from Rohmer’s adventure
         novels). Critics praise Holmes for his ability to have created a cohesive and tonally
         consistent set of scripts from these myriad sources. But Holmes’s adaptations are
         problematic for their fidelity to the attitudes they uncritically bring to late-1970s
         television screens. This is not to say that the very apparent racism of Rohmer’s books
         was ever uncritically accepted; there were, after all, plenty of protests at the dialogue
         in the 1932 film Mask of Fu Manchu. But there is, however, a limited sense in “Talons” of Holmes distancing himself
         or transgressing from the attitudes and characterizations of the prior texts.
      

      
      Significantly, the last major film adaptation of the Fu Manchu stories, the 1980 comedy
         The Fiendish Plot of Dr. Fu Manchu, was a troubled production and a critical and commercial disaster on release.[23]   One of the deficiencies critics pointed to was the portrayal of Fu by yet another
         white actor, in this case the British comedian Peter Sellers.[24]   In 1980 another white actor, Peter Ustinov, portrayed Charlie Chan in Charlie Chan and the Curse of the Dragon Queen, another critical and box office failure that attracted criticism for having a white
         actor play a Chinese character. These films are only three years later than “The Talons
         of Weng-Chiang” and indicate that the production context of Holmes’s scripts is one
         where the once-common practice of racially suspect casting was past its use-by date.[25]   They also suggest the extent to which the attitudes expressed in such a straight-faced
         way by the characters enter into a complicated and contested dialogue with their late-1970s
         context. From the vantage point of adaptation studies, Holmes’s scripts are a puzzling
         and troubling pastiche, bringing into play not simply character archetypes but character
         attitudes that are faithfully adapted but sit uneasily in the later twentieth century.
      

      
      Transgressive Victorianism

      
      “The Talons of Weng-Chiang” offers up a pastiche of so many Victorian sources but
         does so in ways that carry troubling but richly suggestive implications. The 1977
         serial draws on a range of tropes, characters, and story sources from the nineteenth
         century and from twentieth-century adaptations of earlier works. But another context
         is the other Victorian-set stories among Doctor Who serials which offset and contrast with some of the adaptive characteristics of Holmes’s
         scripts.
      

      
      Before the Fourth Doctor brought Leela to Victorian London to see the music hall acts,
         his second incarnation visited Victorian Kent in southern England in the 1967 serial
         “Evil of the Daleks.” Dalek time travel technology brought the Doctor and his companion
         Jamie to a large manor house some miles from Canterbury on June 2, 1866. Whereas Holmes’s
         scripts for “Talons of Weng-Chiang” quoted from a wide variety of Victorian texts,
         David Whitaker’s scripts for “Evil of the Daleks” are more eclectic and more transgressive
         and iconoclastic in their reading of the mores of the Victorian world than Holmes’s.
         Although Holmes’s story included alien intervention from the future intruding into
         the nineteenth-century world, the serial was overall tonally and stylistically consistent.
         The only alien intrusion was “Weng-Chiang” himself, or Magnus Greel from the fifty-first
         century. But even Greel dressed to blend in, wearing nineteenth-century garb, and
         his henchmen were all from the Victorian period. Even Greel’s futuristic technology—the
         Time Cabinet that he has used to travel back in time from the fifty-first century—is
         disguised as part of the furnishings in Professor Litefoot’s Victorian villa. Similarly,
         the cybernetic Peking Homunculus is disguised as a Victorian ventriloquist’s dummy.
         Accordingly, there is little to disturb the patina of Victorianism in this story.
         It is only in the last moments of the final episode that Greel reveals his identity
         and his anachronistic presence in the nineteenth century; otherwise, the serial as
         a whole is a piece of Victoriana undisturbed by anachronistic juxtapositions.
      

      
      No such tonal or historical consistency defines Whitaker’s scripts. The story begins
         in the present day—1967—at Gatwick Airport. When the Doctor and his companion Jamie
         discover the TARDIS has been stolen, they follow a trial of clues across swinging
         1960s London, including a visit to a coffee bar and then to an antique shop that specializes
         in Victorian clocks. From the antique shop they are kidnapped and taken back in time
         to Kent in the mid-nineteenth century, and before the end of the story they travel
         in time again to Skaro, the home planet of the Daleks. Whitaker’s original drafts
         included yet another temporal and spatial jump, to the Stone Age where the Doctor
         was to have met a caveman called Og, but this sequence was deleted from the scripts,
         maybe as one dramatic change in location too many.
      

      
      We have already encountered Jon Pertwee’s reflection that there is something startling
         and dramatically effective in juxtaposition. While for Pertwee this was the proverbial
         “yeti on a toilet seat in Tooting Bec,” “Evil of the Daleks” features its own striking
         juxtapositions. These include alien time travel technology hidden in the back room
         of the antique shop, to what is the most visually arresting image of all: the alien
         Daleks gliding through the dark wood-paneled corridors of the Victorian manor house.
         When the action shifts again to Skaro, there are striking images of an entire household
         of Victorian people in full period dress, including crinolines for the women and frock
         coats and top hats for the men, moving through the gleaming corridors and laboratories
         of the Daleks’ city on Skaro. These juxtapositions represent what film theorist Walter
         Metz calls nonsynchronous elements. These are elements out of time with each other,
         the period Victoriana and the futuristic Dalek city.[26]   Adaptation has brought these visually arresting images together.
      

      
      
         Waterfield, the Doctor, and Maxtible discuss time travel in front of the cabinet of
               mirrors; “Evil of the Daleks”
            

         

      

      The arresting visual contrasts in the production of Whitaker’s scripts alert us to
         the underlying subversion of the Victorian tropes and attitudes that are taking place
         throughout this serial. This questioning of the Victorian period and its prevailing
         attitudes and outlooks is established from the outset in the scenes set in the antique
         shop. The shop’s proprietor, Edward Waterfield, is not what he seems, and neither
         are his antiques. Both Waterfield and his stock have traveled forward in time from
         1866 to 1967 in order to lay a trap to ensnare the Doctor and his companion. Accordingly,
         one of Waterfield’s employees examines a clock and pronounces it to be an excellent
         fake, as it looks authentic but seems far too pristine to be more than a century old.
         Of course the clock is real but is in such mint condition because time travel technology
         has brought it straight to the twentieth century from 1866. But the moment is telling;
         Whitaker plays with notions of authenticity and fakery, and what is ironically a real
         antique is dismissed as a fake. The scene establishes an emphasis on uncertainty about
         the Victorian period that continues throughout the serial.
      

      
      This approach to challenging the appearance of the Victorian world and throwing into
         doubt what it represents continues when the narrative shifts back to the manor house
         in Kent in 1866. Brought there by the Daleks’ own time travel technology, the Doctor
         is kept prisoner in the large mansion by its owner, Theodore Maxtible. Maxtible is
         the image of the typical Victorian paterfamilias, or head of the household. With his
         face smothered in a large white beard and wearing a frock coat and spectacles, Maxtible
         looks like a cross between the actual nineteenth-century figures Anthony Trollope
         the novelist and Karl Marx the political theorist. He intimidates his servants, abuses
         and exploits his family, and is also a mad scientist. At the heart of his mansion
         Maxtible has his inner sanctum, a laboratory where, so he assures the Doctor, no other
         member of the household would dare disturb them: “This is hallowed ground. Here we
         shall not be disturbed by the servants.” In the laboratory Maxtible and Waterfield
         have been experimenting with static electricity and have constructed a “cabinet of
         mirrors.” Throughout these scenes Whitaker’s sharp juxtapositions continue to feature.
         The “cabinet of mirrors” is a piece of futuristic technology that has given these
         two Victorian scientists access to an alien world. Yet in design from the outside
         it is smothered in gothic crockets and finials and looks more like a piece of church
         furniture than advanced technology. The technology of the cabinet of mirrors is also
         grounded in actual nineteenth-century science. Maxtible explains to the Doctor, “I
         have always been fascinated by the concept of traveling through time,” and he has
         theorized as follows:
      

      
      
         A mirror reflects an image does it not? . . . So you may be standing there, yet appear
            to be standing fifty feet away. Well, following the new investigations twelve years
            ago by J. Clerk Maxwell into electromagnetism and the experiments by Faraday into
            static electricity . . . Waterfield and I first attempted to refine the image in the
            mirror, and then to project it. In here, Doctor, are one hundred and forty-four separate
            mirrors [showing the Doctor the cabinet of mirrors]. Like repels like in electricity,
            Doctor.
         

         
      

      Through experimenting with static electricity and these highly polished mirrors, Maxtible
         and Waterfield inadvertently allowed the Daleks to enter their world.
      

      
      This final outcome is purely science fiction extrapolation, and Whitaker’s science
         of time travel via mirrors charged with static currents is fantastical and illogical.
         Yet it is covered in a patina of authentic Victorian science. Both of the scientists
         mentioned by Maxtible, J. Clerk Maxwell and Michael Faraday, did exist and did conduct
         experiments into electricity. Maxtible also informs the Doctor, “I have the money
         to indulge my whims,” and he is essentially a gentleman amateur scientist of the type
         that proliferated in the Victorian era. Even professional scientists such as Lord
         Kelvin (1824–1907), professor of natural philosophy at Glasgow University, had private
         laboratories. Other gentleman scientists indulged their interests at home, such as
         Sir Goldsworthy Gurney (1793–1875), a gentleman amateur chemist.[27]   Notably, Lord Salisbury (who served as prime minister for a number of terms of
         office between 1885 and 1902) had a private laboratory in his manor house at Hatfield
         where he experimented with electricity, although not, one presumes, to the same disastrous
         extent as did Maxtible.[28]   The character of Maxtible that Whitaker created is an extrapolation from the actual
         nineteenth-century gentleman amateurs who dabbled in electrical or chemical experiments
         in their country manor houses.
      

      
      But Maxtible is a distillation of yet more disturbing and darker elements of Victorian
         society. I suggested above that in adapting from a range of sources, from Sax Rohmer
         to “penny dreadfuls,” Holmes brought the prejudices of earlier periods uncritically
         and faithfully onto the screen in the 1977 serial. His approach can be counterposed
         against Whitaker’s more subversive approach toward the Victorian sources and attitudes
         that are the inspiration for the Dalek-infested Victorian household at the heart of
         “Evil of the Daleks.” Maxtible is a man with secrets. In conversation with his daughter
         Ruth he comments that there are “questions that I cannot answer” as “there are secrets
         to be kept.” In league with the Daleks and the agent of the kidnapping of Waterfield’s
         daughter Victoria, he is actually a turncoat against the members of his household,
         whom he has betrayed to the Daleks in exchange for the aliens’ promise to provide
         him with chemical formulas that will allow him to turn base iron into gold.
      

      
      His inner sanctum is a laboratory, but as a nineteenth-century gentleman with secrets
         to keep from his household, his inner sanctum could just as likely be a repository
         for his secret collection of pornography or other vices. Of course it is not; “Evil
         of the Daleks” is a 1960s children’s television adventure story, and drama series
         that engaged with the seedy and covert world of Victorian sexuality would not come
         about until some time later, such as the 2002 adaptation of the lesbian music hall
         drama Tipping the Velvet. By 1966 attitudes toward the Victorian past were developing the revisions of the
         period that Lytton Strachey’s 1918 text and the subsequent era of modernism had promoted.
         The generation immediately after the Victorian world tended to dismiss the era as
         one defined by prudery and repression, and modernist writers of the early twentieth
         century in particular assailed the Victorian era for its narrowness and restrictions.[29]   Later writers came to realize that where there may have been prudery and repression,
         there may also have been outlets for relief from these social, religious, and moral
         restrictions. In 1964, two years before Maxtible and his time cabinet had their encounter
         with the Second Doctor, the English literature scholar Steven Marcus published his
         landmark study, The Other Victorians.[30]   His work explored ideas that have since become commonplace in both academic writings
         on nineteenth-century society and in popular consciousness of the era, including the
         existence of a seedy underworld beneath the respectable veneer of Victorian society.
         Numerous studies, from Ronald Pearsall’s The Worm in the Bud to John Kucich’s Repression in Victorian Fiction, have expanded on and amplified Marcus’s original suggestions.[31]   Biographies of individual Victorians have also offered refractions of the theme,
         including Morton N. Cohen’s authoritative biography of the children’s writer Lewis
         Carroll (real name Charles Dodgson), which brought to the attention of a shocked twentieth-century
         readership Dodgson’s proclivities for photographing naked girls.[32]   A great deal of Victorian underworld writings including the notorious My Secret Life, a record of a decades-long sexual odyssey by a Victorian gentlemen known only as
         “Walter,” and much erotica including The Whippingham Papers and Teleny, or the Reverse of the Medal have made their way into print.[33]  
      

      
      In their own way, Whitaker’s scripts and characters are sensitive (if obviously sanitized)
         reflections of a growing awareness in the 1960s of the less prudish and more deviant
         aspects of Victorian society. As an adaptation of not so much Victorian-era texts
         and traditions but of critical reevaluations, Whitaker’s story illustrates a particular
         creative potential of adaptation: its subversive potential. As Bowler and Cox point
         out, adaptation can take from memories of a period but also offer other versions of
         the past.[34]   A decade later Holmes’s evocation would offer its own vision of a Victorian underworld,
         but in common with writers such as Sax Rohmer, Holmes blamed this underworld on foreign
         intrusions into Victorian society. The heroic protagonists of “Talons of Weng-Chiang”
         are the thoroughly English characters Professor Litefoot and Henry Gordon Jago, who
         take on the Chinese “ruffians” and even consider using something so quintessentially
         English as a conker against them.[35]   Their antagonists are Chinese, whose laundries in Limehouse are sources of contagion
         and opium-fueled corruption. A decade earlier Whitaker offered a more nuanced adaptation
         of Victorian-era morality and peril, locating the villainy in his story among English
         gentlemen. Whereas Holmes followed Rohmer’s insistence on villainy among a foreign
         other, Whitaker is more akin to Conan Doyle, who made Englishmen such as Dr. Roylott
         (in “The Adventure of the Speckled Band”) and Colonel Moran (in “The Adventure of
         the Empty House”) into villains.[36]   The contagion lies at the very heart of Maxtible’s manor house and stems from the
         master of the house, who keeps secrets from his family and moves through secret spaces.
      

      
      Doctor Who Adapts Its Own Victoriana
      

      
      As we have seen, 1980s Doctor Who serials adapted from the program’s own history as much as they did from any other
         source, and this impulse defines the writing, plotting, and themes of “Ghost Light,”
         a 1989 serial. It is an acutely reflexive story and contains allusions to both “Evil
         of the Daleks” and “Talons of Weng-Chiang.” Some deliberate references to the adapted
         serials from the 1960s and 1970s are so heavily buried as to be unnoticed by general
         viewers. At one point when threatened with a gun, the Doctor asks, “Is that a Chinese
         fowling piece?” an in-joke referring back to similar dialogue over a weapon in “Talons.”
      

      
      Other influences are more direct but also more pervasive than quick jokes referring
         back to individual lines of dialogue. Marc Platt’s scripts for “Ghost Light” are packed
         with references to Victorian texts, from Joseph Conrad’s novels to the lyrics of music
         hall songs, to Darwin’s Origin of Species. Archetypal Victorian characters are among the dramatis personae, such as one who
         wishes to be “ladylike,” in clear emulation of Eliza Doolittle, and another a clergyman
         who disputes the theory of evolution and who is based on the actual Victorian churchman
         Bishop Samuel Wilberforce, who debated publicly with Thomas Huxley, Darwin’s associate.[37]   The cook is Mrs. Grosse, who bears the same name as the servant in Henry James’s
         Victorian ghost story The Turn of the Screw.
      

      
      Platt’s story entered production and was broadcast in 1989, a period in televisual
         and more general British history when Victorian values were prominently debated but
         were also experiencing an at times jarring or polemically charged relationship with
         the culture of the 1980s. In terms of televisual context, the superbly detailed sets
         and production design of “Ghost Light” (which is set inside a well-appointed Victorian
         house) maintained the BBC’s usual high standards in period drama. The detailed and
         historically accurate sets are reminders of the BBC’s ongoing commitment to making
         period drama, and around the time of the transmission of “Ghost Light,” the BBC was
         making a number of adaptations of period novels and miniseries, including Campion (1989) and The Monocled Mutineer (1986).
      

      
      But the continued prominence of period drama and literary adaptations should not obscure
         the more controversial consonances of the Victorian period in 1980s Britain. The then
         prime minister Margaret Thatcher made clear her own affection for and valuing of Victorian
         values. For Thatcher this meant thrift, frugality, and hard work, as well as classical
         liberalism and imperial conquest, values she claimed to remember from her Victorian
         grandmother and to have learned from her father and which she cited as authoritative
         historical examples against welfare and state-led social services.[38]   Political discourse in the 1980s positioned the Victorian era as a period of greatness
         and attributed this greatness to values that Thatcher and the conservative forces
         ranged with her argued defined the nineteenth century. Throughout the twentieth century
         the Victorian era had continued to be an age remembered as one of growth and expansion
         and as one that defined and imposed authority. Many British parliamentary, legal,
         and municipal buildings (as well as prisons) were Victorian, creating an ineluctable
         link between the epoch and authority.
      

      
      During the 1980s, renewed emphasis also came to be placed on other cultural artifacts
         from the Victorian age. One example is the major 1984 exhibition of Pre-Raphaelite
         paintings at the Tate Gallery.[39]   Renewed interest in Victorian art and society filters its way onto the screen in
         “Ghost Light.” One straightforward way is set and costume design, which were inspired
         by Pre-Raphaelite art.[40]   Less straightforward is the way the contemporary political discourse of Thatcherite
         Britain informs the more subversive take on Victorianism in “Ghost Light.” Following
         on from similar themes in “Evil of the Daleks,” Platt’s serial dwells on a world of
         ostensible Victorian respectability that hides deeper layers of perversion and transgression.
         The story is set in Gabriel Chase, a large house outside London presided over by a
         paterfamilias, Josiah Samuel Smith. Smith has a ward, a young girl under his legal
         protection, a circumstance typical of many Victorian stories, as well as a housekeeper,
         a cook, and a bevy of maidservants. But there is something very wrong and very transgressive
         about this household and its head. As the Doctor investigates the house, he discovers
         that Josiah Smith is an alien creature, evolving into a Victorian gentlemen, who has
         murdered the real master of the house, Sir George Prichard, hypnotized Lady Prichard
         and enslaved her as his servant, and made the Prichards’ daughter believe she is his
         ward. Smith accordingly is not so much a symbol of Victorian authority but an agency
         that has displaced the authority of the actual head of the household, Sir George.
         Smith also murders a Scotland Yard police inspector, thus undermining another sign
         of authority, and performs grotesque experiments on the clergyman, turning him into
         an ape and thus participating in the promotion of evolutionary theory that did much
         to destabilize Victorian religious certainties. Smith is also crass and venal, offering
         the Doctor a bribe of several thousand pounds to assassinate an enemy. “Now that’s
         what I call Victorian value,” replies the Doctor, offering an ironic commentary on
         the materialism of the nineteenth century that was in the 1980s being vaunted by the
         Conservative British government, as well as identifying the flaws in Smith’s attempts
         to be an English gentleman. The Doctor’s companion Ace is more explicit: “Scratch
         the Victorian veneer and something nasty’ll emerge,” she says. Platt’s script adapts
         from Victorian sources, but clearly not those texts Thatcher had been reading.[41]  
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      In the classic series the Doctor was a repeat visitor to the nineteenth century, and
         in the revived series he has continued to routinely visit the Victorian epoch. In
         one of these visits, the Doctor met Queen Victoria herself. There are telling instances
         in these revisits of textual inspiration, from the Doctor dressing as Sherlock Holmes
         in “The Snowmen” to the references to “penny dreadfuls” in “The Crimson Horror,” as
         representative of the type of lurid storytelling that the Doctor Who story emulates. Stories that have taken the Doctor to the nineteenth century have
         featured creepy old houses with dark corridors, rats, dwarfs, unnatural science, and
         characters with dark secrets, as well as the appearance of things which are uncanny.
         These tropes, images, and themes fit within a broader pattern of gothic narrative
         conventions, and next we turn to consider a major source for Doctor Who’s storytelling: gothic cinema. As we shall see, it was also a major source of creative
         turmoil behind the scenes as the program’s makers quarreled over adapting from gothic
         sources.
      

      
      Notes
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      Chapter 7

      Gothic Themes and Creative Tensions

      
         
         
      

      
      Doctor Who is known as the program that has sent children “behind the sofa,” meaning basically
         that it is scary and often very violent. Some of its most memorably nail-biting moments—robotic
         Egyptian mummies stalking and killing people in the English countryside, a grotesque
         cowled figure lurking in a dark morgue, or a creature stitched together from body
         parts lumbering through a storm-lashed castle—are also the program at its most gothic.
         This chapter studies the adaptations from gothic sources that have appeared in Doctor Who. The term “gothic” is nebulous and subject to shifts in meaning and emphasis. More
         often in Doctor Who the term relates to a collection of external trappings, from castles to the uncanny
         appearance of monsters and villains. The impulse to adapt the gothic is recurring,
         and gothic-themed stories in Doctor Who became particularly prominent in the 1970s; but as early as “The Chase” in 1964 the
         Doctor visited a haunted house and met Frankenstein and Dracula. Gothic stories also
         repeated across the 1980s in serials such as “The Curse of Fenric” (1989), and gothicism
         continues to inform the themes and plotting of stories in the revived series. But
         for the purposes of this chapter we will look at the gothic’s 1970s heyday, during
         the production regime of Philip Hinchcliffe and Robert Holmes, when the influence
         of the Hammer horrors was compelling, and will then shift to later iterations of the
         gothic, including those that show Doctor Who came to take gothic inspiration from sources beyond Hammer and from more contemporary
         teen horrors such as An American Werewolf in London.
      

      
      Two points present themselves as significant. To suggest that Doctor Who’s creative personnel drew on gothic texts, themes, and approaches to portraying horror
         is to open up a view of the complex interplay of texts and traditions in adaptations.
         To say that Doctor Who adapted “gothic” texts is also to complicate what is meant by the trajectory that
         can be observed from the source text to the adapting work, as Doctor Who’s gothic stories are more properly to be understood as adapting the gothic from a
         body of literature, but doing so via the mediating force of cinema and via cinema’s
         own adaptations of the gothic. We will therefore consider how gothic themes from the
         literary sources surface in Doctor Who as second-degree adaptations. The second point relates to issues that tie back to
         points raised earlier about the personnel responsible for adaptations. Holmes was
         an interventionist script editor, to the point of upsetting and even humiliating scriptwriters
         by the extent of his revisions. He was, as we shall see, single-minded in his revisions,
         bringing gothic coherence to what had been diversely toned serials, and his work to
         create gothic serials sheds light on the role of the script editor as adapter. Holmes’s
         work ensured that a tonally consistent set of gothic stories appeared on the screen.
         Behind the scenes there was no such consistency, as Holmes wrested control away from
         writers—in one instance actually ending a friendship in doing so—in order to ensure
         that nongothic scripts ended up adapting from the gothic.
      

      
      Hammer and Doctor Who

      
      The mediating agent in Doctor Who’s adaptation of the gothic is Hammer Films’ long series of lurid horror films, made
         from the mid-1950s to the mid-1970s, and which are increasingly recognized by film
         historians and film critics as major cultural landmarks. Reactions to Hammer’s films
         have gradually shifted from the initial responses of film critics in the 1950s and
         1960s, which were almost uniformly aghast and included moral condemnation of the gory
         Eastman color violence in the films.[1]   There is now more measured appraisal of their cultural impact and an increasing
         recognition of the Hammer films’ importance as a major aspect of popular culture in
         the postwar era.[2]  
      

      
      Scholars increasingly recognize, or are prepared to admit, a number of points about
         postwar European and British cinema. One is that the most commercial and popular aspects
         of that cinema merit serious analysis, especially the type of analysis formerly reserved
         for more obviously artistic films such as the “kitchen sink” dramas or the “New Wave”
         cinema of the 1950s and 1960s, including examples of art cinema like the surrealist
         Last Year at Marienbad (1961) and auteur directors such as Jean-Luc Godard and Jacques Rivette. Among the
         types of film rehabilitated to the extent of receiving serious critical analysis are
         the Carry On films, whose production was almost coterminous with the Hammer horrors, as well as
         the Hammer films themselves.[3]  
      

      
      A second point increasingly made about Hammer films is recognition of their impact
         over other filmmakers and television makers as well. Horror filmmakers across Europe,
         including Mario Bava, Luigi Carpentieri, and Ermanno Donati, attempted to emulate
         Hammer’s gothic films for the European market.[4]   I have written elsewhere on the impact of Hammer’s films on the makers of Doctor Who, but a few points can be usefully made here.[5]   One is that British television frequently repeated Hammer horrors, meaning that
         even after the end of their initial cinema release, the films remained accessible
         and prominent. Another is that two of the people watching these repeats, or at least
         aware of the ongoing popularity of Hammer’s films, were the producer and script editor
         of Doctor Who in the mid-1970s: Philip Hinchcliffe and Robert Holmes. Holmes had long contributed
         scripts for Doctor Who. His first was 1968’s “The Krotons,” and he also gave the Troughton era “The Space
         Pirates.” Thereafter he wrote a number of scripts for Jon Pertwee’s incarnation of
         the Doctor that varied widely in setting and tone. These included the horror-influenced
         but contemporary-set “Spearhead from Space” (1970) and “Terror of the Autons” (1971),
         the fantastical “Carnival of Monsters” (1973), and the medieval-set “The Time Warrior”
         (1973–1974). In short, there was little in Holmes’s scripts before his appointment
         as script editor in 1974 (and he remained in the role until 1977) to suggest that
         he was naturally drawn to gothic settings or themes, although he had exploited the
         uncanny and the fantastical to a degree in his scripts.
      

      
      It is therefore striking that the period of collaboration between Holmes and Hinchcliffe
         as producer is not only regarded as something of a “golden age” for the program in
         terms of the quality of production and its popularity with audiences, but also that
         the defining feature of this golden age was a strongly visible gothic impulse.[6]   Many of the stories overseen by the combination of Hinchcliffe and Holmes, who
         between them commissioned and then developed the scripts, are defined by gothic archetypes.
      

      
      Gothic Precursors in Doctor Who

      
      The “golden age” was not the first time that horror cinema provided the source of
         adaptations into Doctor Who. The 1971 story “The Dæmons,” a black magic thriller, was set in the sinister and
         isolated village of Devil’s End. “The Dæmons” was actually a very timely story for
         its broadcast in 1971. Its evocation of a world of rural diabolism comes hard on the
         heels of a modest but clearly discernible surge in films on these themes in British
         cinema. In 1968 Hammer made an adaptation of Dennis Wheatley’s famous black magic
         novel The Devil Rides Out starring Christopher Lee. The film was a great commercial success, and people flocked
         to see Lee’s character, the Duc de Richlieu, fighting a coven of Satanists in the
         woods and stately homes of southern England. Smaller companies including Tigon and
         American International Pictures (often in co-funded productions) made critically derided
         but commercially successful horrors including Witchfinder General (1968), Cry of the Banshee (1970), and Blood on Satan’s Claw (1971).[7]   They also indicate the influence of a broader set of cultural parameters. We should
         remember that in 1967 the Rolling Stones released Their Satanic Majesties Request, and in the same year the Beatles put Aleister Crowley, the famed black magus, on
         the cover of Sergeant Pepper’s Lonely Hearts Club Band. This was the period when occult and alternative religions began to flower in the
         newly permissive atmosphere of the “Swinging Sixties.”[8]   “The Dæmons” is a useful example of the adaptation of the horror genre in Doctor Who. It is not an adaptation or transcription of any specific source, but rather is a
         synthesis of a number of harmonizing influences. Underlying much of the interest in
         the rural supernatural by filmmakers was the influence of Dennis Wheatley, whose black
         magic novels were bestsellers and whose character of the Satanist clerical apostate
         Canon Copely-Syle in his 1953 novel To the Devil a Daughter is a clear antecedent of the Master’s devilish masquerade as a clergyman in “The
         Dæmons,” although the Master’s magic is also taken from a wider body of folkloric
         and New Age ideas.[9]   Even so, “The Dæmons” is not an adaptation of any particular Wheatley novel, but
         rather is a reflection of interest registering in black magic and the occult and finding
         its way into Doctor Who via the filter of novels and then cinema. The horror stories of the slightly later
         “golden age” by contrast testify to the more singular influence of Hammer as a particular
         source, not least as script editor Robert Holmes proved himself determined to rewrite
         scripts that were not like Hammer enough in order to create the type of story he was
         looking for.
      

      
      Arguments over Adaptation

      
      Theorists of adaptation studies point out that the transition of a story or characters
         from one source to another, such as a book to a film or television series, is a process
         likely to be infused with controversy. The creation of Doctor Who’s gothic stories reflects to a degree this controversy. Let us consider for a moment
         some key thoughts about adaptation. Certain key terms, such as “fidelity” (or “faithfulness”),
         or its antithesis, “betrayal,” can be raised when texts are adapted, including gothic
         texts. Film and literature theorist Robert Stam notes the potential in much criticism
         of film adaptation to deride an adapted work as a “betrayal” of an original work.
         Stam takes issue with this tendency, and in doing so pinpoints the complexity of attempting
         to establish benchmarks of originality or fidelity. His most useful example, or his
         “proof text,” is Daniel Defoe’s novel Robinson Crusoe. Defoe claimed the novel was based on a true story (taken from the adventurer Alexander
         Selkirk), but in actuality the book is mostly a highly fictionalized version of events,
         with only a loose connection to historical reality. This circumstance in fact typified
         many of Defoe’s writings, such as his Journal of the Plague Year, which was purportedly a firsthand account of the plague in London in 1665, but of
         course Defoe was only born in 1660 and cannot possibly have had such vivid recollections,
         nor the ability to have narrated them firsthand in 1665.[10]   Pointing to Defoe’s own adaptation of ideas and stories, Stam points outs,
      

      
      
         If Defoe was not “faithful” to his sources, i.e. to the journalistic accounts concerning
            his prototype Selkirk, why should a film adaptation be “faithful” to a novel which
            claims to be “faithful” to fact but which is actually a fabrication? Why prosecute
            the demand for “fidelity” only at the point along the larger trajectory where the
            novel turns into a film.[11]  
         

         
      

      His point is provocative but assists in moving toward a major understanding of what
         adaptation involves. Stam urges a reconceptualization of adaptation, one that will
         “transcend the aporias of ‘fidelity.’”[12]   Instead Stam urges an understanding of adaptation which views it as “less a resuscitation
         of an originary word than a turn in an ongoing dialogical process.”[13]  
      

      
      These points lead toward an understanding of not only what adaptation may involve
         as a creative process, but also the motivation for engaging in this creative process.
         Gothic sources in Doctor Who usefully focus and refine this discussion. Intertextual dialogue promotes and stimulates
         originality. Rather than fidelity, Stam suggests a range of alternative terms to understand
         what adaptation is and why writers may be motivated to resort to it, as it can be
         “reading, re-writing, critique, translation, transmutation, metamorphosis, recreation,
         transvocalization, resuscitation, transfiguration, actualization, transmodalization,
         signifying, performance, dialogization, cannibalization, reinvisioning, incarnation,
         or reaccentuation.”[14]   Significantly, some of these words have already found their way into discourse
         about Doctor Who. One writer on the program hails the duo of Philip Hinchcliffe and Robert Holmes
         as “alchemists” (or people who transmuted materials), in tribute to their ability
         to adapt gothic tropes, trappings, and plots from eighteenth- and nineteenth-century
         novels, Hollywood cinema, and British Hammer horror into cohesive and popular Doctor Who serials.[15]  
      

      
      Close study of particular serials sheds light on the collaborative nature of Doctor Who’s production. Many if not all Doctor Who serials are textually dialogic—in other words they are adaptations of several sources
         brought into the one adapted narrative—precisely because several hands were responsible
         for their creation. The vast majority of the program’s stories are credited to one
         writer, one director, and one producer, who form a team of three to create stories
         that are inherently dialogic. Behind the scenes, however, such creative clarity did
         not always prevail, regardless of what the credits may say, and some script editors
         in particular were a creatively intrusive presence. Script editor Robert Holmes’s
         tenure is useful to examine at this point to develop these ideas, as his beloved gothic
         ideas were imposed onto scripts he had commissioned. While not credited as a writer
         on serials including “Revenge of the Cybermen” (1975), “Pyramids of Mars” (1975),
         and “The Brain of Morbius” (1976), Holmes substantially rewrote the scripts prior
         to their recording in the studio. In the case of “Revenge of the Cybermen,” the original
         writer, Gerry Davis, remained credited. However, with the latter two serials the name
         of the writer in the credits does not attribute the work to an actual person. With
         “The Brain of Morbius,” the original writer, Terrance Dicks, was highly offended by
         Holmes’s extremely substantial changes, refused to talk to his former friend for some
         time, and told him to “put it under some bland pseudonym”; the serial duly was credited
         to the writer “Robin Bland.” “Pyramids of Mars” was credited to “Stephen Harris,”
         another made-up name disguising the fact that Holmes had totally rewritten a set of
         scripts by Lewis Greifer. As script editor, it was Holmes’s prerogative to intervene
         in this way, but for the purposes of this study, the way in which he did so, and the
         types of gothic stories that evolved out of his intervention, are instructive and
         can be interpreted by adaptation theory. These stories that emerged were contested
         and were being pulled between different authorial ideas and different sources of inspiration.
         But the gothic won.
      

      
      Holmes as Gothicist and Script Editor

      
      The three serials mentioned above are not the only ones to have been substantially
         revised by Holmes during his tenure as script editor; nor are they the only serials
         where the incumbent script editor either demanded substantial changes or made them
         himself. However the outcomes of Holmes’s interventions are telling and shed valuable
         light on the adaptive impulse at work in Doctor Who. Gerry Davis himself had been the script editor of Doctor Who in the 1960s and had written several scripts featuring the Cybermen, including the
         first serial to feature them, “The Tenth Planet” (1966). He returned to the fold as
         a scriptwriter in the first season to feature Tom Baker as the Doctor (season 12,
         1974–1975) and pitched an idea to outgoing producer Barry Letts and script editor
         Holmes for a serial with the Cybermen as the monsters.
      

      
      The script Davis eventually delivered to the production office was described by Holmes
         and Hinchcliffe as “a vintage story.”[16]   It is tempting to regard this description as an effort to be polite to Davis about
         a script he found underwhelming. It is also a telling comment, in that it suggests
         that Holmes regarded the script as dated and reflective of the earlier years of the
         program and not up to date. Certainly there are “vintage” elements to the script,
         in that it reiterates plot points from a number of serials from the Hartnell and Troughton
         eras. The Cybermats (cybernetic creatures that are smaller than the Cybermen and scuttle
         along the floor) return, having made their debut in 1967 in “The Tomb of the Cybermen.”
         Davis’s script also included the Cybermen being smuggled on board a spacecraft, another
         vintage element lifted from a Troughton story, in this case “The Wheel in Space.”
         Even the appearance of the Cybermen themselves possesses something of a “vintage”
         element: they had not been seen in the series (barring a tiny cameo in “Carnival of
         Monsters” in 1973) since the black-and-white era, and Jon Pertwee’s Third Doctor never
         fought them. Consequently, Holmes set about revising the scripts substantially, and
         among the changes he made was jettisoning Davis’s idea to set the story on a space
         station operating as a casino. The Cybermen were to have been using the Cybermats
         to spread a plague among the humans there (a plot point taken directly from “The Moonbase,”
         a 1966 Troughton story featuring the Cybermen). The Doctor was to have used the gold
         reserves to destroy the Cybermen, Davis introducing the idea that gold was lethal
         to Cybermen because it suffocated their respiratory systems.
      

      
      By the time Holmes had finished, everything except the Cybermen, the space station,
         and the susceptibility to gold had been removed. In place of the Cybermen attacking
         a floating casino, Holmes’s reworked scripts created a story where the Cybermen attacked
         Voga, a “planet of gold.” Holmes created a new set of human characters for the scenes
         set on the space station and an entirely new species that inhabited the planet Voga.
         Holmes substituted the Vogans for a set of miners who originally appeared in Davis’s
         script. In place of casino and miners came a story set in the dark and sinister underground
         spaces on Voga.
      

      
      The changes Holmes made to Davis’s script seem drastic, but they fit with the general
         parameters of Doctor Who’s production outlined earlier in this chapter: Doctor Who was a collaborative enterprise, with the implication that its adaptations were often
         multitextual. “Revenge of the Cybermen” reveals some of the influences at work on
         Holmes’s imagination. For example the principal human antagonist in the story, the
         villainous Kellman, has a radio secreted in the handle of his hairbrush, an idea lifted
         directly from the James Bond film Live and Let Die, which had been released in cinemas just two years earlier in 1973. Kellman’s Teutonic
         name is also indicative of other adaptive elements from film or literature (such as
         The Riddle of the Sands, an influence that may also be at work on Kellman’s distinctively nautical attire).
      

      
      But while these were significant changes, they are eclipsed by the scale of intervention
         by Holmes to Dicks’s script for “The Brain of Morbius” and Greifer’s for “Pyramids
         of Mars.” Assessing the original scripts for both against the changes made by Holmes
         is valuable for gauging the nature of Holmes’s collaboration with these writers (even
         if it was unwilling and unwelcome collaboration, especially for Dicks, who resented
         having his scripts rewritten). As originally conceived by Dicks and Greifer, their
         respective scripts were different in tone, setting, and plot from each other. Dicks’s
         was set on an alien world and in the future. It featured a theme that is something
         of a trademark for Dicks—the deviousness of the Time Lords—and recounted the efforts
         by a robot to rebuild the shattered body of a renegade Time Lord. Greifer’s script,
         which eventually became “Pyramids of Mars,” was set on twentieth-century Earth and
         featured UNIT, the paramilitary organization that had appeared often during the Pertwee
         era. The story was also to be set around the British Museum and at a conference on
         food reserves. These elements all vanished once Holmes had finished rewriting the
         work, as had Greifer’s complex plot about growing grain on the moon to ease food shortages.
         From this diversity, Holmes’s intervention brought unity and uniformity, and a tone
         and style strongly inflected toward Hammer. The settings remained distinct from each
         other—“Morbius” was still set off Earth and sometime in the far future, whereas Holmes
         moved the setting for “Pyramids” to England in 1911—but in other respects Holmes recreated
         two very different scripts as two tonally and thematically similar serials.
      

      
      In particular, both stories ended up as pastiches of Hammer’s horror films from the
         1950s, 1960s, and 1970s. The influence of these vivid and lurid horror films on key
         creative personnel who made Doctor Who has been profound. As noted above, critics and commentators on Doctor Who have described Holmes’s period as script editor (seasons 12, 13, and 14) as the “golden
         age” for on-screen Gothic horror in Doctor Who.[17]   It is telling that in working with both Greifer and Dicks, Holmes’s chief concern
         was that their scripts were not gothic enough and did not contain the analogues to
         earlier horror movies that he and Hinchcliffe were looking for. Upon reading Greifer’s
         scripts with their complex story of ancient rice being used to pollinate Mars and
         end food shortages, Holmes was dismayed to find that they did not at all match what
         he was looking for, which was “giant mummies wrapped in decaying bandages stalking
         their victims through studio fog.”[18]   Greifer’s scripts included as a dramatic high point a discussion of a new method
         for growing grain, an idea as far removed as possible from the horror story that Holmes
         was looking for. As Holmes would later comment on his approach to making the stories
         of the “golden age,” “I was always ripping off the classic horror films.”[19]  
      

      
      “The Brain of Morbius” and “Pyramids of Mars,” or rather the serials that Holmes turned
         them into when he wrested authorial control from Dicks and Greifer, respectively,
         testify to this influence. As originally written by Dicks, the scripts that became
         “The Brain of Morbius” were more a distillation of science fiction than horror and
         featured a robot (another recurring Dicks preoccupation, who made a robot the center
         of his 1974–1975 serial “Robot” and included another in “The Five Doctors” in 1983)
         attempting to heal the injured body of its master. Because the robot had no sense
         of aesthetics, it botched the reconstructive surgery and created a body that was unintentionally
         hideous because it was assembled from parts of many different alien species. In Holmes’s
         hands, the science fiction elements were almost obliterated, and a pastiche of Hammer’s
         Frankenstein films was substituted. In Holmes’s reworking, the robot character was
         removed entirely, and in its place Holmes created the character of Dr. Mehendri Solon,
         a deranged neurosurgeon and expert in microsurgical techniques in tissue transplants.
         Solon has a brutish and idiotic assistant, Condo, who seems to hinder more than help.
         Solon lives in a citadel on a storm-lashed mountain that contains his laboratory.
         Lurking in the citadel is a grotesque headless creature that has been stitched together
         from many different body parts from different species, all from creatures that were
         in spaceships that have crashed near the citadel. Also in the citadel is a preserved
         brain in a jar, which it transpires is the still-living brain of Morbius, a renegade
         Time Lord.
      

      
      The influence of Hammer is not absolute, and another antecedent is Universal’s 1931
         version of Frankenstein, itself an enormous influence on Hammer.[20]   Vestiges of Dicks’s ideas remain, including the name Morbius, lifted from the 1956
         science fiction adventure film Forbidden Planet. Another Dicks element that survived Holmes’s drastic rewriting was the Sisterhood
         of Karn, female mystics who tended the Flame of Life, the source of an elixir which
         gives eternal life to those who drink it. The idea for the Sisterhood came to Dicks
         from the 1887 novel She by H. Rider Haggard, and the Sisterhood’s cavern in “The Brain of Morbius” emulates
         the “Place of Life” from Haggard’s novel.[21]   These sources are brought into dialogue with Holmes’s horror elements, including
         violent shootings, the grotesque body, the storm-lashed citadel, and the brain in
         a jar.
      

      
      Given this aggregation of elements, it is small wonder that a review of the serial
         in 1976 began thus: “A lightning-streaked sky, a barren landscape, an eerie castle
         and a clap of thunder. Nope, this isn’t the latest Hammer Horror picture, it was the
         opening sequence of The Brain of Morbius.”[22]   The reference to the “latest Hammer Horror picture” is significant, indicating
         that when Holmes was busy sedulously rewriting Dicks’s scripts, Hammer’s film series
         about Baron Frankenstein remained a current cinematic phenomenon.
      

      
      Hammer’s team of director Terence Fisher, screenwriter Jimmy Sangster, and producers
         Anthony Nelson Keys and Michael Carreras made an adaptation of Mary Shelley’s 1818
         novel Frankenstein in 1957: The Curse of Frankenstein. Hammer’s own adaptation of the novel was a sensation when it was released and was
         condemned by a barrage of negative critical commentary that attacked the violence
         in the film and labeled it as sickening.[23]   Needless to say, audiences in Britain and the United States flocked to it. The
         negative reaction to Hammer’s 1957 film is an intriguing prelude to the criticism
         that Robert Holmes’s stories would face in the 1970s from “clean up TV” campaigners
         such as Mrs. Mary Whitehouse and the television critic Jean Rook, who accused the
         BBC of having made Doctor Who too violent.[24]  
      

      
      Violence was perhaps an inevitable concomitant of adapting Hammer films into Doctor Who, as Hammer’s hallmark was a series of grisly films made in Eastman color that showed
         up the dark red blood. Accordingly, to locate in “The Brain of Morbius” strong echoes
         of Hammer’s own Frankenstein films is also to locate a richly textured adaptation process. Part of this texture
         is the nature of Holmes’s own input. To borrow surgical terminology that is possibly
         appropriate in discussing a serial about a body sewn together from different body
         parts, study of Holmes’s work on Dicks’s original scripts shows that the adaptations
         within this script were the product of collaboration. Holmes grafted onto Dicks’s
         original an entirely new set of characters with attendant story arcs and motivations
         far removed from the robotic original.
      

      
      Another part of the rich texture of this adaptation is that Holmes chose to change
         the scripts by making the characters and their story obvious reflections of the Frankenstein
         story. But to describe “The Brain of Morbius” as being an adaptation of Mary Shelley’s
         original novel Frankenstein; or the Modern Prometheus is misleading. The serial is not an adaptation of the textual original, but is rather
         an adaptation of Hammer’s own adaptation of Shelley’s story, which itself followed
         in the wake of the 1931 Universal version. Hammer’s principal scriptwriter, Jimmy
         Sangster, adapted a number of gothic novels for the studio, including Bram Stoker’s
         Dracula in addition to Frankenstein. If looked at from within the “fidelity paradigm” discussed earlier, Sangster’s adaptations
         would likely be considered betrayals. His adaptation of Dracula, filmed in 1958 as Horror of Dracula, significantly contracted the narrative. Sangster chose to remove entire strands
         of Stoker’s narrative, including Dracula’s trip to England, the character Renfield
         (who was saved up for a later Hammer film), and Dracula’s landing at Whitby. Curiously,
         however, he did attempt, within the limits of cinematic language, to stay faithful
         to one of the strongest literary features of Stoker’s original novel, in that there
         is no single or objective authorial voice or narrator, but rather the novel’s story
         is told via an assembly of different voices and sources, such as telegrams and Jonathan
         Harker’s diary. In Sangster’s adaptation, some of these different voices and text
         types are emphasized, including voice-overs of Harker reading from his diary and the
         notes by Van Helsing replayed on a phonographic device. Generally, however, Sangster’s
         adaptations considerably condense and adapt Stoker’s and Shelley’s works, leaving
         out many characters (such as Frankenstein’s father) and incidents and amalgamating
         others. Peter Hutchings describes Sangster’s scripts as “brisk” retellings of the
         original novels, a description that lays stress on Sangster’s adaptations as having
         changed and often having reduced the original stories.[25]   Shelley’s original novel spanned several continents, and the climax was in the
         Arctic. For budgetary reasons, Sangster’s adaptation was set all in one location.
      

      
      Further, we should remember that the review of “The Brain of Morbius” quoted above
         referred to the “latest” Hammer horror about Frankenstein. In terms of source material,
         there is actually only one novel about Frankenstein to adapt: Shelley’s 1818 original.
         Shelley wrote no sequel and could not have done so anyway: Victor Frankenstein dies
         at the end of her novel and is burned on a pyre, while his creation vanishes into
         the Arctic wilderness. The Hammer team, realizing that their 1957 adaptation had been
         an immense commercial success in both Britain and the United States despite, or more
         likely because of, the horrified critical reactions to the film, swiftly put a sequel
         into production, and then another, and another, and another. Again they followed in
         Universal’s footsteps, as that studio had always found a means to resurrect their
         monsters. The ending of the first Hammer film inverted the ending of Shelley’s novel,
         where Frankenstein died and the monster wandered away. In Hammer’s version the monster
         was destroyed but Frankenstein survived. He then lived through several sequels, including
         1958’s Revenge of Frankenstein, 1964’s Evil of Frankenstein, 1967’s Frankenstein Created Woman, 1969’s Frankenstein Must Be Destroyed, 1970’s Horror of Frankenstein, and 1974’s Frankenstein and the Monster from Hell. The capacity to make cinematic sequels had been noted first in Hollywood in Universal’s
         horror cycle. In the absence of an actual sequel by Shelley, James Whale took an incident
         from the original novel, when Frankenstein builds a mate for his creation, and built
         that into the plot for his 1935 horror Bride of Frankenstein. Hammer similarly found that the potential for sequels emerged from the story. In
         almost all of the Hammer films the titular character was played by Peter Cushing,
         who portrayed Frankenstein as a deranged but indefatigable scientist who at the end
         of each film watched his work go up in flames or be destroyed somehow, and at the
         start of the next was plotting new ways to begin his surgical experiments. This lengthy
         series of films explains the reviewer of “Morbius” referring to the “latest” Hammer,
         as for over fifteen years a new Hammer Frankenstein movie was a regular event in British
         cinema.
      

      
      None of these adaptations would pass muster as a “faithful” adaptation of Shelley’s
         book, nor would any of the equally long-standing series of Dracula films that Hammer made in the same period be regarded as a faithful retelling of
         Stoker’s work. Only the first film in both series was actually credited as being based
         on the respective source novels. However, both series of films continued to adapt
         from the source novel. Particularly with the Dracula series, specific moments from
         the original book surfaced in the films, isolated from the original narrative context
         of the novel. Thus in Taste the Blood of   Dracula (1968), Count Dracula eventually made the trip to Victorian England that he had not
         had time (or Hammer the money) for in the 1958 original. In Dracula A.D. 1972 (1972), the character of the Count also spoke some of the original dialogue from
         the book.[26]  
      

      
      However, for both film series, there was enough material in the source novels to sustain
         a lengthy succession of sequels, a point that brings us back to “The Brain of Morbius.”
         In choosing to turn Dicks’s script into a Hammer pastiche, Holmes was adapting not
         from a novel, but from a lengthy and only recently concluded series of adaptations
         from Hammer. The final result that appears on screen is a fusion of Holmes’s elements
         onto Dicks’s original. The narrative trajectory that brings together Solon, Morbius,
         the citadel, and the storm traces its way from a novel, but via an earlier series
         of adaptations made by Hammer, and before those, Universal.
      

      
      It is striking that “The Brain of Morbius” brings the circumstances of the writing
         onto the screen in the body of Morbius, which is an assemblage of many different parts.
         It is possible to read this monstrous spectacle as a commentary on the serial, its
         sources, and its creation through a process of adaptation. The hideous assembly of
         body parts is the aspect of the serial that most strongly iterates Holmes’s intention
         to adapt the Hammer studio’s own adaptations of the Frankenstein story. Those films
         all featured set pieces when Cushing’s Baron raided graveyards, snatched bodies from
         gibbets or mortuaries, and began painstakingly to sew eyes, brains, limbs, and other
         pieces together. But the script for “Morbius” is itself an assembly, comprising Dicks’s
         original idea, Holmes’s additions, and themes and visuals taken from a long-running
         film series that itself was something of a patchwork of individual moments from Shelley’s
         novel, taken out of their original context and made to participate in new narratives.
         The scenes in “The Brain of Morbius” of the grotesque patchwork body lumbering around
         are apposite visual reflections of the story’s collaborative creation.
      

      
      Doctor Who and Mummies
      

      
      In the same season as “Morbius,” Holmes was at it again, thoroughly rewriting a draft
         set of scripts and creating out of this synthesis the story “Pyramids of Mars.” Almost
         all that remains of Lewis Greifer’s original idea is the appearance of robotic mummies.
         Otherwise, plot, setting, and characters all change and are indebted to Holmes. “Pyramids
         of Mars” is set in 1911, whereas Greifer’s story had been set in the present day of
         the 1970s. “Pyramids of Mars” is regarded highly by many Doctor Who fans, and its striking iconography—of animated mummies striding around an English
         country manor house—stays in the memory. Again, the Hammer productions were at work
         on Holmes’s imagination. In addition to the studio’s long-running Frankenstein and Dracula series, the same team of Terence Fisher, Jimmy Sangster, and Anthony Nelson Keys,
         as well as stars Peter Cushing and Christopher Lee, collaborated to make The Mummy in 1959. Again, the success of this film inaugurated a series of sequels including
         The Mummy’s Shroud (1967) and Blood from the Mummy’s Tomb (1971), meaning that Holmes was alert to, and adapting from, recent cinematic languages
         and themes.
      

      
      As with Holmes’s earlier adaptations, the process with “Pyramids of Mars” reveals
         itself to be complex in expression and sources. Hammer’s Dracula and Frankenstein series both claimed to be (however loosely) based on particular novels. However,
         in English gothic literature, there is no originating “mummy” novel that is equivalent
         in status or impact to Shelley’s Frankenstein or Stoker’s Dracula. There are a few works, including Stoker’s Jewel of the Seven Stars (1903), which was the basis of Hammer’s Blood from the Mummy’s Tomb (1971). However, Hammer’s adaptations trace their origins to a range of sources, including
         Universal Studios’ own version of a mummy narrative, the 1931 horror film The Mummy, as well as the often sensational levels of public interest in Egyptology provoked
         by the discovery of Tutankhamun’s tomb in 1922. This interest lingered in public consciousness
         as was shown in the more than 6 million people who saw the 1970s touring exhibit “Treasures
         of Tutankhamun.”[27]  
      

      
      Hammer’s 1959 film is therefore not an adaptation of a single novel but rather a fusion
         of sources including popular accounts of excavations and literature on Egyptology
         such as Stoker’s, and the film evokes the world of early twentieth-century archaeology
         associated with figures such as Howard Carter, the excavator of Tutankhamun’s tomb
         in the 1920s. Thus the film contains striking sequences that gain impact from the
         juxtaposition of the lurking figure of the Egyptian mummy stalking through the grounds
         of an English country house and attacking the inhabitants. “Pyramids of Mars” evokes
         this striking aesthetic and juxtaposes the alienness of the mummies with the familiarity
         (to Western or British eyes at least) of the English countryside and the backdrop
         of the English country house. But as an adaptation of the Hammer film, “Pyramids of
         Mars” follows as well as transgresses, and it is in the transgression that the interest
         of “Pyramids” lies, not as a copy but a new creation. It is possible to consider the
         creative process behind Holmes’s own alterations to the early drafts of Greifer’s
         scripts. The explanation in Hammer’s film for the appearance of the Mummy in England
         was strictly supernatural. The Mummy was a reanimated High Priest from Ancient Egypt,
         brought back to life by spells and incantations. The mummies in Doctor Who are given a scientifically rational explanation. They are robots, constructed by the
         Osirian civilization that lived thousands of years earlier. Out of this plot description
         there appear similarities that reinforce the differences. Christopher Lee’s hulking
         mummy in The Mummy is impervious to bullets fired from shotguns; the robotic mummies stalking through
         Professor Scarman’s estate in “Pyramids of Mars” are similarly impervious. Here, however,
         the explanation is because they are mechanical and therefore safe from bullets, whereas
         the Mummy in Hammer’s film was impervious because bullets would have no effect on
         an animated corpse.[28]   Indeed, some of Holmes’s anxieties over Greifer’s scripts were that elements of
         the plot did not have sufficiently scientific explanations.[29]   Thus, while Holmes may have cheerfully admitted to having “ripped off” classic
         horror films, this comment and the fruits of his creative strategies need to be given
         nuanced interpretation. While there were debts, there were also differences. Hammer’s
         own films were based on an aggregation of sources and influences. David Pirie’s influential
         1973 study of British horror movies points out that the term “gothic” is itself nebulous
         and that the resources adapted into Hammer films derive from different centuries and
         national literary traditions. The gothic that manifests in Doctor Who is even more diverse, as superficial trappings (mummies in the English countryside,
         for example) sit alongside strictly scientific explanations.
      

      
      Updating the Gothic

      
      Gothic serials recurred throughout the classic series, and gothic trappings and styling
         continue to appear in the revived series. Another horror trope, the werewolf, appears
         in 2006’s “Tooth and Claw.” I have written elsewhere about some of Doctor Who’s adaptations of Hammer horror but also about the way Doctor Who adapts but also departs from earlier sources.[30]   Mostly Doctor Who’s creative personnel adapted the external trappings and motifs—such as a storm-lashed
         castle or mummies stalking through a country estate—but in terms of the stories’ epistemic
         meaning there are major differences. Many Hammer horrors, especially those directed
         by Terence Fisher, were deeply religious works, asserting the sacrality of holy items
         (crosses that defeat vampires, for example) and the centrality of religious faith.
         Doctor Who is devoid of this epistemological insistence on religious belief. Indeed at its most
         gothic the program is also at its most irreligious, and at its furthest remove from
         Hammer. For instance, the 1989 serial “The Curse of Fenric” is a profoundly gothic
         work, including vampires, a fog-laden graveyard, an ancient curse, and a crypt, and
         it is even set near Whitby, where Dracula’s ship came ashore in Stoker’s novel. But
         a central character is also an atheist priest. Had this been an absolute adaptation
         from the religiously charged plotting of a Hammer horror, the priest would have been
         an energetic and victorious combatant of the vampires. In “Fenric” he has lost his
         faith and finds that the symbols of his Christian religion and the faith they symbolize
         are useless against the vampiric Haemovores who attack him, and he is killed and drained
         of blood. “Fenric,” while not a product of the Holmes era, is nonetheless a reiteration
         of Doctor Who’s gothic period but is also an important statement of the ways the program adapted
         from Britain’s gothic cinema. Doctor Who gothicized in the Hammer mold but did not accept all components of the template.
      

      
      “The Curse of Fenric” is actually an intertextual mingling of British horror traditions
         with the themes of other cinematic traditions. It discards the religiosity of Hammer
         and looks to other sources. In particular, the story borrows heavily from John Carpenter’s
         1980 horror film The Fog. This film followed Carpenter’s phenomenally successful slasher film Halloween (1978) but exchanged the urban milieu and solitary knife-wielding maniac of that film
         for a secluded coastal setting, sinister church, and supernatural figures that rise
         from the sea and attack the priest and his church. The scenes of long-dead mariners
         rising from the sea, marching through the churchyard, and killing the priest directly
         informed the imagery of “Fenric.” Major plot points, including a coastal community
         that is the victim of a long-standing curse that centers on the church, are also indebted
         to The Fog.[31]   “Fenric” is one example of the influence that the updated American horror of the
         1980s had on Doctor Who, an influence that gradually supplanted Hammer’s as an adaptive source. The preoccupation
         with teenage werewolves that was set off by An American Werewolf in London recurred in Doctor Who in “The Greatest Show in the Galaxy” (1988), when the Doctor finds that one of his
         young friends shockingly and terrifyingly turns into a werewolf.
      

      
      
         A werewolf menaces Queen Victoria in “Tooth and Claw”

         

      

      Reference to a werewolf draws attention to the continuing influence of different genres
         and types of horrors in Doctor Who. The Doctor was again menaced by a werewolf in the 2006 story “Tooth and Claw,” when
         in his tenth incarnation he rescued Queen Victoria from one. More broadly, different
         types of horror have recurred as influences on plot and imagery throughout the revived
         series. Series 6 is particularly rich in its horror influences. We have already considered
         the influence of John Carpenter’s The Fog on a 1980s story. Another of his films influenced the plot of “The Impossible Astronaut”/“Day
         of the Moon,” the two-part opening story of series 6. Carpenter’s 1988 They Live! showed the infiltration of Earth by an unseen alien species that controlled humans
         via subliminal messages. Investigating an alien plot in 1960s America, the Doctor
         discovers a very similar set of circumstances, with an alien species, the Silence,
         having influenced humanity via subliminal mind control. The scenes of the Silence
         in the White House also hark back to the emphasis in They Live! in showing the alien infiltration at the very heart of the American government. In
         the 2011 story “The God Complex,” the Eleventh Doctor, Amy, and Rory find themselves
         trapped in a hotel of horror, a setting immediately indebted to The Shining (1980). In the same year’s “Night Terrors,” the Doctor is sucked out of one reality
         and into another through a bedroom cupboard, a scene reminiscent of Poltergeist (1982) and the moment when the daughter is sucked into the spirit realm through her
         bedroom wardrobe.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      These examples of werewolves or subliminal aliens are, however, more isolated instances
         of adaptation. They come from a more contemporary and American range of sources than
         the British Hammer horrors that were so influential in the 1970s. As individual interactions,
         they also suggest that no particular strand of horror cinema was at work on one script
         editor’s imagination to the extent that Hammer dominated Holmes. Nonetheless the impulse
         to adapt from the themes, imagery, and idioms of horror cinema runs across Doctor Who’s production. In the next chapter we look at a contrast, the influence of westerns,
         which have only been a source of adaptation on very rare occasions.
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      Chapter 8

      British Westerns, American Frontiers, and a Marketing Strategy

      
         
         
      

      
      The idea of a “British western” seems oxymoronic, and some have even found it laughable.[1]   While there are many storytelling archetypes and narratives that are quintessentially
         British—including the golden age detective novel or the James Bond series—the western
         is surely quintessentially American, and western films have been preoccupied with
         American identity.[2]   But despite the characters, themes, and archetypes of the western seeming so American,
         the genre has been translated and transposed to other settings. Most famous are the
         “spaghetti westerns,” an enduring contribution of the Italian film industry to the
         western.[3]   These films are often cross-cultural in origin (most famously in the casting of
         American stars such as Clint Eastwood in European productions) and more spectacularly
         violent than American films could be (such as 1967’s Django Kill!, an exceptionally gruesome genre offering replete with whippings, scalpings, and
         lynchings, all shown in close detail).
      

      
      Less familiar and less durable in cultural terms than either the classic American
         or the spaghetti westerns are the occasional British attempts to make westerns. While
         the British Film Institute’s Companion to the Western suggests that the “basic elements of the Western . . . [can be] elaborated in literally
         thousands of variations” and director Sam Peckinpah insists on the universality of
         the western, the way the British have made them is mostly underexplored.[4]   The idea of a British western should be defined with precision. From the silent
         era to the 1960s, British television and cinema proliferated with westerns, but these
         were mostly imports of American television serials and movies. But occasionally British
         filmmakers and television makers attempted their own westerns. Their attempts are
         an underexplored contribution to the genre, and on occasion Doctor Who made its own contribution to the British western. Many characteristics of the western
         register across a range of Doctor Who serials but do so thematically, not as direct adaptations. Episodes dealing with space
         frontiers, on the American west or in the cosmos, resonate with the themes of westerns
         if not their usual mise-en-scène and trappings. “The Space Pirates” (1969), the penultimate
         serial to feature Patrick Troughton as the Second Doctor, takes western themes into
         outer space. The central character, Milo Clancy, is likened by another character to
         an old fashioned prospector, and the story overall concerns prospectors staking claims
         to mineral-rich planets in remote galaxies. Here the debt to westerns is obvious.
      

      
      Likewise, a number of serials starring Jon Pertwee as the Third Doctor evoke western
         themes. “Colony in Space” (1971) is a space-age variation on the western conflict
         between cowboys and “Indians.” Likewise, “Frontier in Space” (1973), as its title
         suggests, takes the traditional western narrative of cowboys versus “Indians” into
         outer space. Although the story is set in exotic alien locales, there are many parallels
         to the western in this story of gunfights and adventure on a remote frontier. Similarly,
         “The Monster of Peladon” (1974) is set in the far future and not on Earth, but its
         story recreates the traditional western, particularly those about gold rushes. “Peladon”
         narrates the discovery of valuable mineral deposits on an alien planet and the subsequent
         exploitation and displacement of natives by miners and prospectors, all themes lifted
         from westerns. These stories suggest the durability and flexibility of western tropes,
         and the fusion of science fiction and the western should not seem surprising; Star Trek has often been likened to a science fiction variation on traditional western themes
         and archetypes, and the program (which had been broadcast in Britain since 1969) showed
         clearly the possibility of amalgamating western themes and science fiction narratives.
         Indeed, it was pitched by Gene Roddenberry to the network as “Wagon Train to the Stars.”[5]  
      

      
      But the western surfaces in Doctor Who even more directly than these oblique thematic influences. Some stories are actual
         westerns, meaning they are set in nineteenth-century America on the Wild West frontier.
         In “The Gunfighters” (1966), the First Doctor and his companions, Steven and Dodo,
         land in Tombstone, Arizona, just in time for the legendary gunfight between Doc Holiday
         and the Clancy brothers. Strikingly, no producer or production regime took the Doctor
         in any incarnation back to the Wild West until very recently; in the 2012 story “A
         Town Called Mercy,” the Eleventh Doctor, Amy, and Rory land on the outskirts of a
         Wild West frontier town (as part of the Moffat-era production team’s deliberate plan
         to raise the program’s profile with American audiences).
      

      
      The lengthy gap between the Doctor’s visits to the Wild West is striking, and between
         visits the western itself went into decline in popular culture. With the American
         exploration of space and the moon landing, and the competition with Soviet cosmonauts,
         the astronaut came to replace the cowboy as the favored version of the American on
         a frontier. This theme is developed in Toy Story among other sources. At the time of production of “The Gunfighters,” westerns remained
         in production but were in decline. By the next decade the genre was in what MacDonald
         calls a “paralytic coma.”[6]   Between the First Doctor’s visit to Tombstone and the Eleventh Doctor’s to Mercy,
         in real-world terms the western fell out of production and out of sight before experiencing
         a qualified revival, and the genre has been updated and brought back from a period
         of cultural irrelevance.[7]  
      

      
      The gap between the Doctor’s visits to the Wild West is extensive. By comparison,
         visits to contemporary Earth or the nineteenth century have been common across different
         production regimes, but the Doctor has made repeat visits to other worlds as well,
         including Skaro, the home planet of the Daleks (visited in “The Daleks” [1963–1964],
         then revisited in “Evil of the Daleks” [1967], “Genesis of the Daleks” [1975], “Destiny
         of the Daleks” [1979], and “Asylum of the Daleks” [2012]), as well as Telos, the (adopted)
         home planet of the Cybermen, and other alien worlds. Yet after “The Gunfighters” all
         subsequent production regimes seemed reluctant to return to the Wild West. Possibly
         this is because “The Gunfighters” left behind it a less-than-fragrant reputation.
         As we shall see, a number of myths have arisen about this story, including that it
         had the lowest ratings and lowest audience appreciation scores of any story of its
         period. While both of these points are not actually true, reviews and audience feedback
         at the time were savage in their criticism, and since then the serial has generated
         an extensive body of mostly negative critical commentary. In short, later-received
         wisdom had it that “The Gunfighters” was a ratings and critical disaster, and with
         this reputation, doubtless any later production regime approached the western with
         caution. Yet “The Gunfighters” and “A Town Called Mercy” are in dialogue with each
         other, as rare instances of westerns within Doctor Who, as early and recent attempts to recreate the genre within Doctor Who’s diegesis, and because the many perceived failings of “The Gunfighters” have resurfaced
         in recent critical evaluation of the success or otherwise of “A Town Called Mercy.”
      

      
      In terms of adaptation, this chapter addresses a number of issues about these westerns.
         When the 1966 and 2012 stories are placed side by side, two contrasting approaches
         register: the parodic and the serious. “The Gunfighters” is an overt parody of western
         conventions, whereas “A Town Called Mercy” takes these conventions seriously. It is
         striking that the adaptations have become less transgressive in recent years than
         they were in the earliest years of the program, as we saw with the contrast between
         “The Romans” and “Fires of Pompeii.” It also raises points directly salient to understanding
         how recent Doctor Who stories have been sensitive to changes in genre conventions when they have adapted.
         “Fires of Pompeii,” for instance, is set in the classical Roman past, but the series
         is a product of a world where there is limited shared knowledge of classical languages
         but where glossy dramas such as Rome have been popular. “A Town Called Mercy” adapts from the revisions to the creative
         traditions of the western that have appeared in recent years. While “The Gunfighters”
         was a playful adaptation of “cowboys and Indians,” “Mercy” is more about how the brutality
         of the West has been reimagined since Leoni, Eastwood, and other western auteurs.
         While there has been a revival of westerns in film and television, following the almost
         total disappearance of the genre for some decades, revived westerns have spoken to
         themes of anxiety and brutality, such as The Three Burials of Melquiades Estrada and No Country for Old Men, and the HBO series Deadwood (2004–2006). Placing “The Gunfighters” and “Mercy” side by side also raises questions
         about adaptation not only from the western, but Doctor Who’s own adaptation of its history. As Matt Hills suggests, the approach of the production
         regimes of the revived series, for both Russell T. Davies and Steven Moffat, has been
         to recreate the “greatest hits” of the classic series.[8]   More particularly, Hills suggests that these “greatest hits” are dialogic in character.
         He argues that Davies and Moffat have revisited and revived the classic series’ successful
         attempts at genre hybridization, such as combining gothic horror with science fiction.
         Why, then, did Moffat return to the western, when popular and received wisdom would
         suggest that Doctor Who’s one and only previous attempt had been an unmitigated disaster? Neither had it
         been a genre hybrid; “The Gunfighters” is a purely historical story with no science
         fiction elements (other than the TARDIS). Ultimately, this chapter explores a significant
         irony. “The Gunfighters” failed, but “A Town Called Mercy” is part of a major strategy
         to win over American audiences. Matt Smith’s era has taken the Doctor stateside, to
         Manhattan, Washington, NASA headquarters, the Nevada desert, and the Wild West. Even
         the Doctor’s costume now asserts an American emphasis: “I wear a Stetson now; Stetsons
         are cool,” says the Doctor to his friends. Adaptation is central to Moffat’s strategy
         and vision. To explore this point, we go via “The Gunfighters” and its troubled reception
         and explore the broader ways that westerns are culturally adaptable.
      

      
      Western Action

      
      “The Gunfighters” was shown on British television in April 1966, a period that was
         rather past the heyday of the American western, which as a cinematic genre particularly
         reached its high point appropriately with High Noon (1952) before dying out to an extent, both on television and in cinemas, by the time
         of Sputnik (1957) and Gagarin (1961) and a consequent fascination with space frontiers.
         The serial concerns the infamous gunfight at the O.K. Corral between Doc Holiday and
         his allies against the Clanton family. The events that took place in Tombstone, Arizona,
         in the nineteenth century sat prominently in popular culture, more than a century
         after the events themselves had taken place. In 1957, Paramount Pictures released
         its epic Gunfight at the O.K. Corral, but more generally western movies, serials, and television series proliferated,
         including on British television and in cinemas. But while the story of the gunfight
         was widely known and surfaced often in film and television, there is no single “text”
         from which the story is derived. As the Doctor himself points out, “The Gunfighters”
         is an aggregation of convention and cliché from a wide variety of sources, and beyond
         them of popularly remembered acts and people.
      

      
      “The Gunfighters” is not a notably straightlaced story by Doctor Who standards, but the 1970s British comedy trio the Goodies went further, reimagining
         the original sources about the fight in Tombstone as the “Bunfight at the O.K. Tearooms”
         in a 1975 episode of their TV series. Set in Cornwall rather than Arizona, and involving
         prospecting for strawberry jam and scones rather than gold (the jam and scones are
         somehow produced naturally in the earth and can be mined), and containing lines such
         as “There’s cream in them thar hills!” the episode plunders from multiple sources
         to ludicrous effect. The climax is a card fight at the titular O.K. Tearooms, where
         one of the Goodies cheats as a cardsharp, except that the playing cards have been
         replaced with slices of toast.
      

      
      Some years later the science fiction comedy series Red Dwarf took things further, inserting android simulants into a Wild West mise-en-scène and
         amalgamating conventions of the western and science fiction in the 1993 episode “Gunmen
         of the Apocalypse.”[9]   These examples suggest the ways that sources and stories modulate into different
         genres and different media. “The Gunfighters” and other Doctor Who serials that resemble westerns are adapting from a wide variety of sources. They are
         also some of the rare instances of British westerns.
      

      
      The British Western

      
      The films and television serials that comprise the British western genre have been
         described in a number of ways, including collectively as “inglorious.” More fairly
         they are an eclectic mixture of serious and comedic works, including Carry On Cowboy, a 1965 film entry in the long-running Carry On comedies; The Sheriff of Fractured Jaw (1960), another comedy western; and Captain Apache (1971). In a more serious vein there is also “Living in Harmony,” an episode of the
         cult television series The Prisoner (1967).[10]   Although they are few in number, British attempts to essay, parody, or subvert
         the tropes of the western are diverse in approach and certainly eclectic. Added into
         this mix are the two Doctor Who serials.
      

      
      If “spaghetti” westerns are Italian variations on American themes, then British westerns
         are variations on the Italian efforts. They are often European co-productions that
         were filmed on Spanish standing sets and featured casts of European actors. They were
         often exceptionally violent, including The Hunting Party (1971) and A Town Called Hell (1971), a title of obvious influence on “A Town Called Mercy.” While they were clearly
         imitations of the Italian films (that were themselves imitations of American cinema),
         British westerns pursued themes and plots that were distinct to the Italian efforts
         to make these films. Captain Apache, for example, is a detective story disguised as a western.
      

      
      The themes and tropes of the western present themselves as both ineluctably American
         but also capable of significant cultural variation. In addition to the spaghetti westerns
         of Italy and the British westerns, there are also the so-called tandoori westerns
         made by the Indian film industry, and many Australian westerns, ranging from Robbery under Arms and the Mick Jagger vehicle Ned Kelly, to the more recent The Proposition with Guy Pearce and Ray Winstone. There are in addition the popularity of the “ostern”
         in the former Soviet Union and Eastern Bloc, as well as the “Manchurian westerns”
         of South Korean cinema.[11]   Common factors for these different national types can be adduced, from the obvious
         trappings (horses, cowboys, bars), to settings (frontier land, be it the American
         west, Spain, or the Australian outback), to themes (such as frontier lawlessness and
         the pioneering spirit). These points carry across westerns, be they American, Indian,
         Italian, or British. Distinctions are at the same time clear. Many film historians
         point to the major differences between an Italian spaghetti western and a classic
         American western as comprising the presence in the Italian versions of an antihero
         character, Spanish locations, and exceptionally graphic violence.[12]   Although these are characteristics brought to maturity by directors such as Sergio
         Leone in his 1964 film A Fistful of Dollars, they are characteristics that were inaugurated in the 1961 British-Spanish co-production
         Savage Guns.
      

      
      But in this uniformity there is also diversity. After all, many of these common factors
         are only surface deep and testify more to the look and feel of the movie than to its
         tone or themes. The incredibly violent and serious Django Kill! shares the trappings, themes, and settings outlined above with the high camp parody
         of Mel Brooks’s Blazing Saddles (1974). While the two films differ entirely in tone and approach, they are both quantifiably
         westerns. They both feature frontier townships, horses, saloon bars, cowboys, attempted
         and successful lynchings, and other characteristics that define the essential ingredients
         of a western.
      

      
      Precisely because the trappings and settings of a western are so uniform, they are
         susceptible to parody. I have already mentioned Blazing Saddles, but British filmmakers realized the comedic potential some years earlier when the
         team of Peter Rogers and Gerald Thomas made Carry On Cowboy in 1965. This is the eleventh of the comedy films that Rogers produced and Thomas
         directed between 1958 and 1978, and it contains the staple ingredients of a western,
         from guns, cowboys, a saloon bar, and “Red Indians,” to the plot concerning various
         types of lawlessness on the Wild West frontier, such as cattle rustling. But these
         are developed for their comedic potential, including a sheriff (played by Jon Pertwee)
         who is too shortsighted to see targets in a gunfight, and an undertaker who dashes
         forward with his tape measure after each gunfight to measure the body and guarantee
         his commission for the funeral. The climactic gunfight at the conclusion of the film
         is fought at high noon, although the town’s attorney complains that this is a “most
         unoriginal time” to have a gunfight, a knowing comment that pokes fun at western conventions.
      

      
      Carry On Cowboy is arguably the best-remembered example of a British western, despite being played
         as farce and parody, and in terms of its box office it is the most commercially successful
         as well. Its popularity, its place within the canon of a long-running and immensely
         successful comedy series, and its toying with the conventions of the classic American
         western are important preludes to the appearance of the western in Doctor Who. Whereas other comedic British westerns were comedies that played the western situation
         itself fairly straight (generating the comedy instead from the “fish out of water”
         scenarios of Englishmen on the frontier), Carry On Cowboy parodies the western situation, as does “The Gunfighters.”[13]    Carry On Cowboy contains all the essential ingredients of a western in terms of its themes, settings,
         and trappings. It is actually closer to a classic American western than are the spaghetti
         westerns or many other British westerns, which tended to follow the contours of European
         rather than American films. Thus there is no antihero, but rather the film’s protagonist
         Marshal (played by Jim Dale) is a straightforward hero, not an antihero. When viewed
         in this light, it seems unreasonable to exclude Carry On Cowboy from any list of westerns when it evokes so many characteristics of the classic American
         western.
      

      
      But including Carry On Cowboy as a western does raise important questions about adaptation. What in this case is
         adaptation if nothing more than ticking items off a list? A western film, be it an
         American classic such as John Ford’s Stagecoach, or a spaghetti or tandoori western or a British sex farce, does not adapt from any
         singular source. Westerns derive from an accumulation or accretion of myth and legend,
         folk stories, and biography. In this regard, to bring adaptation theory and the western
         together is both significant and problematic. Any western is a multidialogic work
         and multitextual in origin. A western such as Carry On Cowboy may also be a transgressive work, but more in terms of tone than content. As we saw,
         Carry On Cowboy actually has all the major features of a western present and correct, but takes comedic
         liberties with the tone of their presentation.
      

      
      Is adapting a western a matter of ticking boxes for a range of items, themes, and
         settings? And can we answer this first question by looking at the western in Doctor Who? I began this book with a quotation from “The Gunfighters,” where the Doctor commented
         to his companion Dodo, “You know, you’re fast becoming a prey to every cliché-ridden
         convention of the American West.” The Doctor makes this criticism in the fourth and
         final episode after a number of events have occurred. These have included meeting
         legendary western heroes and antiheroes Bat Masterson and Doc Holiday; Steven and
         Dodo being forced to sing a ballad in a saloon bar at gunpoint; Steven nearly being
         lynched by an angry mob of townsfolk from Tombstone, Arizona; and, of course, the
         gunfight taking place between Holliday and the Earps against the Clanton clan of brothers
         and the McLaury brothers. Any one of these would count as a cliché of the American
         West, but when put together one after another in rapid succession, they do suggest
         that the Doctor’s comment is more than justified.
      

      
      But behind the Doctor’s observation is the authorial voice of the scriptwriter Donald
         Cotton, also the writer of “The Myth Makers” which I considered earlier. What did
         Cotton intend by placing this rather scathing comment in the Doctor’s mouth, which
         after all passes judgment on the entire preceding plot that Cotton’s scripts have
         just narrated? Was it for the parents or the children watching? It is a wry and self-knowing
         extradiegetic observation on the western in general and the genre’s appearance in
         Doctor Who. Cotton left no cliché untouched from the moment the TARDIS landed in Tombstone,
         but neither did his scripts (nor the way the actors and the director Rex Tucker interpreted
         them) suggest at any point that these should be taken seriously. The narrative is
         in fact undercut at pivotal moments by the “Ballad of the Last Chance Saloon,” heard
         extradiegetically by the viewers of the television serial but not by the characters
         in the story (excepting a scene when it is performed in the saloon bar by Steven and
         Dodo). The ballad grows more and more ridiculous as the story develops, offering comic
         commentary on the events unfolding on the screen. Some of these are actually very
         violent, including the murder of the barman of the Last Chance Saloon, who is shot
         at point-blank range by the gunslinger Johnny Ringo, and the final shootout during
         which all the Clanton brothers die in a hail of bullets fired by Doc Holliday and
         his allies. The ballad, however, remains comedic, undercutting the violence of these
         scenes and keeping the overall tone of the serial lighthearted.
      

      
      Reception of the Western

      
      It would be inaccurate to say that “The Gunfighters” divides critical opinion. From
         the moment of its broadcast in 1966 to the present day, it has attracted almost universal
         condemnation and opprobrium. No less an authority than Sydney Newman, the BBC executive
         who put in train Doctor Who’s creation during 1963, described it as a “sad serial,” despite acknowledging that
         in technical terms it was a highly competent production.[14]   Indeed, while there are very few kind words for this serial, some critics are prepared
         to acknowledge that Rex Tucker’s visual realization of the scripts is impressive,
         including the final gunfight captured on film, the spacious sets, and the use of atmospheric
         lighting and high camera angles to create significant visual effect on the screen.
      

      
      Otherwise, every other aspect of the serial is trashed, suggesting that the decision
         by producer Innes Lloyd and writer Donald Cotton to adapt from the themes and tropes
         of the western was not a wise one. Lloyd and his bosses at the BBC accrued low ratings
         for the serial in comparison to the earlier serials broadcast in season 3 of 1965–1966,
         although the idea that this serial had the lowest ratings of all time, while an anecdote
         told persistently about “The Gunfighters,” is not accurate. Nonetheless, the BBC’s
         internal audience reports (taken from the screening of episodes to randomly selected
         members of the public) contained savage criticism of the tone and content of the serial.
         One reviewer decided it was third rate as both science fiction and a western, while
         for another it was “hackneyed, ridiculous and dull.” For another the serial was “absolute
         rubbish.”[15]   Since then, a near-universal chorus of disapproval has condemned Cotton’s scripts,
         Tucker’s execution of them, and Lloyd’s decision to make a western. Frequent Doctor Who reviewer and original fiction writer John Peel found it “embarrassing” and a “sorry
         mess.” Another prominent reviewer, Ian Levine, declared that it should never have
         been made.[16]  
      

      
      This criticism is significant in terms of adaptation. The second-to-next serial broadcast
         after “The Gunfighters” was “The War Machines”; as we saw earlier, this is a story
         which some writers regard as a watershed in Doctor Who’s production history, as it signals a clear debt to the ATV adventure serials, suggesting
         to these writers that from that moment onward, Doctor Who’s producers began to adapt from whatever was popular. But this assessment overlooks
         the fact that prior to the production of “The Gunfighters,” and therefore before “The
         War Machines,” Doctor Who serials had adapted from a range of sources. In season 1 Terry Nation plundered from
         the Dan Dare serials for his stories, including “The Daleks” and “The Keys of Marinus.”
         That latter story concludes with a murder mystery which, as we will see in chapter
         9, emulates Agatha Christie. Dennis Spooner borrowed from Baroness Orczy for “The
         Reign of Terror” and Suetonius for “The Romans.” In “The Dalek Invasion of Earth,”
         Nation shifted the source of his adaptation from Dan Dare to World War II resistance
         movies, while David Whitaker took inspiration from no less a source than Shakespeare
         in plotting and dialogue for “The Crusades.”
      

      
      These divergent sources sit comfortably within the Doctor Who stories and certainly have not attracted the barrage of criticism that the makers
         of “The Gunfighters” have endured since 1966 for attempting to adapt from westerns.
         Why does it not seem to have worked, when adaptation from so many other sources was
         successful and certainly passed without critical comment? More significantly, given
         that “The Gunfighters” has gained an enduring reputation as a disaster, why did Moffat
         decide to have another go at making a Doctor Who western? What informed his approach to the western, and what had changed in terms
         of the context from the 1960s to 2010?
      

      
      The Western and Science Fiction

      
      Some of the reviewers who so trenchantly criticized “The Gunfighters” in the BBC’s
         original audience feedback reports did so because they preferred Doctor Who to be science fiction. One viewer said that the program was much better when it made
         a “space-age sort of story,” while another lamented that with “The Gunfighters” the
         program had “deteriorated from pure science fiction into third-rate story telling.”[17]   These observations cannot pass without some qualification. It is questionable that
         Doctor Who was ever “pure” science fiction, as from the beginning historical stories alternated
         with the science fiction narratives. But it is significant that some viewers missed
         the science fiction during the four weeks that “The Gunfighters” was transmitted.
         This serial is one of the so-called pure historical stories, like “Marco Polo,” “The
         Aztecs,” “The Crusades,” “The Massacre of St. Bartholomew’s Eve,” and others, in which
         the First Doctor and his companions travel back in human history, normally meeting
         famous historical figures, from Richard the Lionheart to Kublai Khan. Aside from the
         TARDIS itself, these stories contain no other science fiction elements. When the TARDIS
         lands in Tombstone, Arizona, at the beginning of episode 1 of “The Gunfighters,” the
         Doctor, Steven, and Dodo step out of the science fiction craft into a purely historical
         narrative.
      

      
      It is, therefore, further significant that when Moffat decided to make another Doctor Who western, many years after the apparent disaster of “The Gunfighters,” he included
         the science fiction elements that 1960s viewers had complained were absent from “The
         Gunfighters,” juxtaposed against the western trappings. Upon announcement that the
         2012 season would contain a western story, and through the broadcast and post-transmission
         discussion among television reviewers and many online commentators and bloggers, there
         was frequent comparison between “The Gunfighters” and “A Town Called Mercy.”
      

      
      But there was also recognition of difference. Chiefly this difference relates to the
         presence of science fiction elements in “Mercy,” absent from the Hartnell story. If
         “The Gunfighters” was a self-proclaimed collection of clichés, “Mercy” goes all out
         to undercut western clichés. When the Doctor, Amy, and Rory arrive in the town, they
         are struck by the sinister and uncanny atmosphere and the signs of alien intervention:
         “Anachronistic electricity, Keep Out signs, aggressive stares. Has someone been peeking
         at my Christmas list?” asks the Doctor, partly in jest but also drawing attention
         to the oddness of the scene.[18]   If the original viewers of “The Gunfighters” were disappointed that this was a
         Doctor Who story without any science fiction elements, this gap was made up in a number of productions
         between “The Gunfighters” and “A Town Called Mercy.” Star Trek’s central premise of space being the “final frontier” has obvious and deliberate
         thematic links to the classic American western, links that the program’s makers occasionally
         extended beyond the figurative to the literal. The 1960s incarnation of Star Trek included the episode “Spectre of the Gun,” in which Kirk, Spock, McCoy, “Scotty,”
         and Chekov find themselves in the middle of Tombstone, Arizona, on the day of the
         gunfight, albeit a fight which they discover is not real but rather has been created
         from their memories by an alien species. The crew from the Next Generation incarnation of the program also found themselves in a simulation of a Wild West town
         in “A Fistful of Datas,” where members of the Enterprise crew enter the simulated environment via the holodeck.[19]   These episodes showing the intersection of the classic western with science fiction
         take many of their visual cues and their inspiration from Westworld, the 1973 science fiction thriller where in a futuristic world robots run amok in
         a theme park styled after a Wild West town of 1880. Westworld developed the possibility of synthesizing the western with the futuristic that Rodenberry
         had pursued with Star Trek.[20]  
      

      
      “A Town Called Mercy”

      
      “A Town Called Mercy” is an atypical example of a British western. British westerns
         have mostly sought out the comedic potential of the western. A classic American western
         was often an extended cinematic mediation on loneliness, isolation, and cultural clash,
         while a spaghetti western was a bloody consideration of pioneering lawlessness. A
         British western by contrast was an excuse for a good laugh. Sheriff of Fractured Jaw exemplifies this approach and does after all star such British comedy stalwarts as
         Robert Morley, Kenneth More, and in particular Sidney James, who a few years later
         would play the Rumpo Kid in Carry On Cowboy. Carry On Cowboy again demonstrates the comedic potential which British filmmakers found in the western.
         “The Gunfighters” is a further iteration of this approach.
      

      
      Virtually the only British exception to these lighthearted and parodic westerns is
         “Living in Harmony,” the fourteenth episode of the cult 1967 fantasy program The Prisoner. The creation of its star Patrick McGoohan, The Prisoner concerned a British spy, identified only as “Number Six,” who was kidnapped and transported
         to the mysterious “village,” where his captors, a series of different men and women
         all called “Number Two,” demanded to know why he had resigned from his position in
         the secret services. Even by the exceptionally surreal standards of this program,
         “Living in Harmony” is an unusual piece of storytelling. But as an example of a serious
         British attempt to tell a western that also combines science fiction elements, it
         is an intriguing forerunner of “A Town Called Mercy.”[21]   It is also a tonally consistent work, in contrast to the uneasy blend of wordplay
         and punning humor with a fatal shootout that characterizes “The Gunfighters.”
      

      
      “Living in Harmony” contains all the archetypal characteristics of a western, from
         a saloon bar with a pianist and a brassy woman behind the bar, a sheriff, and a climactic
         shootout.[22]   All these characteristics are subverted by the ending, when it is revealed that
         the western town Harmony is an elaborate hoax, the people in it merely cardboard cutouts,
         and Number Six himself has been subjected to hallucinogenic drugging which has made
         him imagine that he has been living in the Wild West.[23]   The episode overall brings together western archetypes but merges them with the
         science fiction elements of The Prisoner, such as the drugging, the surveillance equipment, and the Cold War scientific apparatus
         used to control the village.[24]  
      

      
      The same synthesis of western archetypes and science fiction recurs in “A Town Called
         Mercy.” Although the Doctor is not moved to repeat his first incarnation’s comment
         that every western cliché seems present and correct, there are a number of western
         archetypes brought onto the screen. There is a saloon bar (with a pianist who stops
         playing when the strangers walk in) and a shootout. There is even a comedy undertaker,
         a character taken straight from Carry On Cowboy or Back to the Future III (1989) (where significantly Marty is also traveling to an “imagined” Old West), but
         also a character with a more serious progenitor in westerns such as Bad Day at Black Rock (1955), which includes an undertaker who assists Spencer Tracy’s character in his
         investigations into a mysterious death. But there are science fiction elements present
         as well. Several alien creatures appear, as does alien technology, including a spaceship
         that is powering the anachronistically early electricity supply in the town.
      

      
      
         Alien anachronisms in “A Town Called Mercy”

         

      

      In bringing together the archetypes of the western with other narrative traditions,
         including alien intervention into human affairs, this story is adapting from the general
         principle of genre hybridization which Hills suggests has defined the revived Doctor Who, but without a successful example from the classic series to borrow from or emulate.
         “The Gunfighters” is purely historical, and it is certainly not one of the series’
         “greatest hits,” even if it does have some who will champion its reputation. When
         assessed in these terms, “A Town Called Mercy” seems atypical of the types of stories
         that have been made since the 2005 revival of Doctor Who. However, in terms of Moffat’s deliberate move across the Atlantic and his assertion
         of American settings, it is typical.
      

      
      As a hybrid, however, it is a representative example of the adaptation of westerns
         out of their originating American traditions and into other national contexts. The
         adaptation or appropriation of the western in terms of the themes, tropes, and mythologies
         privileged by the genre has created hybrid forms of storytelling. As Hye Seung Chung
         points out, it is the scenographic elements (guns, horses, frontier towns, saloon
         bars, pianists, and so on) that retain common currency across westerns, be they American,
         British, tandoori, spaghetti, or Manchurian.[25]   But these scenographic elements should not obscure more penetrating thematic distinctions.
         In particular, the American western functions as a mythological or foundational story,
         a function important for the formation of American national identity. Removed from
         this context, suggests Chung, the moral compass of other westerns becomes less clear
         cut. In this regard, “A Town Called Mercy” reflects this hybridity and this ambiguity.
         It is a British adaptation of American archetypes, but the story it is telling is
         not a nationalistic or foundational story that we encounter in American westerns.
         The Wild West frontier is not intrinsic to British national identity. Shorn of these
         storytelling imperatives, the morality and purpose of a British western float loose.
         The moral compass of “A Town Called Mercy” reflects this ambiguity; even the Doctor
         cannot be relied upon to provide the clear moral compass. Confronted with a complex
         and potentially lethal situation—whereby an entire township of people is being threatened
         by a mysterious alien gunslinger because they are harboring another alien called Kahler
         Jex, whom the gunslinger is hunting—the Doctor’s reactions are unexpectedly morally
         uncertain. To start with, the Doctor is prepared to sacrifice Jex to the gunslinger.
         It takes his companion Amy to remind him that this course of action is morally reprehensible,
         asking him, “When did killing people become okay?” The morality of the story remains
         confused and uncertain. Kahler Jex initially seems the benign victim of the gunslinger.
         He has brought electricity to the town and cured a cholera outbreak. Yet it is revealed
         he is actually a Dr. Mengele–type war criminal who had operated on his own people
         during a war to convert them into grotesque cyborg killers. The gunslinger seems both
         murderous and hideous, but he is eventually revealed to be one of Jex’s victims. Jex
         redeems himself in an act of noble self-sacrifice, and the gunslinger transitions
         from being the threatening outsider to becoming the sheriff of Mercy. Early in the
         story, Mercy’s sheriff is killed, removing from the action that traditionally important
         enforcer of law and order. Accordingly, the moral compass of the story shifts and
         turns; even the Doctor acts and speaks in ways that undercut the morality of the story.
         But as an adaptation of the transnational western hybrids, this ambiguity is to be
         expected. A British western has commonalities with the originating American mythologies,
         but also important transgressions.
      

      
      “A Town Called Mercy” reveals its hybrid nature in other ways. Part of the story’s
         ambiguity lies in the way it establishes and then undercuts western norms, even the
         common scenographic factors. In appearance Mercy looks like a typical western town,
         complete with saloon bar, horse posts and troughs, and dusty streets. Yet the Doctor
         immediately notices its incongruities, including the electric lighting that is being
         used at least a decade too early. Writing of other hybrid westerns, Cynthia J. Miller
         and A. Bowdoin van Riper draw attention to so-called steampunk westerns as being examples
         of a “temporal hybrid where future and past collapse into a blend of the exotic and
         the familiar.”[26]   Steampunk, of course, is a specific genre, and films and television shows that
         fall within it such as Wild Wild West (1995) are a distinctive body of work. Nonetheless, this hybridity confronts the Doctor
         when it walks into Mercy, a town lit by electricity, confronted by a cyborg, and harboring
         an alien criminal in the sheriff’s jail cell. But in this hybridity we recognize adaptation.
         If we recall Linda Hutcheon’s assertion that a core aspect of adaptation was the mixture
         of the familiar with the unexpected, then the British western and Doctor Who’s attempts to make westerns stand forth as examples of this juxtaposition. The western
         mise-en-scène travels transnationally from American to spaghetti to tandoori to British
         westerns. Behind these external trappings, however, are more penetrating differences
         in the treatment of archetypes and mythologies. Precisely because the mise-en-scène—the
         horses, saloon bars, and saddles—are so familiar, the hybridity of non-American westerns
         stands out clearly. Even the gunslinger himself is a visual hybrid; in the distance
         he looks like a Stetson-wearing Wild West figure, but up close it is obvious that
         he is a horrific figure, with cybernetic additions to his human biology.
      

      
      
         The cybernetic gunslinger in “A Town Called Mercy”

         

      

       “A Town Called Mercy” is an intriguing recent example of Doctor Who. Simply by making it, Moffat revived the (mostly negative) memories of “The Gunfighters.”
         However, it is possible to reorient “Mercy” away from this dialogue with “The Gunfighters.”
         It differs from the 1960s serials in terms of the approach to the western its makers
         took. There is little humor here and more of an extended meditation on brutality.
         The story is also, from a real-world perspective, in dialogue with those immediately
         surrounding it rather than with the much earlier Hartnell work. The sources Moffat
         has adapted from have been influenced in real-world terms by his deliberate strategy
         to situate stories from series 6 and series 7 in an American context. Moffat was trying
         to “grow” the American market.[27]   To a greater extent than any period in its history (barring, of course, the 1996
         US television movie), Doctor Who has become a transatlantic product. Earlier episodes of the 2005 revived series received
         criticism for being apparently anti-American, whereas Moffat has determinedly situated
         many of his stories within an American framework.[28]   Besides the Wild West, the Eleventh Doctor and his companions have had adventures
         in New York (“The Angels Take Manhattan”) and have been to the heart of the American
         political system, landing in the Oval Office during the Nixon administration in “The
         Impossible Astronaut.” The latter story also contains numerous western tropes and
         references, from its setting in Nevada to the Doctor’s insistence that “Stetsons are
         cool.”
      

      
      
         Marketing strategy: Steven Moffat takes Doctor Who to America and right inside the
               White House in “The Impossible Astronaut”
            

         

      

      Conclusion

      
      From an apparent disaster in the 1960s to part of a canny strategy to sell Doctor Who to American audiences, the western has been adapted to remarkably different effect
         in the program. Western themes have surfaced more obliquely in other serials, but
         “The Gunfighters” and “A Town Called Mercy” are the only two examples of overt adaptations
         of westerns. But to talk of adapting a western is a difficult issue. Westerns are
         fascinating studies for adaptation. The western’s themes seem so closely bound to
         the American landscape and American national narratives, but westerns are also found
         across an astonishingly diverse range of national contexts. Mostly British filmmakers
         have had fun with westerns, an approach wholeheartedly followed by the team making
         “The Gunfighters.” “A Town Called Mercy” registers a different approach in its morally
         ambiguous and somber iteration of various western archetypes. If the starting point
         for a western is that it seems quintessentially American, then this point can be turned
         around for the sources addressed next. What can be more quintessentially English than
         one of Agatha Christie’s murder mysteries? But does that Englishness still relate
         to murder mysteries set in outer space?
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      Chapter 9

      Whodunit? Agatha Christie in Time and Space

      
         
         
      

      
      Violent death and puzzling events are a staple of Doctor Who. Almost all of Doctor Who could be said to contain elements of mystery and puzzle, and to contain characters
         who are murdered or who die violently. Stories from both the classic and the revived
         series follow a similar pattern: the Doctor and his companions land in a new setting
         and become embroiled in a mystery of some kind. Typically the Doctor solving the puzzle
         forms the climax and resolution of the narrative. This approach was especially evident
         in the structuring of the stories in the classic series. Because almost all stories
         were multi-episode serials, the first episode of each could be given over to arrival
         and exploration, as the Doctor gradually comes to learn more of the mysterious events
         that he must solve. Sometimes this could be actual murder, and many stories begin
         with the Doctor and his companions discovering a dead body and often promptly being
         accused of murder. The driving force of the Doctor’s actions in many serials is the
         need to vindicate himself, prompting investigations into mysteries and wrongdoing
         that make up the plot of each serial.
      

      
      Involving the Doctor and his companions in murder and accusations of murder is an
         approach apparent from the earliest stories. In season 1’s “The Keys of Marinus” (1964),
         the Doctor’s companion Ian is found next to a dead body and is put on trial, requiring
         the Doctor to solve the murder mystery and prove Ian’s innocence. Throughout the following
         years the Doctor was routinely accused of murder while engaged in solving the crime.
         In “Colony in Space” (1971), someone or something has been killing human colonists
         on a remote planet, leading the Doctor to investigate the mysterious actions of a
         mining company. “The Deadly Assassin” (1976) sees the Doctor framed by the Master
         for the assassination of the Lord President of the High Council, and in “Arc of Infinity”
         (1983), it is Omega who sets up the Doctor, again prompting accusation, a trial, and
         the Doctor narrowly escaping execution. The inhabitants of the planet Argolis accuse
         the Doctor of murder in “The Leisure Hive” (1980) and imprison him, and the county
         constabulary in 1920s England believes the Doctor to have strangled a servant in a
         country house in “Black Orchid” (1982). Then there are stories in which, even if the
         Doctor escapes accusation, he still takes an active role in solving a murder or several
         murders. Most explicitly in “The Talons of Weng-Chiang” (1977), the Doctor dons a
         deerstalker cap and a tweed Aberdeen cape, visually impersonating Sherlock Holmes
         as he solves a series of murders of women in late nineteenth-century London. In the
         recent story “The Snowmen” (2012), the Doctor reprised this appearance, wearing a
         deerstalker and cape when investigating a number of mysterious deaths in Victorian
         London.
      

      
      These are only selected occasions across the program when the Doctor has become involved
         in murder and mayhem, but they testify to a recurring preoccupation of the creative
         minds behind Doctor Who with mysterious death, and the Doctor’s intervention to solve the mystery. This preoccupation
         is explicable for a television program whose central character brings order to chaos
         and acts as a force of justice.
      

      
      This preoccupation is also explicable given the immense popularity of the detective
         genre in general. It is not surprising that Doctor Who stories resembling classic “whodunits” have appeared over the last fifty years. These
         range from overt pastiche such as “Black Orchid”—which is a country house mystery
         with no science fiction elements barring the TARDIS—to stories that have been labeled
         “Agatha Christies in space,” including “The Robots of Death” (1977) and “Terror of
         the Vervoids” (1986) (the third story in “The Trial of a Time Lord”). These approach
         from the other direction to “Black Orchid” and are science fiction stories with elements
         of a classic detective novel. “The Unicorn and the Wasp” (2008) has the most overt
         engagement with the genre; it merges both approaches and is a country house murder
         mystery with science fiction elements.
      

      
      My focus for this chapter is adaptation from the detective fiction of Dame Agatha
         Christie (1890–1976), as well as the format she adopted and followed across her dozens
         of detective novels. I intend to assess how this format functioned as the basis of
         Doctor Who serials that took these core elements and adapted them in settings and time periods
         far removed from the usual English upper class and early twentieth-century milieu
         that typifies most (if not all) Christie detective novels. More precisely, my goal
         for this chapter is to evaluate the extent to which the Christie template is a true
         basis for Doctor Who serials that seem to be murder mysteries set in space. Again, the capacity to transgress
         when adapting is a creative potential with Doctor Who, and the very fact that much of Christie’s writing is so formulaic makes it possible
         to observe the transgression and evaluate its impact on narrative.
      

      
      Agatha Christie’s detective fiction is especially salient to the study of adaptation
         and its various forms and influences. While Christie wrote her stories mostly as novels
         and sometimes as short stories and plays, she has been adapted into many media. The
         history of Christie adaptations is extensive. By the 1950s her play Witness for the Prosecution had been adapted into a major Hollywood movie (1957). In the 1960s, her character
         Miss Marple was immortalized by the actress Margaret Rutherford in a series of films.
         In the 1970s a number of her Poirot stories were adapted into lavish films with all-star
         casts including Murder on the Orient Express (1974) and Death on the Nile (1979), starring luminaries such as Bette Davis, Angela Lansbury, Wendy Hiller, Vanessa
         Redgrave, and Sean Connery.[1]  
      

      
      Then in the 1980s came a veritable cavalcade of period adaptations for television
         of Christie’s books. Across the decade the BBC adapted all of the Miss Marple books
         in sumptuous productions starring the veteran actress Joan Hickson. Not to be outdone,
         ITV commenced a series of adaptations of first the short stories and then the novels
         featuring Hercule Poirot, with David Suchet playing the detective amid meticulously
         recreated art deco settings. Other Christie books including Why Didn’t They Ask Evans? and the stories featuring Tommy and Tuppy Beresford became miniseries and television
         films. Other “Queens of Crime” and other British detective writers also provided material
         for adaptation, including major series based on Ngaio Marsh’s (1895–1982) Roderick
         Alleyn stories, Margery Allingham’s (1904–1966) Campion series, and Dorothy L. Sayers’s
         (1893–1957) Lord Peter Wimsey books.
      

      
      In other words, for much of its production history, part of Doctor Who’s context has been defined by prominent and ever-present adaptations of Christie’s
         novels and mostly adaptations that have scrupulously attempted to recreate the period
         detail from the early and mid-twentieth-century settings of most of these books. The
         still broader context for Doctor Who’s production context is a fixation by British television makers and filmmakers with
         costume dramas and period settings, especially taken from novels written in the early
         and mid-twentieth century. In 1981 the BBC produced its landmark production of Evelyn
         Waugh’s Brideshead Revisited, one of many adaptations of Victorian and Edwardian British novels, and works set
         between the two World Wars, that proliferated on television.
      

      
      These adaptations of Christie’s books, therefore, presented their viewers with the
         puzzle of one or more murders. The key features of a Christie puzzle are not only
         a murder or murders taking place and a detective solving the mystery. Other important
         components include that the murder often takes place in an isolated setting (such
         as a small village or a country house) and the suspects are taken from a small group
         of characters. These features typify Christie’s first novel, The Mysterious Affair at Styles (1920), which not only introduced her famous Belgian detective Hercule Poirot but
         set the pattern of many of her later novels. Styles was a country house, the mistress
         of the house was murdered, and Poirot deduced the murderer from among a small group
         of people, all of whom were associated with the remote house and all of whom came
         from the same social milieu of the British upper classes. The apotheosis of this template
         is Christie’s 1939 book Ten Little Indians (aka And Then There Were None), in which the mysterious Mr. U. N. Owen brings a small group to a house on a remote
         island and kills them off one by one.
      

      
      Christie wrote close to seventy detective novels, most featuring either Poirot or
         her other famous detective Miss Jane Marple. One analysis of her writing assesses
         her books thus: “Perfunctory in setting and characterization, they concentrate almost
         exclusively on tantalizing ingenuity of plot.”[2]   One of Christie’s biographers adduces similar points, writing of her “exceptionally
         pallid” characters and her inability to write characterizations of any depth or subtlety.[3]   But these assessments neglect the fact that within the confines of her standard
         template of an isolated setting and a small group of suspects, there was also the
         capacity for astonishing flexibility. Poirot solved many crimes in English country
         houses, but also at archaeological digs in the Middle East; and Miss Marple did so
         in the Caribbean and in a home for delinquent children. Christie also found that the
         template worked in historical settings, and one of her most striking novels is Death Comes at the End (1944), a murder mystery set in Ancient Egypt but still adhering to the same pattern.
      

      
      Regardless of setting or detective, her emphasis on crafting an ingenious plot is
         the core aspect of any Christie novel, and as a writer Christie has been both praised
         and damned for her emphasis on it. Her admirers stress the almost mathematical ingenuity
         of her mind and her capacity to configure puzzles, laying clues for readers but still
         managing to surprise in revealing the identity of the murderer. Her detractors suggest
         that her ability to write realistic characters is almost nonexistent because she only
         focused on puzzles. But whether praising or damning her, both strands of thought place
         emphasis on the fact that her books are mysteries in the sense that there are murders
         committed by persons unknown, and everything else in the books is subordinate to solving
         this mystery. But most Doctor Who serials that seem at first to be in the Christie template (including “The Robots of
         Death”) invert this approach. Indeed, the identity of the killer is announced in the
         title, and to compare the serial to an Agatha Christie novel would be to suggest that
         Christie wrote books where she provided the identity of the killer in the title. In
         this regard The Murder of Roger Ackroyd would be rewritten as The Murder of Roger Ackroyd by the First Person Narrator of the Story. Lord Edgware Dies would be Lord Edgware Dies When Stabbed by His Wife. Of course, Christie never did this, as she preserved the puzzle intact until the
         final pages of each book, but that little excursion into rewritten titles indicates
         the actual differences between a Christie whodunit and a Doctor Who serial, which gives the whole plot away from the outset. There is some attempt at
         subterfuge as the identity of the person controlling the robots is not given away
         at once, but even that becomes clear without any investigation.
      

      
      Testing and quantifying the extent to which these serials are adaptations of the Christie
         template allows for a point more broadly relevant to the program than just the serials
         that are ostensibly in this mold. It points to a major characteristic of exposition
         and narrative development in Doctor Who. While there are often mysteries to solve and strange events to narrate in Doctor Who, there is just as likely to be the undercutting of any element of mystery and surprise.
         Examining Doctor Who in relation to Agatha Christie allows us to ask and answer major questions about storytelling
         in Doctor Who. Notably, do Doctor Who stories—not only those that are Christie pastiches—ever actually ask “whodunit?”
         Do they preserve mystery, or do they gain dramatic impact from other means? A major
         characteristic of Doctor Who is to set up a mystery that has already been dissipated by a serial’s title, which,
         for example, preempts a cliffhanger by having already announced that there will be
         Daleks in the story, which the program only occasionally tried to avoid in titles
         such as “Earthshock” (1982) or “Army of Ghosts” (2006), where titles deliberately
         obscured the return of a popular monster. A more typical example is the 1979 serial
         “Destiny of the Daleks,” which has an opening episode written so that the dramatic
         appearance of the Daleks is structured as a surprise, but a surprise undercut by the
         title. This chapter also speaks to the durability of types of storytelling; “The Unicorn
         and the Wasp” concludes with the assertion that Christie’s novels will be read many
         millions of years into the future, a point that resonates with the storytelling strategies
         of Doctor Who and the tendency of program makers to take classic plots and means of storytelling
         and portray them as taking place in the far future.
      

      
      Detective Fiction as Genre and in Doctor Who

      
      Detective fiction is a commonly encountered but often haphazardly defined genre within
         Western literature. A work of detective fiction may contain elements of a thriller
         but is often also frequently horrific. The contours of the genre are also confused
         with those of others (most especially the spy novel). Typically, a detective solves
         a puzzling crime, often a murder but not always so. The detective may be a police
         officer but could also be an enthusiastic amateur. Different national schools of detective
         fiction carry significant differences from each other. American detective fiction
         has traditionally favored the “procedural” approach to storytelling and has eschewed
         the British country house mystery. This American approach is exemplified by writers
         such as Ed McBain (aka Evan Hunter, author of The Blackboard Jungle), whose detective novels, set around the fictional Eighty-Seventh Precinct in New
         York City, are concerned more with the process of detection and the social problems
         of the vicinity than with the puzzle of solving a murder.
      

      
      British detective fiction exhibits a different set of preoccupations from the American
         procedural school. Because the field is dominated by writers whose chief concern was
         “whodunit”—meaning solving the puzzle was the chief focus—other elements (such as
         setting and characterization) were subordinate to this focus. Christie dominates the
         field. Her impact is apparent on the major contours followed by British detective
         fiction. While British detective writing has several notable nineteenth-century progenitors,
         including Wilkie Collins (1824–1889) and Sir Arthur Conan Doyle (1859–1930), the publication
         of Christie’s first novel, The Mysterious Affair at Styles, in 1920 set the parameters of a genre in a way that still influences current exponents
         of British detective writing including P. D. James (b. 1920) and Ruth Rendell (b.
         1930).[4]   As I indicated above, the mystery in The Mysterious Affair at Styles is the murder of an aristocratic woman, mistress of Styles House. The sleuth, Hercule
         Poirot, has only a small group of suspects from which to select the murderer: those
         actually in the house. Poirot investigates by seeking clues and checking alibis and
         at the end unmasks the killers. Christie’s novel was an immediate success, and she
         quickly consolidated its reputation with subsequent publications, many featuring Poirot
         solving crimes involving mostly the higher echelons of British and European society.
         Her limitation of characters to a small group often in a confined location (such as
         on a long train journey in Mystery of the Blue Train or Murder on the Orient Express, a luxury steamer in Death on the Nile, or in a country house, a setting to which she frequently resorted in both the Poirot
         and Marple books) and making those characters of a recognizably upper-crust type influenced
         the other Queens of Crime, Marsh, Allingham, and Sayers.[5]  
      

      
      The poet W. H. Auden’s article “The Guilty Vicarage” summed up the characteristic
         milieu of the Queens of Crime’s novels by coining the term “Mayhem Parva,” meaning
         a generic setting of an English village or country house where murders take place,
         where there are characters such as vicars, colonels, elderly gossips, and maidservants,
         features which are the defining characteristics of Christie’s books.[6]  
      

      
      A number of points about adaptation and the creative intentions of the adapters coalesce
         around Christie’s works. Earlier adaptations of her works, including the BBC’s Miss Marple series from the 1980s, stuck closely to the tone and plots of the source novels, whereas
         more recent adaptations have played loose with Christie’s creations. The newer adaptations
         of her books in the ITV Marple series have radically altered tone, themes, and characters. The character of Miss
         Marple only appeared in twelve of Christie’s books, but the writers of the newer series
         on ITV have shoehorned the character into books where she did not appear, including
         Towards Zero and Ordeal by Innocence. Apparent sexual subtexts that were latent in the original books have also been amplified,
         including suggestions of lesbianism among supporting characters, and two adapted stories,
         Body in the Library (shown on ITV in 2004) and A Murder is Announced (also 2004) sparked controversy for their portrayal of lesbianism. Other changes that
         left critics and viewers unhappy included changing the identity of killers, adding
         or deleting characters, and changing motives.[7]  
      

      
      While these changes have met with controversy and upset “purist” admirers of Christie’s
         books, and admirers of the more faithful adaptations, arguably these more radical
         alterations are indicative of the flexibility built into the Christie template. While
         mostly thought of in terms of “Mayhem Parva,” Christie could, as we saw, also envisage
         a classic murder mystery taking place in Ancient Egypt.
      

      
      These thoughts bring us to both Doctor Who and the interest in transgression that many theorists in adaptation studies are now
         increasingly interested in. While I suggested above that many if not most Doctor Who stories have elements of mystery in them (the cause of mysterious illnesses, the identity
         of alien foes, the hidden location of the Key to Time [the Doctor’s quest across season
         16 in 1978–1979], or the explanation for a disaster), there are some serials that
         more explicitly emulate the mystery of an Agatha Christie template. These serials
         feature murder, the investigation of the crime, the testing of alibis, and a group
         of suspects who are mostly confined to a particular location.
      

      
      “Keys of Marinus,” “The Robots of Death,” “Black Orchid,” “Terror of the Vervoids,”
         and “The Unicorn and the Wasp” provide studies in contrast. They do not share similarities
         in setting or tone, or production regime, but instead are diverse in execution and
         come from all eras across the classic and revived series. What they do share, however,
         is that they seem to fit into Christie’s template. The debt to Christie is most obvious
         but also most subversive in the last of these, “The Unicorn and the Wasp.” Agatha
         Christie herself appears as a character and is embroiled in what (from the character’s
         point of view) is a real-life murder mystery. But there is subversion here as well,
         particularly in the games the story plays in how it suggests Christie’s ideas are
         influenced by the Doctor’s intervention into her timeline.
      

      
      The influence of Christie on the other serials is more oblique. There is nothing so
         direct as an appearance by Christie herself in the stories from the classic incarnation
         of the program, but instead we find traces of the influence in aspects such as the
         production design (including the elaborate art deco sets in “The Robots of Death,”
         which anchor a story set on an alien world in a far future to the characteristic Christie
         time period of 1930s England). “Black Orchid” is a pastiche of the multiple period-set
         murder mysteries that were appearing on television before and during its production,
         and its 1920s setting and country house backdrop are strongly reminiscent of these
         contextual productions. In other stories there are sometimes ironic visual cues, such
         as a character in “Terror of the Vervoids” reading a copy of Christie’s novel Murder on the Orient Express, which is an extradiegetic clue to the type of story that is about to unfold in the
         Doctor Who serial. It is also a signal of the story’s adaptation from Christie’s template. As
         the theorist Linda Hutcheon points out, the motives for and varieties of adaptations
         can mean that the adapting work may call attention to the prior relationship.[8]   Showing a copy of Murder on the Orient Express on board the space liner is an example of the latter and shows the kind of adaptive
         impulse at work on these scripts.
      

      
      Mayhem Parva Meets Science Fiction

      
      The synthesis of detective fiction with science fiction is nothing extraordinary,
         and there are significant examples within this genre. Douglas Adams’s Dirk Gently’s Holistic Detective Agency actually included ideas taken from scripts he contributed to Doctor Who, including “Shada” (unbroadcast) and “City of Death” (1979). Revered science fiction
         authors including Isaac Asimov contributed science fiction works that incorporated
         detective plotting, such as Asimov’s The Caves of Steel, an example of the “cop buddies” style of police procedural, in which one of the
         cops is a robot. As a parody of the idea, the robotic detective “Jake Bullet” later
         appeared in the BBC comedy Red Dwarf. More serious iterations of the “cop buddies” genre include Kristine Kathryn Rusch’s
         Retrieval Artist series of novels, about two detectives on the moon in the far future investigating
         homicide cases.
      

      
      Many of these science fiction–accented detective novels are taken from the Ed McBain
         style of police procedural of cops or private detectives investigating urban crime.
         Others such as Jonathan Lethem’s novel Gun, with Occasional Music are pastiches of other American detective writers, in this case Raymond Chandler (1888–1959).
         These are far removed from the characteristic Christie milieu of a country house or
         village. But it is to the Christie template that Doctor Who writers have turned when attempting the synthesis of detective fiction and science
         fiction.
      

      
      Although oblique, the template is a clear influence on both “Robots of Death” and
         “Terror of the Vervoids.” The serials are reminiscent of each other in a number of
         ways, as well as being evocative of Christie’s detective novels. Both are set in confined
         spaces, and there are a limited number of possible suspects, precisely because of
         the isolated setting into which strange characters from external worlds cannot penetrate.
         “Robots of Death” is set on a sandminer (a ship that crawls over an unnamed planet’s
         surface mining precious minerals, akin to Frank Herbert’s Dune series of novels). The serial is well remembered for its striking evocation of a
         future world where human society is dependent on robotic servitors, and the robots
         are among the most successfully realized in the program’s history.[9]   Precisely because there are robots to perform both menial and complex tasks (from
         fetching and carrying to operating the computers on the sandminer that are used to
         assess the ore and minerals), the few humans on board are an indolent elite. The consonances
         between this world and an English country house where every need of the owners is
         attended to by servants are clear. “Terror of the Vervoids” presents a similar milieu.
         Here the servitors are humans, not robots, but a group of pampered elites on board
         a space liner is akin in status to the human sandminer crew and to the upper-class
         inhabitants of an English country house. Both the space liner and the sandminer are
         confined and isolated spaces; in both, a small number of people fall prey to a mysterious
         killer, and the Doctor hunts for the killer among a small number of suspects.
      

      
      Or rather, it would be a mysterious killer, except that the titles and the plotting
         in both serials give the identity of the killers away some time before the serials’
         opening credits have even faded away. The title “Robots of Death” rather lets the
         cat out of the bag about the culprits in the series of gruesome murders that take
         place on board the sandminer. Lest there be any confusion, the opening scenes of episode
         1 show one of the robots, its eyes flashing madly red, strangling a human while shrieking,
         “All humans are to die.” Admittedly, not all is given away at once. The rogue human
         converting the robots’ circuitry is not revealed until later in the story. “Terror
         of the Vervoids” retains the mystery for a little longer. The title “Terror of the
         Vervoids” does not actually appear on the screen (the story overall is part of “The
         Trial of a Time Lord”), and it is only gradually made clear who, or rather what, a
         Vervoid is, and their actions as perpetrators of a number of mysterious disappearances
         and deaths are unveiled at a more leisurely expository pace than in “Robots of Death.”
         Among the mayhem and murder caused by the Vervoids, who are walking killer plants
         (an idea that I note in passing is adapted from John Wyndham’s Day of the Triffids, as were the Krynoids in the 1976 serial “The Seeds of Doom”), there is also a human
         killer at large on board the star liner. The script by Pip and Jane Baker for “Terror
         of the Vervoids” operates far more closely to Christie’s writings in the way it treats
         the human killer as opposed to the plant killers. The identity of the human murderer
         is kept secret from both the viewers of the episodes and the characters within the
         diegesis. The revelation of the killer’s identity is also written as a shock when
         it is exposed, and it had been foreshadowed for observant viewers by a number of clues.
         All these aspects of the story intersect with the way Christie’s novels are written
         and the way film or television adaptations of her work are directed.
      

      
      Mystery also defines the narratives in “The Keys of Marinus,” “Black Orchid,” and
         “The Unicorn and the Wasp.” “The Keys of Marinus” is unusual among Doctor Who stories from either the classic or the revived series; there is a genuine murder mystery
         that the Doctor investigates, and the unmasking of the murderer is a genuine surprise.
         The story reflects works such as Christie’s play Witness for the Prosecution, being a courtroom drama during which astonishing revelations are made that expose
         the real killer and exonerate the wrongly accused (which in “Marinus” are Aydan, a
         relief guard of the city of Millennius, and the Doctor’s companion, Ian, respectively).
      

      
      “The Keys of Marinus” is set on a future city off Earth; its setting contrasts with
         the early twentieth-century setting of “Black Orchid.” This 1982 serial is set in
         and around a country house. While these features seem to be quintessentially Christie’s,
         we must be cautious about drawing associations. The setting is actually more characteristic
         of the Agatha Christie adaptations that were then burgeoning on television and in
         cinema than of the books themselves. Across the 1970s and 1980s the ingredients of
         the adaptation of not just Christie’s work but of the period of the Queens of Crime
         in general fell into place and remained consistent for many years. All the Queens
         of Crime (partly because they were long-lived) had lengthy writing careers, and their
         detectives—Poirot and Miss Marple for Christie, Lord Peter Wimsey for Sayers, Inspector
         Alleyn for Marsh, and Mr. Campion for Allingham—solved crimes across many decades.
         Poirot’s final appearance was in 1975, when Christie published Curtain, and Miss Marple solved her last case in the 1971 novel Nemesis. Across her books Christie had updated settings and social circumstances to reflect
         the passage of time. While neither Marple nor Poirot aged at all, the world around
         them did change.[10]   For instance, in the postwar Miss Marple books such as The Mirror Crack’d from Side to Side, social and economic changes such as the difficulty of finding domestic servants
         to run large stately homes, or the erection of housing estates over the countryside,
         were incorporated. Christie, in particular, was sensitive to social change in Britain,
         and her characters noticed the world around them changing.
      

      
      The same cannot be said of adaptations of her work. Until the more radical series
         Marple made by ITV in recent years, most Christie adaptations eschewed the progression through
         time that the books followed. They were instead exercises in nostalgia, and regardless
         of when the book being adapted was actually published (and in Christie’s case her
         writing career spanned from 1920 to 1975), most adaptations were set in an imaginary
         interwar England. This creative decision to evoke a kind of “never-never land” of
         1920s England is typical of 1980s British television. Earlier I mentioned the 1981
         adaptation of Brideshead Revisited, which was a sensational television success, and while it did not inaugurate British
         television’s tendency to make period drama, it certainly consolidated it.
      

      
      Already in 1980 Granada TV (another company in the ITV stable) produced Cribb, about a Victorian-era detective, and the same year ATV made Why Didn’t They Ask Evans?. By 1982 the Agatha Christie Hour was airing on Thames TV, and in 1983 The Secret Adversary (based on a non-Poirot and non-Marple novel) appeared on London Weekend Television.[11]   Beyond the Christie canon, lavish adaptations of the Sherlock Holmes stories began
         on Granada in 1984 (the same year the BBC began the Miss Marple series), and the BBC made a series of Allingham’s Campion stories by the end of the decade. These are important points of comparison. Doyle’s
         Sherlock Holmes stories (which comprise four novels and fifty-six short stories) were
         written between 1887 and 1927, in other words from the high Victorian period to the
         reign of George V and the uncertainties of interwar Britain. In reality these years
         were marked by immense social and industrial change, even in the clothes people wore.
         None of these changes register, however, on the screen in the adaptations made by
         Granada, which kept Holmes in an unchanging late Victorian milieu and mise-en-scène.
         The common denominator among these and other adaptations appearing routinely throughout
         the decade was the nostalgic period setting, one that matched the current output that
         more generally saw period novels from Waugh, to P. G. Wodehouse (1881–1975) and E.
         M. Forster, to James Hilton (1900–1954), author of Goodbye Mr. Chips, adapted into miniseries or ongoing series. The 1980s on British television were
         dominated not only by the production of costume dramas but also by what has been termed
         by some television historians a “mania” for nostalgic productions set in prewar Britain
         or in the British Empire such as India during the period of the raj.[12]  
      

      
      This nostalgia that prompted the frequent production of costume drama is the televisual
         context for “Black Orchid.” True to this context, the story is set around an English
         country house and village on a summer day in June 1925. Although the serial only comprises
         two twenty-five-minute episodes, there is time for a detailed recreation of many period
         pieces. A vintage Rolls Royce and steam engine appear, and there are extensive sequences
         of a cricket match and country house cocktail party. The Doctor’s companion Tegan
         dances the Charleston, and (of course) there are two murders in the country house.
         Accordingly, when we think of “Black Orchid” as adaptation, it is not as an adaptation
         of any particular Christie story, and not even of the Christie literary canon in general,
         which as we saw was constantly updated and not tied to a prewar setting. Instead,
         “Black Orchid” is a distillation of the imagery and nostalgic themes of 1970s and
         even more so 1980s television for productions set in an imaginary prewar England.
      

      
      “Black Orchid” was made with all of the BBC’s immense technical ability to provide
         sets and costumes that lavishly recreate period settings, but despite that it is also
         a deeply ironic serial and an ironic adaptation. We started this chapter with discussion
         of the “whodunit” question that is central to Christie’s novels but more generally
         to British detective fiction. It is now time to return to the “whodunit” issue, as
         never once in “Black Orchid” is this question seriously posed, nor is it necessary
         to pose it. As is pointed out in the reference text Doctor Who: The Television Companion, comparing the work to an Agatha Christie is misplaced in the important respect that
         while there are murders in a country house, there is no murder mystery:
      

      
      
         If by mentioning . . . Agatha Christie we mean a “whodunit,” then this canny little
            two-parter has deceived us, because we never, at any point in the story, have to ask
            ourselves that question. From the beginning moments we know exactly who the killer
            is—it’s the character with the breathing problem in the jacquard sweater and the brogues.[13]  
         

         
      

      This slightly facetious description makes the valid point that the mystery, such as
         it is, is actually solved in the first scene because the viewers see the murderer
         at work, something that Christie would not have permitted. For some of the characters
         in the story the killer’s identity still remains a puzzle until the climax of the
         narrative, but their ignorance is reinforced by the audience’s insights, whereas in
         the case of either a Christie book or an adaptation of one of them, both the characters
         and the audience are kept in ignorance until the end.
      

      
      More challengingly for anyone viewing “Black Orchid” as an adaptation of a golden
         age detective novel, the story breaks almost all of the (admittedly unwritten) rules
         of the genre and certainly breaks its conventions. While the reader of a Christie
         book and a viewer of a film or television adaptation are privy to the detective’s
         investigation of the crime, and to her or his questioning of the possible suspects,
         no such procedure is followed in “Black Orchid,” and there are no insights to be had
         from investigation. Instead, it is clear to the viewers that absolutely all the characters
         in this enclosed environment have an alibi. Most sat together at the cocktail party.
         The Doctor’s alibi that he was lost in a secret passage would have been a cause for
         suspicion in a Christie story, but here the viewers are privy to the fact that the
         Doctor is telling the truth. They have seen him lost in the tunnel, whereas Christie
         would have left this as unproven testimony.
      

      
      The makers of “Black Orchid” are clearly trying hard to be faithful to the conventions
         and the tone of contemporary adaptations of Christie and other golden age writers
         that were then a flourishing aspect of British broadcasting. But an Agatha Christie
         adaptation that contains no “whodunit,” no detective, and no mystery is a strange
         beast indeed, as well as a transgressive one. The notion of transgression raises itself
         as both complex and meaningful to the adaptation of Agatha Christie stories into Doctor Who serials. “Black Orchid” seems to attempt faithfulness to what was in the 1980s considered
         to be quintessential golden age detective fiction by television makers. But in being
         faithful, it also transgresses. While the trappings are immaculate recreations of
         the 1920s style that television came to ineluctably link to Christie’s stories (even
         though as a writer Christie moved with the times and marked the passing of the decades
         and their social changes in her books), the absence of the central “whodunit” is a
         major transgression.
      

      
      Agatha Christie in Space

      
      “Robots of Death” seems to transgress further, although the art deco sets are a stylistic
         link from the futuristic setting of the serial to the setting that was in popular
         consciousness associated with Christie’s detective fiction. There is at a fundamental
         level a series of murders, and the production design and the plot together have led
         to this story being dubbed in popular parlance “an Agatha Christie in space story.”
         Although the setting in the far future and in a technologically sophisticated sandminer
         seems to transgress far from the original sources, it is the plotting which is most
         distant. Although at first glance “Black Orchid” seems the more obviously faithful
         to the characteristic milieu and setting of Christie’s stories, it, too, transgresses
         by showing the murderer at work from the outset.
      

      
      In this regard, bringing the novels and plots of Agatha Christie into this study again
         complicates what we know to be a problematic idea of “fidelity.” “Black Orchid” looks
         faithful but is transgressive. “Robots of Death” looks and is transgressive. “Terror
         of the Vervoids” presents a different impression. Its writers, Pip and Jane Baker,
         were directly influenced not just by the generic Christie template but by a specific
         source, her 1934 novel Murder on the Orient Express. This book, one of Christie’s best known, narrated Hercule Poirot’s investigation
         of a murder on board the famous transcontinental luxury train. Because of the isolated
         setting, all the passengers are suspects.[14]   The interplanetary space liner of the Bakers’ script is a clear substitute for
         the train and provides a similarly confined setting with a set number of characters
         who are also suspects when the murders begin. For once in a Doctor Who story there is a pastiche of golden age detective fiction and a genuine mystery. The
         identity of the killer is not given away by titles or by direction showing who it
         is. Indeed, as Pip and Jane Baker delivered the scripts one at a time, the identity
         of the killer had been a mystery even to the staff in the BBC production office, who
         had been taking bets on who the murderer would eventually turn out to be.[15]   The Doctor deduces the identity of the human killer by testing the suspects’ alibis
         and realizing which person is lying about his or her whereabouts at the time of the
         murder, and in doing so parallels the type of deduction that Poirot or Marple would
         have followed.
      

      
      Agatha Christie Comes Back to Earth

      
      “The Robots of Death” and “Terror of the Vervoids” are ostensibly examples of “Agatha
         Christie in space,” but as we have seen, Christie’s influence is not absolute. “Black
         Orchid” looks like a Christie story but is more an adaptation of the 1980s adaptations
         than an actual Agatha Christie novel. In this regard, the usual connections drawn
         between the dramatic intentions and plotting of these stories and the Queen of Crime
         are shown as problematic. What, then, of a story where Agatha Christie herself appears,
         finds herself surrounded by corpses, and solves a murder? Is this an adaptation of
         the Christie canon or a pastiche of it?
      

      
      “The Unicorn and the Wasp” brings the Tenth Doctor and his companion Donna Noble to
         a country house in 1920s England, back to the same general milieu as featured in “Black
         Orchid.” The parallels do not end there, either between this story and a Christie
         novel, or between this story and “Black Orchid.” Like “Black Orchid,” in this story
         the Doctor and his companion attend a cocktail party, the companion dresses up in
         1920s “flapper” style, and there are a number of mysterious deaths. “Unicorn” also
         shares some plotting in common with “Black Orchid,” including an aristocrat with a
         dark and shameful past. This time, however, the killer’s identity is a genuine mystery
         not only to the Doctor but to the audience watching at home as well.
      

      
      “The Unicorn and the Wasp” inhabits and is sensitive to the same transgressive world
         created by ITV’s Marple adaptations. It is clearly shown that the young heir to the manorial estate, Roger
         Curbishley, son of Lady Eddison and Colonel Curbishley, is not only gay but having
         an affair with the handsome young footman Davenport. This is a plot point that would
         not have been found in an original Christie novel. As an adaptation of Agatha Christie’s
         novels, this story also occupies a complex position in relation to its source. As
         noted above, there is a genuine murder mystery in this story. Early in the story Professor
         Peach (a passing influence from Cluedo is revealed in this name) is murdered by an unknown assailant, in the library with
         a piece of lead piping. The Doctor and Agatha Christie team up, and the Doctor spots
         a number of clues that lead him to the culprit. In classic Christie style, there is
         also a “red herring,” or a suspicious character that turns out not to be the murderer
         but is a distraction to the detective and to the audience. In this case it turns out
         to be Robina Redmond, a young woman exposed as a jewel thief but who is not actually
         the murderer, even if she is working class. Instead, the Doctor, realizing that the
         killer is the illegitimate child of Lady Eddison and having heard the Reverend Golightly
         mention that he was brought up in an orphanage, is able to expose Golightly as the
         killer.
      

      
      Here the narrative begins to deviate from Christie. The Doctor exposes the Reverend
         Golightly not just as a murderer but also as an alien creature, the Vespiform, a detail
         that diverges from the way Christie would have been telling the story. This plot development
         does, however, position “The Unicorn and the Wasp” as a successor to Doctor Who’s previous excursions into what were putatively Christie-style stories, as it brings
         together the science fiction of “The Keys of Marinus,” “The Robots of Death,” and
         “The Terror of the Vervoids” with the historical country house setting of “Black Orchid.”
      

      
      At a deeper level and despite the narrative intrusion of the alien Vespiform, “The
         Unicorn and the Wasp” is a complex adaptation from the Christie canon. The story’s
         creative debt to Christie is jokingly but significantly signaled in dialogue between
         Donna and the Doctor. After being informed that there is a body in the library and
         that Professor Peach has been murdered with lead piping, Donna comments to the Doctor,
         “Isn’t that a bit weird? Agatha Christie didn’t walk around surrounded by murders.
         Not really. I mean, that’s like meeting Charles Dickens and he’s surrounded by ghosts
         at Christmas. . . . It’s not like we could drive across country and find Enid Blyton
         having tea with Noddy.” What Donna doesn’t realize but regular viewers will have done
         is that the Doctor has met Dickens at Christmas surrounded by ghosts, or at least
         alien spirits that resembled ghosts (in 2005’s “The Unquiet Dead”). More significantly,
         Donna has identified a circumstance—that Agatha Christie seems to be living out one
         of her own plots—that the Doctor later realizes is key to the puzzle.
      

      
      This story is not simply a puzzle of “whodunit,” but a deeper puzzle of why Agatha
         Christie seems to be surrounded by the plots of her own novels, and the script overall
         is a remarkable piece of postmodern writing. Gareth Roberts’s script has a great deal
         of fun with this idea. Almost all the characters name-drop the title of one of Christie’s
         books in their dialogue. When the Doctor is poisoned, Agatha comments that he’s drunk
         “Sparkling Cyanide.” She also comments that they are facing a “Nemesis” and a “Secret
         Adversary.” The cook, Mrs. Hart, comments that the murderer has put “A Cat among the
         Pigeons,” and the Doctor can’t make out if a piece of paper retrieved from a fireplace
         grate says “N or M.” When the housekeeper is murdered, she has had “An Appointment
         with Death.” While something of a joke on Roberts’s part, the allusions to the titles
         point to a deeper dramatic function, as they bear out Donna’s comment on the oddness
         of finding Agatha Christie walking around in the middle of a murder mystery.
      

      
      The allusions to these titles indicate the way this story adapts from Agatha Christie.
         The adaptation is built deeply into the structure of the story. As the Doctor eventually
         realizes, the alien creature, the Vespiform, is telepathically linked to Agatha Christie’s
         mind. He tells Donna, “Its mind is based on her thought processes. They’re linked.”
         The murders the Doctor and Agatha have investigated have, therefore, been imitated
         from the ideas running through Agatha’s mind, and the Doctor and Donna are essentially
         in an Agatha Christie novel. Accordingly, the creature has carried out a series of
         killings that seem to imitate the plots of Agatha Christie novels precisely because
         its own thought processes are connected to Christie’s own.
      

      
      This aspect of the narrative brings to light the way this story adapts from Christie.
         It also puts the question of adaptation at the center of the script. The alien Vespiform
         is itself adapting from Agatha Christie’s plots because it is mentally linked to her
         and is instinctively committing murders based on her imagination. Gareth Roberts’s
         script in turn is able to adapt from Christie because of this plotting about the alien
         creature. Donna is right to realize that Agatha Christie seems to be moving about
         in the midst of her own plots because the Vespiform is re-creating her imagination
         by its actions. Roberts in turn has produced a script which follows a Christie template,
         the first time that a Doctor Who story really has done so besides the efforts in “Vervoids” to obscure the killer’s
         identity. The very structure of his story is an act of adaptation. Because Agatha
         moves through a series of murders that seem like the plots of her own books, so, then,
         Roberts’s script can be structured as an Agatha Christie murder mystery.
      

      
      “The Unicorn and the Wasp” is a rarity—an actual whodunit, where there is a mystery
         for both the Doctor and the audience. Doctor Who in general followed a pattern of dissipating surprise through early exposure of the
         identity of a mysterious foe. I mentioned above that the surprise appearance of the
         Daleks at the end of episode 1 of “Destiny of the Daleks” was given away by the title.
         Similarly, it is not surprising to the audience (even if it is to the Doctor) when
         the Daleks appear at the end of the first episodes of “Planet of the Daleks” (not
         least as they had already appeared in the cliffhanger at the end of the preceding
         story, “Frontier in Space”) or “Death to the Daleks,” nor would anyone have been astonished
         when the Cybermen appeared in “Attack of the Cybermen.” A Sontaran appears in “The
         Sontaran Experiment,” a Dalek in “Dalek,” and so on. Agatha Christie achieved dramatic
         effect in her novels by concealment and puzzle, whereas many Doctor Who serials, especially in the classic series, give the game away from the outset. Dramatic
         effect comes via other means—from making clear the scale of the threat to the Doctor
         and whichever planet or people he is defending, by letting the audience know exactly
         who or what the enemy is, and by raising the stakes by letting them know an alien
         menace is to appear but allowing them to see that the Doctor carries on in ignorance.
         In this regard, thinking of the extent to which Doctor Who serials adapt from Agatha Christie may not reveal that many whodunits among them,
         but it does bring to light recurring strategies for letting viewers in on the mystery.
      

      
      Agatha in the Future

      
      At the conclusion of “The Unicorn and the Wasp,” the Doctor and Donna return to the
         TARDIS, and the Doctor pulls out a copy of Agatha Christie’s book Death in the Clouds (published in the United States as Death in the Air). This 1935 novel featuring Hercule Poirot looks normal, until the Doctor opens the
         title page to show Donna that it was printed in the year 5,000,000,000. During an
         earlier conversation, the character of Agatha Christie had confided in Donna that
         she thought of her books as ephemera, and as unlikely to be remembered. The story,
         therefore, ends with a resounding contradiction of this gloomy prediction, suggesting
         by contrast that Christie remains in print and appreciated far into humanity’s future.[16]   It is at this moment that “The Unicorn and the Wasp” dovetails with earlier science
         fiction–inflected murder mysteries such as “Robots of Death” and “Terror of the Vervoids.”
         In the latter, Professor Lasky is actually reading a Christie novel, making the same
         point that her readership still exists in the future. These stories, as murder mysteries
         set in futuristic surrounds, also resonate with the idea of the durability of Christie’s
         stories, suggesting not only that she will be read in the future, but that the types
         of narratives she tells adapt themselves to less immediately obvious science fiction
         settings.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      The serials that appear at face value to be emulating Agatha Christie novels make
         a valuable contribution to a study of adaptation in Doctor Who. Even at their seemingly most faithful in terms of setting and production design,
         such as “Black Orchid,” they transgress from the Christie template. Seemingly, the
         mere fact of there being murders and murderers has led to the too-easy description
         of some stories in Doctor Who as being adaptations of Agatha Christie’s novels. However, there is a complex and
         intriguing set of relationships between Christie’s fiction and Doctor Who. Christie herself was conscious of time passing and change occurring, and she did
         not keep her major characters frozen in time. Doctor Who builds on this potential, locating Christie-style settings and milieus in updated
         settings, and even suggesting that Christie will remain a well-read author millions
         of years into the future.
      

      
      Notes
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            9. The hosts in the 2007 Christmas special “Voyage of the Damned” look and act very much
                  like the robots in “Robots of Death.”
               

            

         

         
            10. This impression of a time standing still recurred in other adaptations as well, especially
                  the 1978 remake of The Big Sleep by Raymond Chandler. Robert Mitchum’s version of Philip Marlowe is out of time as
                  a 1930s film noir detective who is interacting with people from England in the 1970s.
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      Chapter 10

      Tragedy, the Jacobeans . . . and Evelyn Waugh

      
         
         
      

      
      Because they can be adapted, works such as plays or novels can experience strange
         afterlives and undergo strange metamorphoses. Who would have thought of renaissance
         literature being recreated to include mutants, Daleks, and a womanizing mortician?
         The answer, of course, is the production team for Doctor Who. Two aspects of adaptation theory are raised by the Doctor Who serials and their inspirations that are explored in this chapter. One is the notion
         of intertextual dialogue. Normally this means that one work, the source that is being
         adapted, is in dialogue with another work, the work that is the result of the adaptation.
         Typically this would mean the intertextual dialogue between a novel and the film of
         the novel. However, in this chapter is extended this notion to survey different sources
         all in dialogue with each other. These sources range from Jacobean revenge tragedies
         (a set of plays from late Tudor and early Stuart England) to Evelyn Waugh’s 1948 satiric
         novel The Loved One and Harry Harrison’s 1966 science fiction novel Make Room! Make Room!, as well as film adaptations of these plays and books.
      

      
      The second aspect is the notion of the interaction between works of “high culture”
         and works of “low culture.” Both terms are expressions of value judgments. The distinctions
         that scholars and critics draw between supposed high art and low art emerge from far
         beyond the theoretical and methodological confines of adaptation, but it is within
         the realm of adaptation studies that questions relating to the convergence or separation
         of high from low cultural outputs are likely to be raised. As Laurence Raw and Tony
         Gurr point out, adaptation studies have often addressed the transformation of literary
         sources into works for a mass audience, such as a film.[1]   Adaptation studies relate to sites of controversy, such as whether adapting a novel
         into a film debases the story in some way, or even betrays it. Many of the criticisms
         of adapted works are based on these value judgments. One fundamental value judgment
         is that the original work, such as a nineteenth-century novel, is always going to
         remain “better” than the work which is the result of adaptation (whatever “better”
         may mean: “more authentic” or simply possessing greater artistic merit).
      

      
      This chapter gives close attention to two Doctor Who serials from the 1980s: “The Caves of Androzani” (1984) and “Revelation of the Daleks”
         (1985). They are the products of the same creative stable. Both were directed by Graeme
         Harper, who has since returned to the fold as one of the most prolific directors of
         the revived series, including acclaimed stories such as “Utopia” (2007) and “Turn
         Left” (2008). In “Caves of Androzani,” the script editor Eric Saward worked closely
         on developing the script with the writer Robert Holmes. Holmes was a veteran writer
         whose first story for Doctor Who (“The Krotons”) was in 1968, and as noted in an earlier chapter, he had served as
         script editor for Tom Baker’s first four seasons. The second story, “Revelation of
         the Daleks,” Saward wrote himself.
      

      
      Perhaps because the stories which Holmes script-edited in those Baker-era seasons
         (seasons 12 to 15) were so heavily influenced by Hammer horror motifs, much of the
         critical comment on “Caves of Androzani” labels it a “gothic story.” On some measures
         this designation seems reasonable; the story is an exceptionally dark and horrific
         work, and much of it takes place in dark underground caverns that seem the quintessence
         of gothic horrors. The uncanny is present in the form of the androids—particularly
         the doubles of Major Salateen, the Doctor, and Peri—and there is also the (poorly
         realized) magma creature lurking in the depths. However, these are merely settings
         for the plot and external trappings, and to label “Caves of Androzani” a gothic story
         is to mistake setting for the actual dynamics and forward progression of the plot.
         Once those aspects are factored in, it becomes much more reasonable to trace “Caves
         of Androzani’s” typological ancestry back to a dramatic form that predates the gothic
         horrors of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries: Jacobean revenge tragedy.
      

      
      The contours of this dramatic form will be discussed in a moment, but first let us
         consider the other story up for detailed scrutiny in this chapter, “Revelation of
         the Daleks.” Again, this has been written up by many reviewers as a gothic story,
         perhaps because, again, the story mostly takes place in dark underground spaces that
         are admittedly characteristic of many gothic horrors from Matthew Lewis’s 1796 novel
         The Monk onward. The dark underground spaces in this story are also the catacombs of a mortuary;
         dark spaces with mortuary associations, such as crypts and graveyards, are typical
         of both literary and cinematic gothic horror. But the dynamics and contours of the
         plot place this story in a trajectory that leads out from Jacobean revenge tragedy,
         not from gothic horror and nineteenth-century gothic novels. This is not to deny the
         obvious gothic elements, from catacombs, crypts, deformed villains, and so on. Rather
         it is to point out and then analyze how there are further layers to these stories
         than just the gothic trappings.
      

      
      So what is a Jacobean revenge tragedy? The label is derived from the Latinized form
         of “James” (Jacobus) and in particular of King James VI and I (James was simultaneously ruler of the
         separate kingdoms of Scotland and England from 1603 onward). While widely used, the
         term is actually a misnomer, as the trend for the dramatic form now so called was
         actually set during the reign of James’s predecessor, Queen Elizabeth I. In 1589—fourteen
         years before the accession of King James—Thomas Kyd’s work The Spanish Tragedy was performed for the first time. This lurid play (its subtitle was Hieronimo Is Mad Again) was popular with contemporary audiences and set out many of the forms which define
         a revenge tragedy. The plot concerns a complex series of interconnected relationships
         between clandestine lovers, but the crux of the story is the revenge which Hieronimo
         exacts upon two other characters, Lorenzo and Balthazar, who have murdered his son.
         He murders them after plotting with another character, Bel-imperia, the lover of Hieronimo’s
         son. No one ends up happy. Lorenzo and Balthazar are killed, and Hieronimo and Bel-imperia
         kill themselves.[2]  
      

      
      Kyd’s play was immediately popular and was soon restaged and revised. It also prompted
         the writing of further revenge tragedies, not the least of which are Shakespeare’s
         Titus Andronicus (c. 1588 to 1593) and Hamlet (c. 1599 to 1602). Others are The White Devil (premiered 1612) by John Webster; The Duchess of Malfi (1612–1613), also by Webster; Thomas Middleton’s The Changeling (1622); and the same playwright’s Women Beware Women (c. 1623–1624). The genre reached an apotheosis with Cyril Tourneur’s The Revenger’s Tragedy (1606). The plot is complex and, in common with Romeo and Juliet, concerns two families. However, the dramatic center of the plot is Vindice, a character
         sworn to revenge, who makes his first appearance in the play when he enters grasping
         a skull which had belonged to his lover, who has been poisoned. The play proceeds
         through incidents of plotting and counterplotting, rape, imprisonment, murder (including
         kissing a skull which has had poison wiped over its mouth), and conspiracy.
      

      
      The defining features of a Renaissance English revenge tragedy are themselves adaptations
         from the dramaturgical conventions established by Seneca, a first-century AD Roman
         playwright, and used by English writers such as John Marston (d. 1634). Nonetheless,
         there is no definitive checklist of the features that comprise a revenge tragedy,
         and different writers from the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries chose different
         elements. A Senecan tragedy stipulates that the train of events that will lead to
         the revenge of a wrongdoing is initiated by the appearance of a ghost of the wronged
         (normally murdered) person who must be avenged. Hamlet exhibits almost the full range of the classical elements of a revenge tragedy, including
         the ghost of Hamlet’s father.
      

      
      Although scholars have pinpointed the origins of revenge tragedies in earlier Roman
         or medieval dramaturgy, actually compiling a list of revenge tragedies from the Jacobean
         era is a difficult task.[3]   The topic of revenge was such an overwhelmingly dominant theme that distinguishing
         an actual revenge tragedy from simply the common mass of plays of the period can be
         difficult. Different playwrights picked and chose different constituent elements from
         those that typify revenge tragedy, from characters who feign madness or who really
         are mad, to the final bloody action and the inclusion of spectacle for the sake of
         spectacle. Similarly, because the classical dramaturgical precedents were used in
         such diverse ways by Jacobean dramatists and there is no actual set pattern for Jacobean
         revenge tragedy but rather an ever-shifting set of possibilities, it is hard to pinpoint
         adaptations of these works as well; both the original and the adaptation can take
         such diverse forms or follow diverse patterns. Yet both “Caves of Androzani” and “Revelation
         of the Daleks” can be thought of as adaptations of the general form and conventions
         of the Jacobean revenge tragedies, and as having picked and chosen particular aspects
         of the dramaturgical conventions to have followed in authentic Jacobean style.
      

      
      If we are to consider them as adaptations of Jacobean revenge tragedy—and this will
         mean bringing not only lesser-known dramatists including Tourneur, Middleton, Webster,
         and Marston into consideration, but also Shakespeare—then the question of the intersection
         of high culture and low culture arises. Shakespeare is often filmed, but his Elizabethan
         and Jacobean contemporaries have rarely made it onto either the big or small screens,
         meaning that their works tend to be isolated from popular culture.[4]   These Doctor Who stories, then, are especially significant instances of revenge tragedy entering into
         dialogue with popular culture. In the case of “Caves of Androzani” this intersection
         is relatively straightforward. It emerges from the incorporation of elements from
         seventeenth-century theatre into the plot of a television science fiction serial.
         However, an analysis of “Revelation of the Daleks” will enrich and deepen what we
         can discern of this intersection. “Revelation of the Daleks” is not simply the synthesis
         of Jacobean theatre with twentieth-century science fiction television. Rather, Saward’s
         script brings into dialogue the conventions of Jacobean revenge tragedy with other
         texts: Evelyn Waugh’s The Loved One: An Anglo-American Tragedy is a satiric novella from 1948; Harry Harrison’s Make Room! Make Room!, also a satiric work, is a science fiction novel from 1966 which was adapted into
         the 1973 movie Soylent Green, starring Joseph Cotten and Charlton Heston. Both Harrison’s novel and the film adaptation,
         as well as Waugh’s novella, are direct influences on the plotting and characters of
         Saward’s script for “Revelation of the Daleks.”
      

      
      More generically, this story is concerned with observation and surveillance. The characters
         in the story constantly watch others and are themselves watched through a series of
         cameras. Mostly it is the evil scientist Davros who is doing the watching, but others
         are either surveying people through electronic means, or else know themselves to be
         subject to surveillance. Harper’s camera direction reinforces this aspect of the story
         by often showing characters glancing up to where they know the security cameras are.
         In essence therefore the story also throws into this ensemble of influences a strong
         element of Orwellian dystopian surveillance, a la Nineteen Eighty-Four. These different but intersecting influences will enable sustained consideration
         of not only the question of high art interacting with low that is often raised by
         adaptation studies, but also the question of intertextual dialogue. This chapter thus
         brings to summation a key factor in adaption in Doctor Who in the way that individual stories could hold in balance influences from multiple
         stories.
      

      
      Renaissance Drama and Doctor Who

      
      “Caves of Androzani” and “Revelation of the Daleks” were not the first occasions (and
         so far have not been the last occasions) on which Renaissance drama influenced Doctor Who serials. In “The Shakespeare Code” (2007), the meter of Shakespearean verse is central
         to the defeat of a plot to conquer the Earth, and the Doctor meets Shakespeare himself.
         “The Crusades” (1965) involved a substitution of a nobleman, Sir William des Preaux,
         for the person of the King, a plot device reminiscent of a similar moment in Shakespeare’s
         Henry IV, Part I. David Whitaker’s scripts for this story also place elevated and rather overwritten
         dialogue in the characters’ mouths that he apparently thought was Shakespearean in
         character.[5]   “The Masque of Mandragora” (1976) was set during the Renaissance (during the lifetime
         of Leonardo da Vinci, to be precise) and was written by Louis Marks, whose doctoral
         studies at Oxford University related to Renaissance literature.[6]   His story is not an adaptation of any particular Renaissance text, although its
         central character is called “Hieronymous,” reminiscent of the Hieronimo who rampages
         through the plot of The Spanish Tragedy, although the name of Hieronymus Bosch, the Dutch painter noted for his startlingly
         vivid representations of hell, is also a likely influence. However, Marks did include
         aspects of revenge tragedies. According to analysis of the serial by Martin Wiggins,
         the scenes of the impending sacrifice of the Doctor’s companion Sarah to a pagan god
         in “Masque of Mandragora” emulate the forced marriage of an unwilling bride in Kyd’s
         Bel-imperia, while scenes where the Doctor narrowly escapes execution mimic similar scenes in
         The Spanish Tragedy and The Revenger’s Tragedy. The monsters of the story—shapeless energy creatures controlled by a malevolent
         alien force called the Mandragora helix—infiltrate a masque at the ducal palace and
         unleash death and disaster when their disguises are thrown off. This high point of
         the narrative directly emulates the masque in Tourneur’s Revenger’s Tragedy, when Vindice and his accomplice Hippolito sneak into a palace disguised as masquers
         and commit murder. The plotting of an uncle against a nephew, which drives forward
         the plot of Marks’s serial, clearly draws from Claudius’s antagonistic relationship
         with Hamlet.[7]   More generally, the Italian setting of Marks’s story is typical of revenge tragedies;
         although written by English playwrights, they were normally set anywhere other than
         England: The Revenger’s Tragedy is set in Italy, as is The Duchess of Malfi, and Hamlet in Denmark; Titus Andronics is set in Ancient Rome.
      

      
      The influence of Renaissance drama on Marks’s “Masque of Mandragora” prefigures the
         way it would influence the plotting dynamics and characters of “Caves of Androzani.”
         It is instructive at this point to consider both the writer of this serial and its
         story. As we have seen in earlier chapters, Robert Holmes wrote a large number of
         Doctor Who stories that were diverse in tone and style as well as in influence. While his tenure
         as script editor is noted for its gothic horrors and stylings, his own stories drew
         off many other influences besides gothic horror. His 1969 story “The Space Pirates”
         is a “space opera” that was a timely response to the outer space settings that both
         2001: A Space Odyssey and Star Trek had brought into vogue. There was a significant gap in Holmes’s writing for Doctor Who, and after he contributed “The Power of Kroll” to season 16 in 1978, he moved away
         from Doctor Who and on to other projects until being brought back in 1984 by Eric Saward, an admirer
         of Holmes’s earlier scripts for the series. Saward commissioned Holmes to write the
         swan song for Peter Davison’s Fifth Doctor, who at the end of the story regenerated
         into the new Doctor played by Colin Baker (b. 1943).
      

      
      The script that Holmes produced to bring the character of the Fifth Doctor to this
         point of crisis and regeneration does not actually position the Doctor’s character
         as the story’s protagonist. Rather, the Doctor and his companion Peri are both entirely
         passive and reactive characters, caught up in and ultimately nearly destroyed by the
         machinations and plotting of other characters. The fact that they play this passive
         narrative function is an important insight into the way that the conventions of revenge
         tragedy surface in this serial. The Doctor himself, while a force for good, is not
         an archetypal revenger. Instead, in this story the Doctor and Peri are caught up in
         a spiraling series of catastrophes unleashed by the desire for revenge by one central
         character against another; they are passive precisely because the dynamic urgency
         of the plot derives from the revenge that characters around them are taking on each
         other.
      

      
      To be specific, the Doctor and Peri land not in Renaissance Italy but on an arid planetoid,
         Androzani Minor. On the nearby and larger Androzani Major, the human colony there
         is home to a group of ruling families. Wealth on Androzani Major comes from a substance
         called spectrox (the story’s “MacGuffin,” or object that serves no plot purpose except
         that it provides agency for people’s actions). It is desirable because it slows the
         effects of aging and prolongs life. This substance is harvested from a network of
         underground caves on Androzani Minor, but the caves have been seized by a deranged
         and hideously disfigured criminal called Sharaz Jek. Jek is protected down in the
         caves by an army of androids which he has assembled. However, Jek’s main aim is not
         simply to gain financial advantage by controlling the lucrative trade in spectrox;
         his ultimate goal is revenge.
      

      
      As Jek’s backstory is revealed, it is made clear that some years earlier he was in
         partnership with a businessman on Androzani Major called Morgus. Morgus subsequently
         betrayed Jek, abandoning him down in one of the spectrox mines on Androzani Minor.
         As a consequence, Jek was trapped underground and scalded by burning mud, which left
         him disfigured. The plot of Holmes’s story is driven by Jek’s quest for revenge, in
         which the Doctor and his companions are merely pawns in his plotting, and ultimately
         they are subsidiary even to that. While Jek’s characterization as a deformed and masked
         madman skulking underground suggests that Holmes was revisiting the Phantom of the Opera for a second time after “Talons of Weng-Chiang,” Jek’s motivations and his status
         as a figure who could have been heroic, but who has degenerated, position him within
         the revenge play template, a source that had earlier been influential on Holmes in
         his episode “Gambit” of the science fiction adventure series Blake’s 7.[8]   Dramatic devices such as having the character Morgus deliver soliloquies straight
         to the camera further reinforce the impression of Holmes adapting from Renaissance
         drama.[9]  
      

      
      The final scene of “The Caves of Androzani” introduced the Sixth Doctor, played by
         Colin Baker; at the end of the next season (season 22), the Doctor combated his old
         enemies the Daleks in “Revelation of the Daleks.” The script by Eric Saward was brought
         to life by director Graeme Harper and is an aggregation of different sources. The
         principal setting is Tranquil Repose on the planet Necros. Tranquil Repose is a mortuary
         and funeral parlor ostensibly run by the chief mortician, Mr. Jobel, but in actual
         fact is controlled from behind the scenes by Davros, the creator of the Daleks, who
         skulks far underground in ancient catacombs. Tranquil Repose, despite being in the
         business of burying the dead, is a glitzy and overwhelmingly crass environment. A
         disc jockey broadcasts to the bodies kept in the catacombs and cracks an unending
         series of jokes in the very poorest taste. The staff explain to visitors the extremely
         high prices paid for interment or cryogenic suspension in the facility. Tranquil Repose
         looks tasteless and is luridly decorated in bright gold and blue hues. Even the Daleks
         in the story seem to exhibit the rampant consumerism of the mortuary, reflecting the
         crass commercialism that Saward evokes, and featured here in redesigned livery. The
         traditional gunmetal gray of their casing has been replaced by shiny gold and white
         decorations.
      

      
      
         Shiny Daleks amid the gaudiness of Tranquil Repose; “Revelation of the Daleks”

         

      

      The brightness and forced cheerfulness of the aboveground facility counterpoints the
         darkness of the catacombs below and the evil forces gathered there. Davros is likened
         by one character in the story to a spider in its nest at the heart of the planet Necros.
         Davros masquerades as the “Great Healer,” an unseen beneficiary who has ended starvation
         in the (unnamed) galaxy where Necros is situated by his scientific labors in producing
         a new synthetic foodstuff. Characteristically, however, Davros is far from being altruistic,
         and the Doctor’s investigations into the mortuary reveal that the foodstuff is actually
         made from the bodies of the humans who have been entombed or frozen in the catacombs.
         Davros has meanwhile converted their heads and brains into new Daleks.
      

      
      These details, however, are only part of a complex plot involving the gradual intersection
         of different groups of characters: the Doctor and his companion Peri, as they journey
         to the mortuary; a corrupt industrialist and her conniving secretary; an assassin
         and his squire; Mr. Jobel and one of his students, who is lovesick for the mortician
         but finds her love spurned; and two body snatchers who discover that the bodies are
         missing from their graves. The agency that brings these characters into each other’s
         orbits is revenge. The industrialist seeks revenge against the Great Healer for appropriating
         her factories’ profits, and she employs the assassin to carry out this task. The assassin,
         Orcini (another Italianate name indebted to the tragedies of the Jacobean period),
         in turn seeks revenge against both Davros—viewing the chance to kill him as an honorable
         deed—and the industrialist, who he realizes has betrayed him. The student, Tasembeker,
         kills Mr. Jobel in revenge for having spurned her love, for having insulted her, and
         for having constantly flirted with women who were not her. The body snatchers seek
         revenge against the authorities in charge of the mortuary for having stolen the body
         of one of the snatchers’ fathers and turning his head into a Dalek.
      

      
      
         The ghostly form of Arthur Stengos; “Revelation of the Daleks”

         

      

      We saw above that one of the possible permutations in the endlessly shifting components
         of a revenge tragedy was the appearance of a ghost. A ghost imparts important information
         in Marston’s Antonio’s Revenge.[10]   Most famously, the cycle of revenge and killing in Hamlet is provoked by the appearance of the ghost of Hamlet’s father to Hamlet. The Ghost
         reveals that he was killed by Claudius, the usurping king who has married Hamlet’s
         mother. By the end of the play, the Ghost’s appearance and his demand to be avenged
         will have caused not only Claudius, but Hamlet, his lover Ophelia, Polonius the courtier,
         and many other characters all to have died. This resolution, of course, is characteristic
         of revenge tragedies as well, which tend to have high body counts. In “Caves of Androzani”
         almost all the supporting characters are dead by the end of the story, and so technically
         is the Fifth Doctor, who “dies” by the process of regeneration into the Sixth Doctor;
         Peri is one of only two characters to survive this story (the other is another female
         character, Krau Timmin). The body count in “Revelation of the Daleks” is not quite
         so high, but Jobel, Orcini and his squire, Tasembeker, the industrialist, her secretary,
         the Disc Jockey and the body snatchers are all dead, a body count reminiscent of the
         corpse-laden stage at the end of Hamlet or The Revenger’s Tragedy. Davros faces an almost certain death as well, as he is taken back to the Daleks’
         home planet Skaro for trial.
      

      
      The dynamics that drive the plot toward this series of violent deaths in “Revelation
         of the Daleks” is set in train by the appearance of, if not exactly a ghost, then
         certainly a monstrously preternatural figure. Shortly after arriving on Necros, the
         Doctor and his companion Peri are attacked by a mutated human, whose hideously deformed
         and scarred face testifies to the experiments that have been performed on him by the
         Great Healer, aka Davros. The mutant is not a ghost in the sense of Renaissance dramaturgical
         principles, but he serves the same plot function as the ghost of Hamlet’s father.
         He is an otherworldly figure who violently enters the normal world, but who also imparts
         vital information that sets the plot in motion. In this instance, the mutant gives
         valuable clues to the Doctor about the mysterious events taking place in the catacombs,
         including unnatural scientific experiments, disappearing bodies, and the actions of
         the mysterious Great Healer, information which prompts the Doctor’s investigation.
         There is also the ghostlike figure of Natasha’s father, Arthur Stengos, the remnants
         of whom appear in a transparent and spectral Dalek casing. Given that the Doctor also
         seeks Stengos, this is a character closely analogous to the Jacobean ghost.
      

      
      In a broad sense, both “Caves of Androzani” and “Revelation of the Daleks” reflect
         the tone and preoccupations of Jacobean revenge tragedy. Both tone and preoccupations
         have been well described by Una Ellis-Fermor. Writing in particular of Tourneur’s
         Revenger’s Tragedy, she suggests that “what there is . . . is horror.”[11]   Ellis-Fermor goes further, suggesting that horror is the only emotion that can
         be aroused by viewers or readers of Tourneur’s unremittingly violent and grotesque
         play. In a series of strikingly phrased observations, she writes that although the
         action of the play is carried out by living characters, they may as well be dead in
         physical terms, such is the emotional deadness of their inner lives and the way they
         fail to arouse emotions in those who behold their actions:
      

      
      
         The only emotion we are subjected to is horror, and that comes to us, not from our
            entry into the characters’ experiences but from extraneous aids, not from identifying
            ourselves with apparently living people, but from two things, one of them the very
            opposite of this; from the aroma of evil with which Tourneur by the aid of diction
            and verbal music surrounds these walking anatomies, these galvanized laboratory subjects,
            and from the very fact that, being dead, they do so adequately mimic life.[12]  
         

         
      

      This colorful interpretation of the emotional impact of Tourneur’s tragedy connects
         to critical readings of both “Caves of Androzani” and “Revelation of the Daleks.”
         Both stories revel in the grotesque. In “Caves of Androzani,” a moment of narrative
         climax is marked by Jek ripping off his mask and revealing his scarred face (a scene
         excised by the Australian censors for some repeats of the serial), but even before
         this moment the story has presented a succession of grotesque and violent images,
         including a character being murdered by being thrown down a lift shaft; an execution
         by machine-gun fire, including shots of the bullets ripping into bodies; and the appearance
         of the hideous magma beast deep in the caves. “Revelation of the Daleks” takes things
         further. The appearance of the mutant, the avatar of Hamlet’s father’s ghost, is but
         the first of many moments of visual body horror. The body snatchers find (and destroy)
         a human head that has been mutated into the inner biological workings of a Dalek,
         and Harper’s camera lingers over the repulsive alien mutations that cling to the formerly
         human visage. Scenes of torture in a dungeon are matched by a man having his leg blown
         off and then Davros’s hand being blown off, his fingers scattering around his laboratory.
      

      
      All these moments are graphic enough, but another commonly encountered criticism of
         both stories is that, apart from the Doctor and his companion, neither serial has
         any sympathetic characters. This circumstance is atypical of most serials, where at
         least some of the guest characters prove to be temporary allies to the Doctor in whichever
         struggle he is fighting. In “Caves of Androzani” it is remarkable that the most sympathetic
         character is Jek, and he is a psychopath lurking in dark caves. Of the other characters,
         there are ruthless gunrunners; Morgus is a venal, murderous, and self-serving businessman,
         who also happens to be corrupt; his secretary is equally avaricious; and the military
         figures are cowards or simply ineffective and weak. “Revelation of the Daleks” has
         the evil scientist Davros to set a benchmark of evil, but he actually faces stiff
         competition. Orcini the assassin, while proclaiming that he is on an honorable mission
         to destroy Davros, is nonetheless a hired killer. The businesswoman Kara is as corrupt
         as Morgus in the earlier serial, and she tricks Orcini into taking a bomb into the
         catacombs. Mr. Jobel is a sexist womanizer who makes cruel jibes about Tasembeker’s
         weight, and Tasembeker is a murderess. The body snatchers come the closest to being
         sympathetic, but even one of these is a drunken coward. In common with Ellis-Fermor’s
         reading of the emotional vacuum in Tourneur’s tragedy, neither of these Doctor Who serials permits any reaction beyond horror. In The Revenger’s Tragedy, Vindice uttered the line, “’Tis time to die, when we are ourselves our foes,” a
         memorable summation of the fact that there is a deficit of sympathetic characters
         in the play, a characteristic echoed centuries later in these two Doctor Who serials.[13]  
      

      
      Renaissance Drama and Popular Culture

      
      Neither “Caves of Androzani” nor “Revelation of the Daleks” are straightforward adaptations
         of a single Renaissance text, but instead show the writers to have modeled their scripts
         on the plot dynamics and characterizations of Jacobean revenge tragedy. Other entry
         points for Renaissance literature into popular media have been more direct. Most obviously,
         all of Shakespeare’s plays have over the twentieth century been adapted into film
         or television versions. Even here, however, the question of choice addressed in earlier
         chapters reveals itself as a salient issue. We can say with certainty that all of
         Shakespeare’s plays have been adapted at least once, if only because during the 1970s
         and 1980s the BBC systematically adapted them all for television in lavish period
         dress productions. Alongside the familiar works, including especially Hamlet, Romeo and Juliet, Henry V, and Richard III, the BBC’s series also provided the rare opportunity to see adaptations of rarely
         performed works, including so-called problem plays such as Pericles, Prince of Tyre or The Winter’s Tale, and other obscure works including Titus Andronicus.
      

      
      Plays such as Titus Andronicus surface only rarely in adaptation (or for that matter simply as stage productions);
         the only other notable adaptation of this work besides the BBC’s is Julie Taymor’s
         1999 film adaptation, called simply Titus, and which was greeted by most critics as a forceful but curious piece of cinema.[14]   Similar levels of obscurity have befallen other Shakespearean works; some, however,
         have formed the basis of innumerable adaptations. The trio of Henry V, Hamlet, and Richard III were the basis of a celebrated trio of films by Sir Laurence Olivier, who directed
         and starred in productions of them in 1944, 1948, and 1953, respectively. However,
         these are only among the better-known adaptations of plays which are among the most
         frequently adapted of Shakespeare’s works in film and television productions. Before
         and after its landmark series of adaptations in the 1970s and 1980s, the BBC has long
         been an adapting agent of Shakespeare and continues to be so.
      

      
      Shakespeare’s plays are a useful point to pause and consider the adaptive potential
         of Renaissance works into other types of stories, and to examine how affiliations
         between a Renaissance text and other genres have shaped the templates of those genres.
         Adaptations of Shakespeare’s plays can be apparently “faithful,” meaning not only
         that they preserve the plot and more obviously the blank verse of the dialogue in
         the film or television adaptation, but it can also mean that the settings and costumes
         are in keeping with the “period” aspect of the plays. Such was the approach taken
         by the BBC’s Shakespeare series, which were all sumptuous productions, with the actors
         garbed in Renaissance-style clothing. But to designate Shakespearean adaptations as
         “faithful” is immediately problematic. To begin with, language such as this returns
         us to the value judgments we encountered in earlier chapters, and Robert Stam in particular
         has cautioned against measuring adaptations in terms of apparent “fidelity” or else
         condemning them as “betrayals” of the source work.[15]   After all, there is surely more to a successful adaptation of a Shakespeare play
         than simply external dramaturgical signifiers such as sets, costumes, and props. There
         is surely the possibility of thematic authenticity. For example, the Japanese director
         Akira Kurosawa’s adaptation of King Lear, the 1985 film Ran, is set in a time, place, and society far removed from the blasted heath in ancient
         Britain where Shakespeare set his version of King Lear. However, Ran is acclaimed by critics as a compelling study in the failure of patriarchal rule,
         and in this regard it can be considered to occupy a meaningful place in the narrative
         trajectory set by Shakespeare’s play and its story of the failure of an old king and
         father to rule his kingdom and his children.
      

      
      But to regard an adaptation as “faithful” or not is also to deny the dramatic potential
         that film and television creators have found by bringing these plays into dialogue
         with other genre templates, and to neglect how Shakespeare’s plays (or for that matter
         other Renaissance texts) can shape other genres. Film and television makers have developed
         the original plays into what the dramaturge Kenneth S. Rothwell suggests are “other
         Shakespeares.” Among these he lists works such as the celebrated 1957 Japanese film
         Thrones of Blood, an adaptation of Macbeth by Akira Kurosawa into the cultural vernacular of his own society.[16]   A yet looser Shakespeare adaptation is Leonard Bernstein’s musical (subsequently
         filmed) West Side Story, which retells Romeo and Juliet. It leaves the general narrative of two young lovers from feuding families intact,
         but otherwise transposes the action into a milieu different from the textual original.[17]    10 Things I Hate about You (1999) is an “update” of The Taming of the Shrew. There is little that is faithful here to Shakespeare; indeed, reviews of Throne of Blood on its release measured the film against Shakespeare’s original and (unsurprisingly)
         found it lacking in fidelity.[18]   Rothwell’s survey of cinematic adaptations of Shakespeare’s plays overall indicates
         the multiplicity of discourses these adaptations have played out and the seemingly
         limitless potential of Shakespeare to transfer to other settings and cultural preoccupations.
         Diane Henderson reaches a similar point, suggesting that it is possible to “pick and
         choose our Shakespeares,” as his works can be recreated across cultures and media.[19]  
      

      
      The machinations of Macbeth in medieval Scotland could be made to work in terms of
         Japanese samurai culture in Kurosawa’s film, into what the film critic Jerry Blumenthal
         recognizes as an “autonomous” work of art, not a bizarrely unfaithful adaptation as
         earlier reviewers perceived it.[20]   There have also been adaptations in Portuguese of Othello which move the action to a shanty town in Rio de Janeiro and what Rothwell refers
         to as a “thoroughly Latinized” milieu, including voodoo elements. There are also Hindu-language
         versions of Hamlet, Russian adaptations of King Lear and Hamlet, and many others not in English but in a variety of other languages and set within
         different societies.
      

      
      The varieties of discourses and genres into which Renaissance literature can be adapted
         is further suggested by consideration of specific plays. For example, scholars of
         both literature and film have charted textual transactions between what Yvonne Griggs
         refers to as the “narrative patterning” of works such as Christopher Marlowe’s Tamburlaine and Shakespeare’s Macbeth on the one hand, and the conventions of classic gangster films in US cinema on the
         other.[21]   One of these textual transactions is the pure elemental violence that informs the
         conventions of both Jacobean theatre and particular film genres. Griggs suggests that
         “gangster movies revel in the kind of male-dominated violence and excessive body counts
         realised in Jacobean tragedy.”[22]   It is worth noting at this point that the same textual transaction informs the
         connection of Jacobean tragedy to the stories written or script-edited for Doctor Who by Eric Saward, which were criticized at the time and since for their excessive violence
         and enormously high (male) body counts. Saward wrote stories including “Earthshock”
         (1982) and “Resurrection of the Daleks” (1984), which are distinguished by plots where
         almost all the characters die (including in “Earthshock” one of the Doctor’s companions,
         the first time a regular character had been killed off since 1965), and furthermore
         die in a variety of grotesque ways. In “Earthshock” a troupe of soldiers is attacked
         in underground caves and obliterated by weapons that leave their remains as nothing
         more than a few melted body parts. In “Resurrection of the Daleks,” the Daleks release
         a poisonous gas into a spacecraft that rots the flesh of the humans on board. “What’s
         that’s terrible smell?” asks a character at one point, only to be confronted by the
         sight of her companion turning slowly around to reveal his face hideously rotted away.
      

      
      Griggs suggests that the level of violence that defines both Jacobean drama and particular
         film genres makes clear the general parallels between what may otherwise seem to be
         remote genres and creative outputs. More specifically, she suggests that the narratives
         of Jacobean theatre can be “successfully translated” into other genre templates, a
         point also suggested by Alexander Huang and Charles Ross’s survey of the reinterpretations
         of Shakespeare’s works in a variety of cultural contexts, including modern-day Shanghai.[23]   Shakespeare’s Macbeth has been reenvisaged as a gangster thriller set in contemporary Australia. Likewise,
         King Lear has been reconfigured as a gangster narrative on several occasions, including Jean
         Luc Goddard’s King Lear from 1987, which turned Lear from an ancient British king into a Mafia boss, and King Lear in the Hood, whose title makes clear the gangster orientation of this adaptation.[24]   In both instances these films are direct adaptations that take the essential plot,
         characters, and dialogue of the original play and set them down among starkly contemporary
         settings.
      

      
      Mention of the Mafia also draws attention to other films about the crime organization
         which are more allusive adaptations of King Lear. The original play’s themes can be extrapolated as a clash between an old order and
         a new order and the contrasting disjunction between the values of both. Viewed this
         way, Griggs suggests that the play is a meaningful template for the Godfather trilogy of movies, which tell the story of an older Mafia don whose principles and
         values (including the family values that are so intrinsic to King Lear) come into conflict with a younger generation. The Godfather films are, she argues, of “decidedly tragedic ‘Jacobean’ proportions,” and the themes
         of justice in the films resonate with similar themes in the Shakespeare play.[25]   Griggs further suggests that House of Strangers from 1949, among other gangster movies, is again an adaptation of the play’s themes.
         Importantly, Griggs gives detailed consideration as to the process of this adaptation,
         suggesting that the movie is a selective adaptation of some themes from the play.
         She argues that “the redemptive strands of the Lear narrative are sacrificed to the moral of this film’s tale.”[26]   Accordingly, the old father of the film does not experience the same insights the
         original King Lear gains through isolation and suffering.
      

      
      Seen in this light, the notion of a revenge tragedy interacting with a science fiction
         serial begins to make sense. The dramaturgical principles and themes of these works
         are elastic and have the capacity to provoke meaningful extrapolations into divergent
         contexts and dramatic forms. But what if we then notice that Renaissance drama comes
         into dialogue with a work that emerges from a popular-culture setting at odds with
         the intentions and origins of sixteenth- and seventeenth-century drama? “Revelation
         of the Daleks” follows closely the contours, dramatic peaks and troughs, and plot
         dynamics of a revenge tragedy. But these elements intersect with an equally strong
         source that Eric Saward adapted: Evelyn Waugh’s 1948 novel The Loved One: An Anglo-American Tragedy. Waugh (1903–1966), author of Brideshead Revisited, was an English novelist who wrote The Loved One after a visit to Hollywood in 1947 and in particular visiting Forest Lawn Cemetery
         and meeting Dr. Hubert Eaton, a mortician and Forest Lawn’s founder. The 1948 novel
         was itself adapted into a motion picture by MGM in 1965, directed by Tony Richardson,
         and the visual stylings and trappings of the film heavily influenced the production
         design of “Revelation of the Daleks.”
      

      
      The 1965 film is a close adaptation of the 1948 novel; Saward’s adaptation is not
         faithful. Yet Saward’s scripts for “Revelation of the Daleks” borrowed heavily from
         book and film and in many respects are remarkably faithful to entire scenes, characters,
         and themes from both. Did Saward transgress or slavishly adapt? What he created in
         “Revelation of the Daleks” is a richly layered story. He was actually faithful to
         both the Evelyn Waugh novel and the tropes of Jacobean revenge tragedies. Where the
         cultural interest is generated is the way in which he fuses them together.
      

      
      Saward is on record as having written his scripts for “Revelation of the Daleks” while
         on holiday and after reading Waugh’s novel. Both iterations of Waugh’s story—the novel
         and the film—penetrate deeply into the final production of “Revelation of the Daleks.”
         It is worthwhile for a moment comparing the similarities between them, because from
         this comparison will also emerge some important differences.
      

      
      Both film and novel are set around Whispering Glades, a swanky funeral parlor. The
         principal setting of “Revelation of the Daleks” is Tranquil Repose, an equally upmarket,
         exclusive, and over-the-top funerary establishment. What Saward’s scripts especially
         share with both the film and the novel is a delight in playing with the nomenclature
         of death and the language used by the morticians and undertakers in the story to discuss
         dead people and the disposal of them. In “Revelation of the Daleks,” the Doctor’s
         companion Peri comments on the name Tranquil Repose: “Sounds kind of yuck. The sort
         of name we’d come up with in the States.”[27]   Given that Waugh’s novel was inspired by the author’s visit to California and his
         astonishment at the crassness of the funeral industry in Hollywood, Peri’s comment
         is a rather sly allusion back to Saward’s source and indicates the emphasis in both
         the Doctor Who serial and Waugh’s book on the tackiness of the language used in this industry.
      

      
      Whispering Glades is run by the “Blessed Reverend”; Davros, running Tranquil Repose,
         has the equally pretentious title “Great Healer.” The bodies held at Whispering Glades
         are the “waiting ones,” while at Tranquil Repose they are in “the posture for perpetual
         instatement.” The morticians and funerary attendants at both Whispering Glades and
         Tranquil Repose speak about death and burial in a series of absurdly elaborate euphemisms
         that are intended to avoid directly using terms such as “death” and “dead” but that
         also stress the crass commercialism of their services. When the young Englishman Dennis
         Barlow arrives at Whispering Glades to organize the funeral of his uncle, he is offered
         a range of options for the old man’s instatement, including “inhumement, entombment,
         interment, immurement, and sarcophagusment.”[28]   An associated funeral company, but one for animals not humans, offers “empyrement,
         dissemination, externalization.” Likewise, Tranquil Repose offers a range of funerary
         options, and as the serial begins, the morticians are busy preparing the body of the
         wife of the President of the Galaxy for an Egyptian-themed perpetual instatement.
         The Doctor reels off a list of possible services the complex could offer, including
         “interment, inhumation, sepulcher, obsequies.”
      

      
      Thematically, “Revelation of the Daleks” also owes a great deal to both the novel
         and the film of The Loved One. Both insist on death as the source of much commercial capital and exploitation.
         The “Blessed Reverend” runs Whispering Glades as a commercial enterprise and is seeking
         ways to continue to make a profit after all the plots are filled up with corpses.
         Similarly, Tranquil Repose is actually a source of revenue because it provides the
         raw matter to make processed food. In The Loved One (book and film) and “Revelation of the Daleks,” the funerary complexes are extravagant
         edifices, redolent more of a glitzy Las Vegas–style commercialism than a consecrated
         space for the commemoration of the dead, and both offer funeral packages that escalate
         in both price and lavishness.
      

      
      The fact that Saward could adapt from both the novel and that novel’s own film adaptation
         brought complexity to “Revelation of the Daleks,” and to the way Saward synthesizes
         aspects of the different but associated source materials. There is adaptation from
         the language of the novel but also from the visuals of the film. There is also inversion
         of the film’s production design and visuals. The cinema foyer posters that advertised
         the film in 1965 played up the brash vulgarity of the movie’s delineation of the funeral
         industry. Richardson’s film was billed as “the motion picture with something to offend
         everyone!” and had a colorful cast including Liberace. The visual character of the
         film was one of the chief means of causing offense. Scenes abound of the interference
         with corpses, including a scene where Mr. Joyboy plays with the face of Dennis Barlow’s
         uncle and makes it assume various comical expressions, and another where the body
         of a baby is casually hauled off for embalming. The influence of these scenes carries
         through into “Revelation of the Daleks,” where corpses are mocked and their appearance
         pitilessly assessed. In an early scene of episode 1 Mr. Jobel compliments a colleague
         for the improvements he has made to the appearance of the late wife of the President
         of the Galaxy, but hopes “the witch doesn’t crumble to dust before we get her downstairs.”
         Later, examining the body of a security guard shot dead by body snatchers, Jobel comments,
         “He certainly is a mess. I suppose you can’t make him look any worse.”
      

      
      The visual parallels between the film adaptation and “Revelation of the Daleks” are
         expressed in other ways. Both Whispering Glades and Tranquil Repose feature grandiose
         entry halls with sweeping staircases. Both Mr. Joyboy and Mr. Jobel, sharing obvious
         similarities in naming, are small men in thick-rimmed glasses and with conspicuous
         hairpieces. In the novel Waugh described Joyboy as “not a handsome man” who was “more
         than a trifle paunchy”—descriptions matched in the appearance of actors Rod Steiger,
         who played Joyboy in the 1965 adaptation of The Loved One, as well as Clive Swift, who played Jobel in “Revelation of the Daleks.”[29]   In the 1965 film and the Doctor Who serial, the morticians saunter past rows of obsequious mortuary attendants. The female
         attendants wear triangular-shaped headdresses, and the bodies are laid out in themed
         settings: Dennis Barlow’s uncle reposes in a chamber decorated according to a medieval
         gothic theme; the President’s wife in one styled after Ancient Egyptian themes.
      

      
      But again the principal interest lies in the way the story adapts but inverts when
         doing so. The young female attendants at Whispering Glades, including Ms. Thanatogenos,
         are uniformly attractive young women. Tasembeker, the young attendant at Tranquil
         Repose, is ugly rather than beautiful, and is repeatedly mocked by male characters
         for her plainness. This play on the written descriptions of the attractive young women
         in Waugh’s novel and the visual realization of these descriptions in the film is of
         capital importance to understanding the adaptation at work in Saward’s scripts and
         the connections he forges between Renaissance tragedy and the gaudy Hollywood film.
         Saward not only brings in ugliness where the film and book had insisted on beauty;
         he also reverses the dynamic of unrequited love between the chief embalmer and his
         naive female attendant. Doing so means Saward makes a significant departure from Waugh’s
         novel. The alteration stands out distinctively, as so much else in Saward’s scripts
         so closely parallels Waugh’s book and its film adaptation. But the change allows Saward
         to bring the elements of Waugh’s story into alignment with the Jacobean revenge tragedies
         that are his other sources. The unrequited infatuation of Tasembeker for Mr. Jobel
         is the reverse of the infatuation of Mr. Joyboy for Ms. Thanatogenos, but this reversal
         brings to a climax the principal act of revenge in Saward’s story. Angered and humiliated
         by Mr. Jobel’s repeated rejections of her love, Tasembeker stabs him in the heart
         with a syringe full of embalming fluid, with her face distorted by hatred. Davros
         has goaded her into committing this murder and taking revenge on Jobel for his many
         humiliations of her. This act of revenge again reverses the chain of events in Waugh’s
         story, where Ms. Thanatogenos commits suicide by filling her own veins with embalming
         fluid. But these reversals are the point of intersection between the high culture
         of the Renaissance drama and the putatively lower culture of the Hollywood adaptation
         of the novel.
      

      
      
         Tasembeker takes revenge on Mr. Jobel in the most terminal manner possible in “Revelation
               of the Daleks”
            

         

      

      We have seen, therefore, that “Revelation of the Daleks” is a serial with complex
         antecedents, emerging from diverse cultural and historical contexts but brought into
         dialogue with each other through their adaptation into one serial. The revenge Tasembeker
         takes on Mr. Jobel is the quintessence of revenge from a Jacobean tragedy, but her
         actions also meaningfully feed off the themes of unrequited love and infatuation in
         an embalming room that suffuse Waugh’s novel and its own screen adaptation. The climactic
         moment in “Revelation of the Daleks” when Tasembeker stabs Jobel brings the otherwise
         disparate sources into dialogue with each other as they converge at this crucial moment
         of the narrative.
      

      
      The prevailing theme in The Loved One was the commercialization of death, a theme repeated and amplified in “Revelation
         of the Daleks.” The commercial exploitation satirized in Waugh’s novel leaves open
         space in “Revelation’s” diegesis to bring one further source into dialogue with the
         other adapted influences. In The Loved One (both film and book), the “Blessed Reverend” has become concerned that the Whispering
         Glades will not remain profitable for much longer; the burial plots are nearly all
         filled, and the complex will shortly reach the end of its financial usefulness as
         a funeral parlor and cemetery. Saward’s scripts take this idea and develop it further.
         Two body snatchers, who have opened a grave and have been shocked to find it empty
         except for a mannequin, are told by security officers, “The idea of this place just
         doesn’t work. The galaxy can barely support the people alive now.”[30]   Woven into Saward’s plot is a story line relating to widespread famine in the galaxy.
         Davros has earned the title of “Great Healer” because he has developed a scientific
         process to develop a cheap and easily manufactured synthetic food. According to an
         industrialist, this is “a high-protein concentrate,” which the assassin Orcini knows
         “has eliminated famine from the galaxy.”[31]  
      

      
      Later in episode 2, dialogue between the Doctor and Davros clarifies exactly what
         the nature of this protein is. In language taking its cue from the brash commercialism
         of Waugh’s novel, Davros informs the Doctor, “I never waste a valuable commodity.
         The humanoid form makes an excellent concentrated protein.” Appreciating Davros’s
         meaning, the Doctor asks, “Did you bother to tell anyone they might be eating their
         own relatives?” to which Davros replies, “Certainly not. That would have created what
         I believe is termed consumer resistance.”[32]   Saward’s dialogue drips in irony, and again it is opening up a space in the narrative
         of his serial for different sources to come into dialogue with each other. Cannibalism
         is not unknown in Renaissance revenge tragedies, including Titus Andronicus, and the human protein in “Revelation of the Daleks” has this ancestry.[33]   The problem of running a funeral parlor and cemetery which has filled up comes
         directly from The Loved One. The solution to this problem—to disinter the bodies and turn them into concentrated
         protein—is not in Waugh’s book but parallels the ending of the 1973 science fiction
         film Soylent Green. Soylent Green was itself an adaptation of Make Room! Make Room! Both film and book are set in a near-future New York where overpopulation and pollution
         have caused widespread misery and social breakdown. While Soylent Green is based on Harrison’s novel, the most famous element of this film—that a police
         investigation into a murdered industrialist uncovers the fact that dead bodies rather
         than plankton are being used to make the foodstuff Soylent Green—is original to the
         film. The climax of the film, where Charlton Heston’s character of the investigating
         policeman cries out that “Soylent Green is . . . people!” is recreated in the exchange
         between Davros and the Doctor quoted above.
      

      
      The overcrowding in The Loved One and Make Room! Make Room! are very different in nature; in the former it is the dead who are in overcrowded
         conditions in overstocked cemeteries, whereas Harrison’s story is concerned with the
         effect of population overspill on those still living. But Saward’s scripts for “Revelation
         of the Daleks” bring the two issues of both texts into communion with each other,
         and the plot of Saward’s serial gains narrative momentum from the parallels it develops
         between these different sources and the way its narrative development proceeds by
         building the ideas of revenge, funerary overcrowding, and the eating of humans into
         a coherent and interconnected plot.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      “Revelation of the Daleks” is one serial, but it has multiple progenitors. Into Eric
         Saward’s story of Daleks and their evil creator Davros hiding beneath a brash and
         tacky funeral home flow a range of sources, from Jacobean tragedy to Evelyn Waugh’s
         own story of a commercialized funeral home, to Soylent Green. The serial is multitextual but remains medium specific, as the different sources—literary
         and filmic—all feed into a television production. “Revelation of the Daleks” accordingly
         permits us to see a richly suggestive field of adaptations at work. Saward’s influences
         from The Loved One are themselves based on earlier adaptations, as the sources are the novel but also
         the visual cues, such as Mr. Jobel’s appearance, or the headdresses of the female
         morticians from the film adaptation of Waugh’s novel. Soylent Green is an adaptation of an earlier novel. It is also a transgressive adaptation. The film’s
         signature theme of humans being turned into food, and therefore its most famous line
         of dialogue, are adaptations and are not derived from the original novel. Accordingly,
         the sources that are brought into medium-specific dialogue with each other in Saward’s
         script (and its visual realization as a television serial) are adaptations of adaptations.
         Sustained consideration of this story brings to summation the ideas, theoretical positions,
         and textual analyses that have been developed across this book. We see a writer exhibiting
         a clear impulse to adapt from other sources but not with any particular mind toward
         fidelity. Instead, the creative potential of adaptation plays itself out in two ways:
         as a multitextual dialogue of different sources, and as a transgressive adaptation
         where it becomes possible to integrate Renaissance literature with Hollywood cinema
         and to include the Daleks into the mix.
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      Conclusion

      
      
      Doctor Who’s creators have borrowed from, adjusted, or even just “ripped off” other texts, conventions,
         tropes, themes, images, and sometimes entire plots from books, movies, poems, and
         even Doctor Who itself. Some sources have been of recurring or repeated influence. Horror film influences
         have appeared at multiple points throughout the program’s history. Major science fiction
         works including Star Wars, Star Trek, and Alien have been of enduring influence. At the time of writing, some of the most recent episodes
         to be produced in 2013’s season 7 have exemplified both the adaptive impulse and the
         seminal influence of science fiction and horror on the program. “The Rings of Akhaten”
         contains scenes of the Doctor and his companion Clara mingling with an exotic array
         of aliens in a mise-en-scène that immediately suggests the famous cantina scene from
         1977’s Star Wars.
      

      
      
         An array of alien life forms in a Doctor Who version of the Star Wars cantina in “Rings of Akhaten”
            

         

      

      The next story in season 7, Mark Gatiss’s “Cold War,” lands the Doctor and Clara in
         a Soviet submarine at the height of 1980s Cold War tensions. However, the threat of
         nuclear war is soon supplanted by a greater danger, as an alien Ice Warrior is aboard
         the ship. Critical reaction to this story has identified the sources from which it
         adapts. Graham Kibble-White suggests that “the script pilfers from the setting and
         pre-glasnost paranoia of The Hunt for Red October plus, in its spindly, face-grabbing nudie Martian, the Alien film franchise.” As Kibble-White points out, the scene when the characters realize
         of the alien that “it’s in the walls” is an especially explicit homage to the Alien films.[1]  
      

      
      And asked at the beginning of this study, why not? Adaptation has served Doctor Who’s creative personnel well over the last fifty years. Ideas that work well in one
         context work just as well in Doctor Who. They can provide a point of entry for audiences or provide much-needed inspiration
         in a rushed production process. They also align Doctor Who with recognizably successful stories. As Kibble-White points out, “many of Doctor Who’s most successful productions have worn their influences on their sleeves.”[2]   An adaptive story, one that is indebted to other sources for inspiration, characters,
         the contours of its plots, or its themes, may be successful because it is accessible.
         Certainly 1970s producer Graham Williams thought it a good idea to adapt Anthony Hope’s
         The Prisoner of Zenda into “The Androids of Tara,” suggesting that because the original story was so familiar
         (both the original novel and through many other adaptations for film and television),
         it provided an easy point of access to the story.[3]   In this regard, do we evaluate “Androids of Tara” as a success because for its
         audience it was an easy story to enter into, as its source material was so obvious
         and so familiar? Graham Williams also produced “Underworld” and “Horns of Nimon.”
         This time he and his production team were adapting not a Victorian novel but classical
         mythology. Almost in contradiction of his suggestion that “Tara” worked in dramatic
         terms because of likely audience familiarity with Hope’s story, Williams later went
         on record as suggesting that it didn’t matter if people weren’t familiar with the
         informing myths of these stories (Jason and the Argonauts and Theseus and the Minotaur,
         respectively), as they could follow and understand the stories anyway. But earlier
         we encountered the idea of a knowing audience, and in the case of another Doctor Who serial influenced by classical mythology, “The Myth Makers,” there are allusions and
         plot points that do need an audience with some prior knowledge of the classics in
         order to understand what is going on. The attempts by 1980s creative personnel to
         adapt heavily from Doctor Who’s own history can only be considered a qualified success as well. Making stories
         that required detailed knowledge of serials broadcast years and sometimes decades
         earlier (and which had since gone missing from the archives) could only alienate audiences,
         who indeed switched off in the millions over the course of the 1980s.
      

      
      We can take success to mean other things as well and can measure it in other ways.
         The last story made before Graham Williams became producer was “The Talons of Weng-Chiang.”
         In chapter 6 we gave consideration to this serial as a successful adaptation of a
         range of Victorian sources, from Oscar Wilde to Sir Arthur Conan Doyle. Synthesizing
         these disparate sources into a tonally consistent and cohesive serial is a successful
         achievement of writer Robert Holmes, producer Philip Hinchcliffe, and director David
         Maloney. Less successful, however, is Holmes’s adaptation of another of his sources,
         Sax Rohmer’s Fu Manchu stories. Even by the late 1970s the racial politics of the
         script and the casting were both questionable and have only grown more so, because
         Holmes adapted so faithfully from not only Rohmer’s stories but his attitudes as well.
      

      
      Nonetheless, these dimensions of “Talons” are a persistent talking point about the
         serial. While it is possible to criticize it for these deficiencies, they also demonstrate
         the levels of critical interest that are aroused by adaptation. These talking points
         with “Talons” are just one instance of the interest raised by the way creative personnel
         have adapted and transformed other works into Doctor Who stories. The scale and nature of this adaptation have not been consistent across the
         last fifty years. In “Tara” the adaptation was almost a total rip-off. Other adaptations
         are more oblique. At the end of episode 2 of “The Three Doctors” (1972–1973), an entire
         building is snatched up and travels through space into a black hole, and the image
         is directed and visually realized in a way that recalls Dorothy’s house flying over
         the rainbow in The Wizard of Oz. Here the adaptation is only a brief visual quotation, but for those who recognize
         it, it is also a potent signifier of the nature of the plot and helps to make clear
         what has just happened.
      

      
      From the pilot episode, “An Unearthly Child,” right up to the most recent stories
         to go into production (“The Name of the Doctor,” and the fiftieth-anniversary story
         “Day of the Doctor”), there has been a recurring impulse to adapt. But we can extend
         this observation in another direction. Although across this study we have been looking
         at how other types of texts and other sources can be adapted into Doctor Who stories, it is important to note that, in turn, Doctor Who can itself be adapted into many other works and formats. Even in its earliest years
         of production this adaptive potential was realized, and the film company Aaru released
         two feature films based on the first two television Dalek stories. In color and with
         a different leading man playing the Doctor (Peter Cushing instead of William Hartnell),
         the films adapted from but proclaimed their difference from the television originals.
         Instead of the mysterious alien personified by Hartnell, Cushing’s Doctor was an eccentric
         human inventor. Both films performed reasonably well, although plans for a third film
         based on “The Chase,” the third Dalek serial, were aborted. The idea of converting
         Doctor Who into a film remained enticing for many years. In the 1970s the show’s then star Tom
         Baker attempted to get financial backing for a spin-off film. Although again the project
         came to nothing (as did plans for a 1993 film, The Dark Dimension), the idea itself suggests the capacity for Doctor Who to adapt to other media and contexts.
      

      
      If we recall Hutcheon’s insistence that “adaptations are everywhere,” then we also
         recall her examples, from video games to amusement arcades. Doctor Who exemplifies this adaptive suppleness. In the 1960s, 1970s, and 1990s, the Doctor (sometimes
         played by different actors from the TV series) appeared in television commercials.
         Almost all television serials from the classic series of 1963–1989 have been adapted
         into novelizations, which were mostly faithful prose recreations of the television
         stories and which, in an era before home video, were accessible and authoritative
         versions of the stories for fans who could not access the television originals. Characters
         and props from the series have been adapted into merchandise, into board games and
         role-playing games, into wallpaper, into cartoons and Internet webisodes, and into
         items of clothing. While it is impossible to document or quantify, there is another
         form of adaptation that takes place as children make up or recreate narratives using
         the toys based on the program’s characters and props. After the program was canceled
         in 1989, Virgin Books gave the characters from Doctor Who new life in a series of original novels called the “New Adventures,” which continued
         the adventures of the Seventh Doctor and Ace (the incumbent TARDIS crew at the time
         of the 1989 cancellation) in literary form. Coins have been struck and stamps minted
         for the program’s fiftieth anniversary, adapting from the program’s iconography, and
         jewelry has been manufactured. These adaptations are indeed everywhere. My own interest
         in Doctor Who does not stop at the academic, and I have mostly written this book with my own pieces
         of merchandise in view. It is not surprising that these adaptations into books, merchandise,
         and other spin-off media exist. From the 1960s onward, when toy Daleks were authorized
         by the BBC, the Corporation has exploited multiple opportunities to adapt the program
         into other media and products.
      

      
      Some of these adaptations have come full circle. One of the “New Adventures” novels
         published by Virgin Books was Paul Cornell’s Human Nature in 1995, featuring the characters of the Seventh Doctor and his companion Ace. Russell
         T. Davies admired the work and commissioned Cornell to adapt it into the television
         story “Human Nature”/“Family of Blood” in 2007. There are many significant differences
         but also some similarities. The Seventh Doctor and Ace are replaced by the Tenth Doctor
         and Martha; however, the basic plot of the Doctor temporarily becoming human and working
         in a pre–World War I boarding school remains the same. To date this is not the only
         occasion a so-called spin-off has spun back into the parent program. The 2005 story
         “Dalek” and the 2006 story “Rise of the Cybermen”/“The Age of Steel” both adapted
         from audio spin-off adventures made by the independent company Big Finish.[4]   The depth and range of Doctor Who’s adaptations are both extensive, and during the years the program was off the air,
         books and audio adventures continued the Doctor’s journeys. These in turn have now
         become the substance of “official” BBC Doctor Who.
      

      
      Above are quotes from Kibble-White’s assessment of the 2013 story “Cold War.” In reviewing
         it, Kibble-White judges it mostly successful, partly because, as we saw, it has adapted
         from familiar sources (the Alien franchise and The Hunt for Red October). But it is significant that Kibble-White qualifies this success, adding that “while
         Cold War entertains, it rarely surprises.” In other words, he suggests that precisely because
         it is the result of adaptation, it lacks originality. But this judgment is unfair.
         Adaptation does indeed suggest that the origin of ideas, plots, themes, or characters
         may lie in an earlier source. Texts create new texts, not just a derivative work.
         But as we have so often seen, the way Doctor Who adapts is in a way that is strikingly original. The opening scenes of “An Unearthly
         Child” adapted from the common genre of kitchen sink drama, then proliferating in
         British cinema and television. Indeed, Verity Lambert cast William Hartnell as the
         Doctor after seeing him in the drab 1963 kitchen sink drama This Sporting Life. But what happens with this adaptation in “An Unearthly Child” is then highly surprising.
         Even viewing the episode today, fifty years and more after its production, the abrupt
         transition from banal 1960s reality to the TARDIS interior is still dramatically effective,
         and from the adaptation comes something shocking and original. The very next story,
         “The Daleks,” adapted from another aspect of contemporary reality that would have
         been all too horribly familiar to contemporary audiences: the threat of neutronic
         war. But again this familiarity becomes something original. Unlike a drama such as
         Threads (1984), the notoriously realistic and chilling nuclear war drama that showed the effects
         of nuclear bombardment on ordinary British citizens of suburban Sheffield, the nuclear
         setting of “The Daleks” is fantastic, and the Daleks themselves are an idea of potently
         enduring imagination.
      

      
      In essence, Doctor Who’s adaptation is mostly transgressive; the most interesting dimensions of the program
         lie in this transgression. Even a serial as apparently slavish an adaptation as “Androids
         of Tara” is far from a faithful adaptation. After all, there are not any androids
         in Hope’s original, and the aspects of the Doctor Who serial that adapt heavily from Hope’s novel merely throw into relief the elements
         that are wildly at odds with the original. Indeed, it is possible to argue that other
         programs have caught up with Doctor Who. Adaptations in recent years have become more and more transgressive and are the
         basis of several recent television successes. One example is Sherlock, the UK drama based very loosely, indeed, on Arthur Conan Doyle’s stories. There
         have been many faithful adaptations of the Sherlock Holmes stories, including the
         acclaimed ITV series starring Jeremy Brett. But even here the question of faithfulness
         is questionable. Many adaptations of Conan Doyle’s stories, including those period
         productions starring Douglas Wilmer, Peter Cushing, Ian Richardson, Tom Baker, and
         Brett in the role, have tended to freeze the setting of the stories in the late nineteenth
         century. Conan Doyle’s original stories covered several decades, and what on the surface
         look like faithful adaptations have actually neglected this important dimension of
         the stories, as Holmes remained active as a detective into the 1920s, long past the
         era of Victorian gaslight murder most often recreated in television adaptations. In
         chapter 9 I made a similar point about Agatha Christie’s fiction and the way that
         her acknowledgment of social change across many decades is rarely reflected in adaptations
         of her books that freeze her stories in a televisual never-never land.
      

      
      In this regard, the recent Sherlock series is transgressive in its radical reimagining of the character and the stories
         and transposing the setting to the current day. An even more transgressive adaptation
         is Elementary, taking Sherlock Holmes to New York, turning Dr. Watson into a young Asian woman,
         and updating the setting to the twenty-first century. Yet there is some potential
         for these adaptations in the original stories, which did not freeze Holmes in time
         but moved him forward as the years passed. Elementary has been a major television success, if we take success to mean healthy viewing figures,
         good international sales, and positive reviews. So, too, has Steven Moffat’s serial
         Jekyll met with success; again, this series is a transgressive adaptation of a Victorian
         book. This series takes core elements of Robert Louis Stevenson’s 1886 novella The Strange Case of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde (and the resulting play) but updates setting and characters. Stevenson’s novella has
         been adapted numerous times for film (in 1931, 1941, 1960, and 1971) as well as for
         stage and as a musical.[5]   Each time the adaptation has augmented or altered the original story, and one of
         the more transgressive was Hammer’s 1971 Doctor Jekyll and Sister Hyde, in which the potion not only transformed Dr. Jekyll into an alter ego, but a woman.
         Now most recently, Moffat has offered his own transgressive take on the classic story.
         Again, these changes have met with success, but the radical reimagining and recreation
         of source texts comprise an approach that has its priority in Doctor Who.
      

      
      Across the last fifty years Doctor Who serials have demonstrated a variety of distinct adaptation strategies, from the slavish
         imitation, the emulation of the popular, to the compelling juxtaposition of disparate
         sources. The result has been a composite television show made from a number of constituent
         parts, from horror and science fiction to period drama and detective fiction. The
         program has also endured. From its origins it was based on a robust template that
         saw it through the first twenty-six years of continuing production and then provided
         the basis of the program’s resurrection in 2005. Adaptation is central to understanding
         this durability, but Doctor Who is also a key means of understanding adaptation. Adaptation theory is a means of seeing
         the creative potential of bringing different texts into contact with each other and
         of the storytelling ingenuity that can result from the fusion of different codes and
         conventions. There are, indeed, few original ideas in literature, drama, film, or
         television. What matters more is what people do with these ideas. The people who devised
         and made and continue to make Doctor Who ceaselessly adapt. Stories, ideas, and texts form and re-form within the narratives
         of the program. The result is a program that has what commentator Matt Hills calls
         “finely tuned hybridity,” comprising “soap/satire/science fiction/horror/adventure,”
         among others.[6]   In the United Kingdom at least, this genre hybridity has meant that the program
         has been a staple (albeit with interruptions) of the BBC’s successful Saturday-night
         scheduling, and in its revived version the program has defied current wisdom that
         audiences are fragmented and that families will not unite viewing around a single
         program. Outside the United Kingdom, the program has also long enjoyed popularity
         that has increased across the 2013 anniversary year. The program remains in production,
         and it is a certainty that adaptation will remain a feature of this global phenomenon.
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      Filmography

      
      
      Doctor Who Stories (in broadcast order)
      

      
      All transmission dates from original BBC 1 terrestrial transmissions.

      
       

      
      “An Unearthly Child.” Pilot. Written by Anthony Coburn. Directed by Waris Hussein.
         Untransmitted.
      

      
      “An Unearthly Child.” Season 1. Written by Anthony Coburn. Directed by Waris Hussein.
         First broadcast November 23–December 14, 1963.
      

      
      “The Daleks.” Season 1. Written by Terry Nation. Directed by Christopher Barry and
         Richard Martin. First broadcast December 21, 1963–February 1, 1964.
      

      
      “Marco Polo.” Season 1. Written by John Lucarotti. Directed by Waris Hussein and John
         Crockett. First broadcast February 22–April 4, 1964.
      

      
      “The Keys of Marinus.” Season 1. Written by Terry Nation. Directed by John Gorrie.
         First broadcast April 11–May 16, 1964.
      

      
      “The Aztecs.” Season 1. Written by John Lucarotti. Directed by John Crockett. First
         broadcast May 23–June 13, 1964.
      

      
      “The Reign of Terror.” Season 1. Written by Dennis Spooner. Directed by Henric Hirsch
         and John Gorrie. First broadcast August 8–September 12, 1964.
      

      
      “Planet of Giants.” Season 2. Written by Louis Marks. Directed by Mervyn Pinfield
         and Douglas Camfield. First broadcast October 31–November 14, 1964.
      

      
      “The Dalek Invasion of Earth.” Season 2. Written by Terry Nation. Directed by Richard
         Martin. First broadcast November 21–December 26, 1964.
      

      
      “The Romans.” Season 2. Written by Dennis Spooner. Directed by Christopher Barry.
         First broadcast January 16–February 6, 1965.
      

      
      “The Crusades.” Season 2. Written by David Whitaker. Directed by Douglas Camfield.
         First broadcast March 27–April 17, 1965.
      

      
      “The Space Museum.” Season 2. Written by Glyn Jones. Directed by Mervyn Pinfield.
         First broadcast April 25–May 15, 1965.
      

      
      “The Chase.” Season 2. Written by Terry Nation. Directed by Richard Martin. First
         broadcast May 22–June 26, 1965.
      

      
      “The Time Meddler.” Season 2. Written by Dennis Spooner. Directed by Douglas Camfield.
         First broadcast July 3–24, 1965.
      

      
      “The Myth Makers.” Season 3. Written by Donald Cotton. Directed by Michael Leeston-Smith.
         First broadcast October 16–November 6, 1965.
      

      
      “The Daleks’ Master Plan.” Season 3. Written by Dennis Spooner and Terry Nation. Directed
         by Douglas Camfield. First broadcast November 13, 1965–January 29, 1966.
      

      
      “The Massacre of St. Bartholomew’s Eve.” Season 3. Written by John Lucarotti and Donald
         Tosh. Directed by Paddy Russell. First broadcast February 5–26, 1966.
      

      
      “The Celestial Toymaker.” Season 3. Written by Brian Hayles with Gerry Davis and Donald
         Tosh (uncredited). Directed by Bill Sellars. First broadcast April 2–23, 1966.
      

      
      “The Gunfighters.” Season 3. Written by Donald Cotton. Directed by Rex Tucker. First
         broadcast April 30–May 21, 1966.
      

      
      “The War Machines.” Season 3. Written by Ian Stuart Black. Directed by Michael Ferguson.
         First broadcast June 25–July 16, 1966.
      

      
      “The Smugglers.” Season 4. Written by Brian Hayles. Directed by Julia Smith. First
         broadcast September 10–October 1, 1966.
      

      
      “The Tenth Planet.” Season 4. Written by Kit Pedlar and Gerry Davis. Directed by Derek
         Martinus. First broadcast October 8–29, 1966.
      

      
      “The Power of the Daleks.” Season 4. Written by David Whitaker and Dennis Spooner
         (uncredited). Directed by Christopher Barry. First broadcast November 5–December 10,
         1966.
      

      
      “The Highlanders.” Season 4. Written by Elwyn Jones and Gerry Davis. Directed by Hugh
         David. First broadcast December 17, 1966–January 7, 1967.
      

      
      “The Moonbase.” Season 4. Written by Kit Pedlar. Directed by Morris Barry. First broadcast
         February 11–March 4, 1967.
      

      
      “The Faceless Ones.” Season 4. Written by David Ellis and Malcolm Hulke. Directed
         by Gerry Mill. First broadcast April 8–May 13, 1967.
      

      
      “The Evil of the Daleks.” Season 4. Written by David Whitaker. Directed by Derek Martinus.
         First broadcast May 20–July 1, 1967.
      

      
      “The Tomb of the Cybermen.” Season 5. Written by Kit Pedlar and Gerry Davis. Directed
         by Morris Barry. First broadcast September 2–23, 1967.
      

      
      “The Web of Fear.” Season 5. Written by Mervyn Haisman and Henry Lincoln. Directed
         by Douglas Camfield. First broadcast February 3–March 9, 1968.
      

      
      “The Wheel in Space.” Season 5. Written by David Whitaker. Directed by Tristan de
         Vere Cole. First broadcast April 27–June 1, 1968.
      

      
      “The Mind Robber.” Season 6. Written by Peter Ling and Derrick Sherwin (uncredited).
         Directed by David Maloney. First broadcast September 14–October 12, 1968.
      

      
      “The Invasion.” Season 6. Written by Derrick Sherwin. Directed by Douglas Camfield.
         First broadcast November 2–December 21, 1968.
      

      
      “The Krotons.” Season 6. Written by Robert Holmes. Directed by David Maloney. First
         broadcast December 28, 1968–January 18, 1969.
      

      
      “The Seeds of Death.” Season 6. Written by Brian Hayles. Directed by Michael Ferguson.
         First broadcast January 25–March 1, 1969.
      

      
      “The Space Pirates.” Season 6. Written by Robert Holmes. Directed by Michael Hart.
         First broadcast March 8–April 12, 1969.
      

      
      “Spearhead from Space.” Season 7. Written by Robert Holmes. Directed by Derick Martinus.
         First broadcast January 3–24, 1970.
      

      
      “Doctor Who and the Silurians.” Season 7. Written by Malcolm Hulke. Directed by Timothy
         Combe. First broadcast January 31–March 14, 1970.
      

      
      “The Ambassadors of Death.” Season 7. Written by David Whitaker with Malcolm Hulke,
         Terrance Dicks, and Trevor Ray (uncredited). Directed by Michael Ferguson. First broadcast
         March 21–May 2, 1970.
      

      
      “Inferno.” Season 7. Written by Don Houghton. Directed by Douglas Camfield and Barry
         Letts (uncredited). First broadcast May 9–June 20, 1970.
      

      
      “Terror of the Autons.” Season 8. Written by Robert Holmes. Directed by Barry Letts.
         First broadcast January 2–23, 1971.
      

      
      “Colony in Space.” Season 8. Written by Malcolm Hulke. Directed by Michael Briant.
         First broadcast April 10–May 15, 1971.
      

      
      “The Dæmons.” Season 8. Written by Guy Leopold (aka Barry Letts and Robert Sloman).
         Directed by Christopher Barry. First broadcast May 22–June 19, 1971.
      

      
      “The Curse of Peladon.” Season 9. Written by Brian Hayles. Directed by Lennie Mayne.
         First broadcast January 29–February 19, 1972.
      

      
      “The Sea Devils.” Season 9. Written by Malcolm Hulke. Directed by Michael Briant.
         First broadcast February 26–April 1, 1972.
      

      
      “The Three Doctors.” Season 10. Written by Bob Baker and Dave Martin. Directed by
         Lennie Mayne. First broadcast December 30, 1972–January 20, 1973.
      

      
      “Carnival of Monsters.” Season 10. Written by Robert Holmes. Directed by Barry Letts.
         First broadcast January 27–February 17, 1973.
      

      
      “Frontier in Space.” Season 10. Written by Malcolm Hulke. Directed by Paul Bernard.
         First broadcast February 24–March 31, 1973.
      

      
      “Planet of the Daleks.” Season 10. Written by Terry Nation. Directed by David Maloney.
         First broadcast April 7–May 12, 1973.
      

      
      “The Time Warrior.” Season 11. Written by Robert Holmes. Directed by Alan Bromly.
         First broadcast December 15, 1973–January 5, 1974.
      

      
      “Invasion of the Dinosaurs.” Season 11. Written by Malcolm Hulke. Directed by Paddy
         Russell. First broadcast January 12–February 16, 1974.
      

      
      “Death to the Daleks.” Season 11. Written by Terry Nation. Directed by Michael E.
         Briant. First broadcast February 23–March 16, 1974.
      

      
      “The Monster of Peladon.” Season 11. Written by Brian Hayles. Directed by Lennie Mayne.
         First broadcast March 23–April 27, 1974.
      

      
      “Planet of the Spiders.” Season 11. Written by Robert Sloman. Directed by Barry Letts.
         First broadcast May 4–June 8, 1974.
      

      
      “Robot.” Season 12. Written by Terrance Dicks. Directed by Christopher Barry. First
         broadcast December 28, 1974–January 18, 1975.
      

      
      “The Sontaran Experiment.” Season 12. Written by Bob Baker and Dave Martin. Directed
         by Rodney Bennett. First broadcast February 22–March 1, 1975.
      

      
      “Genesis of the Daleks.” Season 12. Written by Terry Nation. Directed by David Maloney.
         First broadcast March 8–April 12, 1975.
      

      
      “Revenge of the Cybermen.” Season 12. Written by Terry Nation. Directed by Michael
         E. Briant. First broadcast April 19–May 10, 1975.
      

      
      “Terror of the Zygons.” Season 13. Written by Robert Banks Stewart. Directed by Douglas
         Camfield. First broadcast August 30–September 20, 1975.
      

      
      “Pyramids of Mars.” Season 13. Written by Stephen Harris (aka Lewis Greifer and Robert
         Holmes). Directed by Paddy Russell. First broadcast October 25–November 15, 1975.
      

      
      “The Brain of Morbius.” Season 13. Written by Robin Bland (aka Terrance Dicks and
         Robert Holmes). Directed by Christopher Barry. First broadcast January 3–24, 1976.
      

      
      “The Seeds of Doom.” Season 13. Written by Robert Banks Stewart. Directed by Douglas
         Camfield. First broadcast January 31–March 6, 1976.
      

      
      “The Masque of Mandragora.” Season 14. Written by Louis Marks. Directed by Rodney
         Bennett. First broadcast September 4–25, 1976.
      

      
      “The Deadly Assassin.” Season 14. Written by Robert Holmes. Directed by David Maloney.
         First broadcast October 30–November 20, 1976.
      

      
      “The Robots of Death.” Season 14. Written by Chris Boucher. Directed by Michael E.
         Briant. First broadcast January 29–February 19, 1977.
      

      
      “The Talons of Weng-Chiang.” Season 14. Written by Robert Holmes. Directed David Maloney.
         First broadcast February 26–April 2, 1977.
      

      
      “Horror of Fang Rock.” Season 15. Written by Terrance Dicks. Directed by Paddy Russell.
         First broadcast September 3–24, 1977.
      

      
      “The Invisible Enemy.” Season 15. Written by Bob Baker and Dave Martin. Directed by
         Derrick Goodwin. First broadcast October 1–22, 1977.
      

      
      “The Sun Makers.” Season 15. Written by Robert Holmes. Directed by Pennant Roberts.
         First broadcast November 26–December 17, 1977.
      

      
      “Underworld.” Season 15. Written by Bob Baker and Dave Martin. Directed by Norman
         Stewart. First broadcast January 7–28, 1978.
      

      
      “The Invasion of Time.” Season 15. Written by David Agnew (aka Anthony Read and Graham
         Williams). Directed by Gerald Blake. First broadcast February 4–March 11, 1978.
      

      
      “The Ribos Operation.” Season 16. Written by Robert Holmes. Directed by George Spenton-Foster.
         First broadcast September 2–23, 1978.
      

      
      “The Pirate Planet.” Season 16. Written by Douglas Adams. Directed by Pennant Roberts.
         First broadcast September 31–October 21, 1978.
      

      
      “The Stones of Blood.” Season 16. Written by David Fisher. Directed by Darrol Blake.
         First broadcast October 28–November 18, 1978.
      

      
      “The Androids of Tara.” Season 16. Written by David Fisher. Directed by Michael Hayes.
         First broadcast November 25–December 16, 1978.
      

      
      “The Power of Kroll.” Season 16. Written by Robert Holmes. Directed by Norman Stewart.
         First broadcast December 23, 1978–January 13, 1979.
      

      
      “The Armageddon Factor.” Season 16. Written by Bob Baker and Dave Martin. Directed
         by Michael Hayes. First broadcast January 20–February 24, 1979.
      

      
      “City of Death.” Season 17. Written by David Agnew (aka David Fisher, Douglas Adams,
         and Graham Williams). Directed by Michael Hayes. First broadcast September 29–October
         20, 1979.
      

      
      “Nightmare of Eden.” Season 17. Written by Bob Baker. Directed by Alan Bromly and
         Graham Williams (uncredited). First broadcast November 24–December 15, 1979.
      

      
      “The Horns of Nimon.” Season 17. Written by Anthony Read. Directed by Kenny McBain.
         First broadcast December 22, 1979–January 12, 1980.
      

      
      “The Leisure Hive.” Season 18. Written by David Fisher. Directed by Lovett Bickford.
         First broadcast August 30–September 20, 1980.
      

      
      “Full Circle.” Season 18. Written by Andrew Smith. Directed by Peter Grimwade. First
         broadcast October 25–November 15, 1980.
      

      
      “State of Decay.” Season 18. Written by Terrance Dicks. Directed by Peter Moffatt.
         First broadcast November 23–December 13, 1980.
      

      
      “Logopolis.” Season 19. Written by Christopher H. Bidmead. Directed by Peter Grimwade.
         First broadcast February 28–March 21, 1981.
      

      
      “Four to Doomsday.” Season 19. Written by Terence Dudley. Directed by John Black.
         First broadcast January 18–26, 1982.
      

      
      “Kinda.” Season 19. Written by Christopher Bailey. Directed by Peter Grimwade. First
         broadcast February 1–9, 1982.
      

      
      “Black Orchid.” Season 19. Written by Terence Dudley. Directed by Ron Jones. First
         broadcast March 1–2, 1982.
      

      
      “Earthshock.” Season 19. Written by Eric Saward. Directed by Peter Grimwade. First
         broadcast March 8–16, 1982.
      

      
      “Arc of Infinity.” Season 20. Written by Johnny Byrne. Directed by Ron Jones. First
         broadcast January 3–12, 1983.
      

      
      “Snakedance.” Season 20. Written by Christopher Bailey. Directed by Fiona Cumming.
         First broadcast January 18–26, 1983.
      

      
      “Mawdryn Undead.” Season 20. Written by Peter Grimwade. Directed by Peter Moffatt.
         First broadcast February 1–9, 1983.
      

      
      “Terminus.” Season 20. Written by Steven Gallagher. Directed by Mary Ridge. First
         broadcast February 15–23, 1983.
      

      
      “Enlightenment.” Season 20. Written by Barbara Clegg. Directed by Fiona Cumming. First
         broadcast March 1–9, 1983.
      

      
      “The King’s Demons.” Season 20. Written by Terence Dudley. Directed by Tony Virgo.
         First broadcast March 15–16, 1983.
      

      
      “The Five Doctors.” Season 20. Written by Terrance Dicks. Directed by Peter Moffatt.
         First broadcast November 25, 1983.
      

      
      “Warriors of the Deep.” Season 21. Written by Johnny Byrne. Directed by Pennant Roberts.
         First broadcast January 5–13, 1984.
      

      
      “Resurrection of the Daleks.” Season 21. Written by Eric Saward. Directed by Matthew
         Robinson. First broadcast February 8–15, 1984.
      

      
      “Planet of Fire.” Season 21. Written by Peter Grimwade. Directed by Fiona Cumming.
         First broadcast February 23–March 2, 1984.
      

      
      “The Caves of Androzani.” Season 21. Written by Robert Holmes. Directed by Graeme
         Harper. First broadcast March 8–16, 1984.
      

      
      “Attack of the Cybermen.” Season 22. Written by Paula Moore (aka Paul Wolsey and Eric
         Saward). Directed by Matthew Robinson. First broadcast January 5–12, 1985.
      

      
      “Vengeance on Varos.” Season 22. Written by Philip Martin. Directed by Ron Jones.
         First broadcast January 19–26, 1985.
      

      
      “The Two Doctors.” Season 22. Written by Robert Holmes. Directed by Peter Moffatt.
         First broadcast February 16–March 2, 1985.
      

      
      “Timelash.” Season 22. Written by Glen McCoy. Directed by Pennant Roberts. First broadcast
         March 9–16, 1985.
      

      
      “Revelation of the Daleks.” Season 22. Written by Eric Saward. Directed by Graeme
         Harper. First broadcast March 23–30, 1985.
      

      
      “The Trial of a Time Lord.” Season 23. Written by Robert Holmes, Philip Martin, and
         Pip and Jane Baker. Directed by Nick Mallett, Ron Jones, and Chris Clough. First broadcast
         September 6–December 6, 1986.
      

      
      “Dragonfire.” Season 24. Written by Ian Briggs. Directed by Chris Clough. First broadcast
         November 23–December 7, 1987.
      

      
      “Remembrance of the Daleks.” Season 25. Written by Ben Aaronovitch. Directed by Andrew
         Morgan. First broadcast October 5–26, 1988.
      

      
      “The Greatest Show in the Galaxy.” Season 25. Written by Stephen Waytt. Directed by
         Alan Wareing. First broadcast December 14, 1988–January 4, 1989.
      

      
      “Ghost Light.” Season 26. Written by Marc Platt. Directed by Alan Wareing. First broadcast
         October 4–18, 1989.
      

      
      “The Curse of Fenric.” Season 26. Written by Ian Briggs. Directed by Nicholas Mallett.
         First broadcast October 25–November 15, 1989.
      

      
      Doctor Who (stand-alone television movie). Written by Matthew Jacobs. Directed by Geoffrey Sax.
         First broadcast May 27, 1996.
      

      
      “Rose.” Series 1. Written by Russell T. Davies. Directed by Keith Boak. First broadcast
         March 26, 2005.
      

      
      “The Unquiet Dead.” Series 1. Written by Mark Gatiss. Directed by Euros Lyn. First
         broadcast April 9, 2005.
      

      
      “Aliens of London”/“World War Three.” Series 1. Written by Russell T. Davies. Directed
         by Keith Boak. First broadcast April 16–23, 2005.
      

      
      “Dalek.” Series 1. Written by Robert Shearman. Directed by Joe Ahearne. First broadcast
         April 30, 2005.
      

      
      “The Christmas Invasion.” Christmas special. Written by Russell T. Davies. Directed
         by James Hawes. First broadcast December 25, 2005.
      

      
      “Tooth and Claw.” Series 2. Written by Russell T. Davies. Directed by Euros Lyn. First
         broadcast April 22, 2006.
      

      
      “The Girl in the Fireplace.” Series 2. Written by Steven Moffat. Directed by Euros
         Lyn. First broadcast May 6, 2006.
      

      
      “Rise of the Cybermen”/“The Age of Steel.” Series 2. Written by Tom MacRae. Directed
         by Graeme Harper. First broadcast May 13–20, 2006.
      

      
      “Army of Ghosts”/“Doomsday.” Series 2. Written by Russell T. Davies. Directed by Graeme
         Harper. First broadcast July 1–8, 2006.
      

      
      “The Shakespeare Code.” Series 3. Written by Gareth Roberts. Directed by Charles Palmer.
         First broadcast April 7, 2007.
      

      
      “The Lazarus Experiment.” Series 3. Written by Stephen Greenhorn. Directed by Richard
         Clark. First broadcast May 5, 2007.
      

      
      “42.” Series 3. Written by Chris Chibnall. Directed by Graeme Harper. First broadcast
         May 19, 2007.
      

      
      “Human Nature”/“The Family of Blood.” Series 3. Written by Paul Cornell. Directed
         by Charles Palmer. First broadcast May 26–June 2, 2007.
      

      
      “Utopia”/“The Sound of Drums”/“Last of the Time Lords.” Series 3. Written by Russell
         T. Davies. Directed by Graeme Harper and Colin Teague. First broadcast June 16–30,
         2007.
      

      
      “Voyage of the Damned.” Christmas special. Written by Russell T. Davies. Directed
         by James Strong. First broadcast December 25, 2007.
      

      
      “The Fires of Pompeii.” Series 4. Written by James Moran and Russell T. Davies. Directed
         by Colin Teague. First broadcast April 12, 2008.
      

      
      “The Unicorn and the Wasp.” Series 4. Written by Gareth Roberts. Directed by Graeme
         Harper. First broadcast May 17, 2008.
      

      
      “Turn Left.” Series 4. Written by Russell T. Davies. Directed by Graeme Harper. First
         broadcast June 21, 2008.
      

      
      “The Next Doctor.” Christmas special. Written by Russell T. Davies. Directed by Andy
         Goddard. First broadcast December 25, 2008.
      

      
      “Victory of the Daleks.” Series 5. Written by Mark Gatiss. Directed by Andrew Gunn.
         First broadcast April 17, 2010.
      

      
      “Time of Angels”/“Flesh and Stone.” Series 5. Written by Steven Moffat. Directed by
         Adam Smith. First broadcast April 24–May 1, 2010.
      

      
      “A Christmas Carol.” Christmas special. Written by Steven Moffat. Directed by Toby
         Haynes. First broadcast December 25, 2010.
      

      
      “The Impossible Astronaut”/“Day of the Moon.” Series 6. Written by Steven Moffat.
         Directed by Toby Haynes. First broadcast April 23–April 30, 2011.
      

      
      “The Curse of the Black Spot.” Series 6. Written by Steve Thompson. Directed by Jeremy
         Webb. First broadcast May 7, 2011.
      

      
      “Night Terrors.” Series 6. Written by Mark Gatiss. Directed by Richard Clark. First
         broadcast September 3, 2011.
      

      
      “The God Complex.” Series 6. Written by Toby Whithouse. Directed by Nick Hurran. First
         broadcast September 17, 2011.
      

      
      “The Doctor, the Widow and the Wardrobe.” Christmas special. Written by Steven Moffat.
         Directed by Farren Blackburn. First broadcast December 25, 2011.
      

      
      “Asylum of the Daleks.” Series 7. Written by Steven Moffat. Directed by Nick Hurran.
         First broadcast September 1, 2012.
      

      
      “A Town Called Mercy.” Series 7. Written by Toby Whithouse. Directed by Saul Metzstein.
         First broadcast September 15, 2012.
      

      
      “The Power of Three.” Series 7. Written by Chris Chibnall. Directed by Douglas Mackinnin.
         First broadcast September 22, 2012.
      

      
      “The Angels Take Manhattan.” Series 7. Written by Steven Moffat. Directed by Nick
         Hurran. September 29, 2012.
      

      
      “The Snowmen.” Christmas special. Written by Steven Moffat. Directed by Saul Metzstein.
         First broadcast December 25, 2012.
      

      
      “The Rings of Akhaten.” Series 7. Written by Neil Cross. Directed by Farren Blackburn.
         First broadcast April 6, 2013.
      

      
      “Cold War.” Series 7. Written by Mark Gatiss. Directed by Douglas Mackinnon. First
         broadcast April 13, 2013.
      

      
      “Hide.” Series 7. Written by Neil Cross. Directed by Jamie Payne. First broadcast
         April 20, 2013.
      

      
      “The Crimson Horror.” Series 7. Written by Mark Gatiss. Directed by Saul Metzstein.
         First broadcast May 4, 2013.
      

      
      “Nightmare in Silver.” Written by Neil Gaiman. Directed by Stephen Woolfenden. First
         broadcast May 11, 2013.
      

      
      “The Name of the Doctor.” Series 7. Written by Steven Moffat. Directed by Saul Metzstein.
         First broadcast May 18, 2013.
      

      
      “The Day of the Doctor.” Anniversary special. Written by Steven Moffat. Directed by
         Nick Hurran. First broadcast November 23, 2013.
      

      
      Television Programs (substantially discussed)

      
      Armchair Theatre: “I Can Destroy the Sun.” Written by Jimmy Sangster. Directed by Wilfred Eades. ABC
         Television, 1958.
      

      
      Armchair Theatre: “Murder Club.” Written by Robert Sheckley. Directed by Alan Cooke. ABC Television,
         1961.
      

      
      The Avengers. ITV, 1961–1969.
      

      
      The Black Adder. BBC, 1983–1989.
      

      
      Brideshead Revisited. Written by John Mortimer and Evelyn Waugh. Produced by Derek Granger. ITV, 1981.
      

      
      Cathy Come Home. Written by Jeremy Sandford. Directed by Ken Loach. BBC, 1966.
      

      
      Dixon of Dock Green. BBC, 1955–1976.
      

      
      Elementary. CBS, 2012–.
      

      
      Get Smart: “The King Lives?” Written by Gloria Burton and Don Adams. Directed by Gary Nelson.
         NBC, 1968.
      

      
      The Goodies: “Bunfight at the O.K. Tearooms.” Written by Graeme Garden and Bill Oddie. Produced
         by Jim Franklin. BBC, 1975.
      

      
      Miss Marple, BBC, 1984–1992.
      

      
      Out of the Unknown: “The Machine Stops.” Written by Kenneth Cavander, Clive Donner, and E. M. Forster.
         Directed by Philip Saville. BBC, 1966.
      

      
      Out of this World: “Dumb Martian.” Written by John Wyndham. Directed by Charles Jarrott. ABC Weekend
         Television, 1962.
      

      
      Pride and Prejudice. Written by Andrew Davies and Jane Austen. Directed by Simon Langton. BBC, 1995.
      

      
      The Prisoner. ITV, 1967–1968.
      

      
      The Quatermass Experiment. Written by Nigel Kneale. Directed by Rudolph Cartier. BBC, 1953.
      

      
      Quatermass and the Pit. Written by Nigel Kneale. Directed by Rudolph Cartier. BBC, 1958–1959.
      

      
      Red Dwarf. BBC, 1988–present.
      

      
      Sherlock. Written by Mark Gatiss, Steven Moffat, and Stephen Thompson. Directed by Toby Haynes,
         Euros Lyn, and Paul McGuigan. BBC, 2010–present.
      

      
      Star Trek: The Next Generation: “A Fistful of Datas.” Paramount Television, 1992.
      

      
      The Stone Tape. Written by Nigel Kneale. Directed by Peter Sasdy. BBC, 1972.
      

      
      Story Parade: “The Caves of Steel.” Written by Terry Nation and Isaac Asimov. Directed by Peter
         Sasdy. BBC, 1964.
      

      
      Tipping the Velvet. Written by Andrew Davies and Sarah Waters. Directed by Geoffrey Sax. BBC, 2002.
      

      
      The Trollenberg Terror. Written by Peter Key and Jimmy Sangster. Directed by Quentin Lawrence. ITV, 1956.
      

      
      The Wednesday Play: “Up the Junction.” Written by Nell Dunn. Directed by Ken Loach. BBC, 1965.
      

      
      Films (substantially discussed)

      
      Alien. Written by Dan O’Bannon. Directed by Ridley Scott. 20th Century Fox, 1979.
      

      
      Aliens. Written and directed by James Cameron. 20th Century Fox, 1986.
      

      
      Carry On Cowboy. Written by Talbot Rothwell. Directed by Gerald Thomas. Anglo-Amalgamated, 1965.
      

      
      Carry On Henry VIII. Written by Talbot Rothwell. Directed by Gerald Thomas. Anglo-Amalgamated, 1971.
      

      
      The Curse of Frankenstein. Written by Jimmy Sangster. Directed by Terence Fisher. Hammer Productions, 1957.
      

      
      The Devil Rides Out. Written by Richard Matheson. Directed by Terence Fisher. Hammer Productions, 1968.
      

      
      Django Kill! Written by Franco Arcalli. Directed by Giulio Questi. GIA Societa Cinematografica,
         1967.
      

      
      Dr. No. Written by Richard Maibaum, Johanna Harwood. Directed by Terence Young. Eon Productions,
         1962.
      

      
      The Fiendish Plot of Dr. Fu Manchu. Written by Rudy Dochtermann and Jim Moloney. Directed by Piers Haggard. Braun Entertainment
         Group, Playboy Enterprises, 1980.
      

      
      The Fog. Written by John Carpenter and Debra Hill. Directed by John Carpenter. AVCO Embassy
         Pictures, 1980.
      

      
      Frankenstein. Written by John L. Balderston. Directed by James Whale. Universal Pictures, 1931.
      

      
      Goldfinger. Written by Richard Maibaum and Paul Dehn. Directed by Guy Hamilton. Eon Productions,
         1964.
      

      
      Great Expectations. Written and directed by David Lean. Cineguild, 1946.
      

      
      Gunfight at the O.K. Corral. Written by Leon Uris. Directed by George Scullin. Paramount Pictures, 1957.
      

      
      Horror of Dracula. Written by Jimmy Sangster. Directed by Terence Fisher. Hammer Productions, 1958.
      

      
      The Loved One. Written by Terry Southern and Christopher Isherwood. Directed by Tony Richardson.
         MGM, 1965.
      

      
      Lust for a Vampire. Written by Tudor Gates. Directed by Jimmy Sangster. Hammer Productions, 1970.
      

      
      The Man with the Golden Gun. Written by Richard Maibaum and Tom Mankiewicz. Directed by Guy Hamilton. Eon Productions,
         1974.
      

      
      The Mask of Fu Manchu. Written by Irene Kuhn and Edgar Woolf. Directed by Charles Brabin. MGM, 1932.
      

      
      The Mummy. Written by Jimmy Sangster. Directed by Terence Fisher. Hammer Productions, 1959.
      

      
      Phantom of the Opera. Directed by Rupert Julian. Universal Pictures, 1925.
      

      
      Phantom of the Opera. Written by Anthony Hinds. Directed by Terence Fisher. Hammer Productions, 1962.
      

      
      Pirates of the Caribbean: The Curse of the Black Pearl. Written by Ted Elliott and Terry Rossio. Directed by Gore Verbinski. Walt Disney
         Pictures, 2003.
      

      
      Poltergeist. Written by Steven Speilberg, Michael Grais, and Mark Victor. Directed by Tobe Hooper.
         MGM, 1982.
      

      
      The Seventh Seal. Written and directed by Ingmar Bergman. Svensk Filmindustri, 1957.
      

      
      The Sheriff of Fractured Jaw. Written by Howard Dimsdale and Jacob Hay. Directed by Raoul Walsh. 20th Century
         Fox, 1958.
      

      
      The Shining. Written by Stanley Kubrick and Diane Johnson. Directed by Stanley Kubrick. Warner
         Brothers, 1980.
      

      
      Soylent Green. Written by Stanley R. Greenberg. Directed by Richard Fleischer. MGM, 1973.
      

      
      Star Wars. Written and directed by George Lucas. 20th Century Fox, 1977.
      

      
      The Terror of the Tongs. Written by Jimmy Sangster. Directed by Anthony Bushell. Hammer Productions, 1961.
      

      
      They Live! Written and directed by John Carpenter. Universal, 1988.
      

      
      This Sporting Life. Written by David Storey. Directed by Lindsay Anderson. Rank Organisation, 1963.
      

      
      Thunderball. Written by Richard Maibaum and John Hopkins. Directed by Terence Young. Eon Productions,
         1965.
      

      
      To the Devil a Daughter. Written by Chris Wicking, John Peacock, and Gerald Vaughan-Jones. Directed by Peter
         Sykes. Hammer Productions and Terra-Filmkunst, 1976.
      

      
      Tristram Shandy: A Cock and Bull Story. Written by Laurence Sterne and Frank Cottrell. Directed by Michael Winterbottom.
         BBC Films, 2006.
      

      
      Twins of Evil. Written by Tudor Gates. Directed by John Hough. Hammer Productions, 1971.
      

      
      2001: A Space Odyssey. Written by Stanley Kubrick and Arthur C. Clarke. Directed by Stanley Kubrick. MGM,
         1968.
      

      
      The Vampire Lovers. Written by Harry Fine. Directed by Roy Ward Baker. Hammer Productions, 1970.
      

      
      Westworld. Written and directed by Michael Crichton. MGM, 1973.
      

      
      Witchfinder General. Written by Tom Baker and Michael Reeves. Directed by Michael Reeves. Tigon/American
         International Pictures, 1968.
      

      
      Willy Wonka and the Chocolate Factory. Written by Roald Dahl. Directed by Mel Stuart. Paramount, 1971.
      

      
      The Wizard of Oz. Written by Noel Langley, Florence Ryerson, and Edgar Allan Woolf. Directed by Victor
         Fleming. MGM, 1939.
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