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Abstract 

 

Extreme casting is a term I coined to describe the techniques a theater company uses 

when the casting demands of a play outweigh a company‘s resources. With not enough 

actors to fill the stage, actors will often play two or more characters at the same time in 

order to meet the challenges of performing a play with limited resources. I discuss the 

history and evolution of doubling practices on the early-modern stage and indicate 

possible roots of extreme casting in this period. I also discuss the work of current 

companies employing extreme casting, such as Actors From the London Stage (AFTLS) 

and Shakespeare‘s Globe. I argue that contrary to popular assumptions, extreme casting 

in Shakespeare can and should appeal to all audiences, regardless of age or experience.  
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Introduction: What is Extreme Casting? 

 Before answering the question, ―What is extreme casting?‖ perhaps we should 

first ask, ―What is doubling?‖ ―Doubling‖ indicates that an actor will play two or more 

characters in the same performance. Its roots in performance exist as early as Ancient 

Greece.
 1

 Productions often use this technique to compensate for the lack of personnel to 

fill every role written into a play, such as the forty-one characters listed in the dramatis 

personae of Antony and Cleopatra. Productions will also use doubling as a means of 

accentuating certain themes within the text, such as casting one actor as the opposing 

brothers, Duke Senior and Duke Frederick in As You Like It. 

 Brett Gamboa provides two universally accepted rules for standard doubling of 

English Renaissance plays: one, ―the roles doubled cannot meet one another onstage,‖ 

and two, ―the performance will indicate changes of person with changes of garments.‖ He 

adds, ―These two rules will be accepted as indispensible. Except, perhaps, by 

Shakespeare who, I think, may have dispensed with these indispensible rules too‖ 

(Gamboa). This leads us back to our initial question: ―What is extreme casting?‖ 

―Extreme casting‖ is a term I created to describe what happens when a theatrical 

production dispenses with Gamboa‘s indispensible rules. Whether for economic or 

aesthetic reasons (or both), the casting demands of a particular play will outweigh the 

available resources. As a result, the actors and audience will have the opportunity to 

explore the possibilities engendered by this break with conventional theatrical practice. 

Doubling characters will meet onstage, such as Sebastian and Viola in Twelfth Night, and 

while sometimes actors will indicate a change in character through a change in garment, 

                                                 
1
 Rush Rehm argues that doubling played a crucial thematic role in Ancient Greek tragedies and 

lists several likely doubles. 
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or the addition or subtraction of a token, productions often explore the possibilities of 

performing these shifts through the use of the actor's body and voice. 

To put it another way, let us look at a moment in 1.2 of A Midsummer Night’s 

Dream.  Bottom breaks Gamboa‘s rules by portraying Pyramus and Thisbe in the same 

moment and switching instantaneously between them. ―And I may hide my face, let me 

play Thisbe too. I'll speak in a monstrous little voice: 'Thisne, Thisne!' – 'Ah, Pyramus, 

my lover dear! Thy Thisbe dear, and lady dear!'‖ (1.2.43-45). Bottom establishes the 

rules of how this casting will work, ―And I may hide my face.‖ This technically follows 

Gamboa‘s second rule of standard doubling, but the line does not indicate that Bottom 

actually does hide his face at this moment. Quince immediately dismisses this idea, but 

Bottom has already planted it into the audience's subconscious. It may be preposterous, 

but it is still possible.  

I call the practice ―extreme casting‖ instead of ―extreme doubling‖ because 

doubling implies that an actor switches characters after one character leaves the stage and 

another enters. Extreme casting implies that an actor plays two or more characters 

existing simultaneously onstage. The actor must ―cast‖ empty space or an inanimate 

object as the opposing character(s). I use the term ―doubling‖ to fit both definitions (i.e. 

an actor doubles Rosencrantz and Guildenstern in Hamlet), but I indicate where extreme 

casting occurs.  

The question of whether or not Shakespeare, or any performance on the Early 

Modern stage, indulged in the practice of extreme casting is a complicated one. The only 

evidence we have suggests that all of the doubling that occurred fell in line with at least 

the first of Gamboa‘s rules. This evidence, however, contains enormous gaps. The vast 
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majority of playscripts from this period have not survived, and only a miniscule amount 

of these surviving plays contain information on casting; such as cast lists, doubling 

tables, or actors‘ names in the margins of prompt books. Within the existing evidence, we 

can discern certain patterns that reveal an evolution in the casting practices of Early 

Modern playing companies. These practices often permitted aspects of experimental 

casting, such as boys playing men and men playing women, but no definitive evidence of 

extreme casting. Several moments in Shakespeare‘s plays, however, interrogate any 

notion that extreme casting did not occur. Though Bottom‘s moment in 1.2 of 

Midsummer is the only example of a character playing two roles simultaneously, many of 

Shakespeare‘s plays contain moments of mimicry and imaginative storytelling that 

suggest the possibility of extreme casting on the Early Modern stage, despite the lack of 

evidence. 

 Economics, of course, play a significant role in extreme casting. In Early Modern 

England, the rapid growth of the theater industry eventually led to a more standardized 

system of casting that eliminated any possibility of extreme casting. In our current 

theater, however, a production‘s choice to use extreme casting usually emerges from a 

desire to stage a production with a small (or nonexistent) budget. Ultimately, a 

production employing extreme casting will experience a multitude of artistic 

opportunities. These opportunities will arise from the choice to take on the challenge of 

producing Shakespeare with minimal resources.  

In the first chapter, I use the scholarship of David Bevington and TJ King to 

discuss the economics of theater in Early Modern England and how it influenced casting 

choices; particularly doubling techniques. I argue that the mass-production of theater in 



 7 

London beginning in the 1570s, and continuing to the closing of the playhouses in 1642, 

precluded experimental casting practices in favor of a more controlled model that enabled 

companies to produce more performances in less time. I will point out possible references 

to extreme casting in Shakespeare‘s plays and discuss their meanings within the larger 

scope of a rapidly changing system of theater. 

In the second chapter, I look at recent examples of extreme casting and the ways 

in which performers build a connection with their audiences through the use of their 

collective imagination in order to create a theatrical event. I use the scholarship of Alan 

C. Dessen, interviews with actors, writings of theater practitioners Jerzy Grotowski, 

Tyrone Guthrie, and Mike Alfreds, as well as two personal experiences directing 

extreme-casting projects to argue that contrary to popular assumptions, extreme casting 

can be a successful method of presenting Shakespeare to new and unfamiliar audiences, 

regardless of age or experience.  

Chapter 1: The History of Doubling on the Early Modern Stage 

Theatrical doubling played a central role in the growth of popular drama in Early 

Modern England. Not only did it provide a small company of actors with the possibility 

of staging plays with dozens of characters, but it also served as an essential part of an 

audience‘s expectations when attending the theater. John W. Sider mentions that even in 

the absence of a cast list, one can determine the author‘s intentions for the number of 

actors required to perform the play: ―[T]he smallest number of players capable of 

doubling all the parts is in all probability the number for which the author planned the 

play, regardless of what larger forces may have participated in any actual performance‖ 

(Sider 369).David Bevington writes, ―In no extant popular play during this period…do all 
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of the characters appear on stage at once‖ (Bevington 73). In other words, doubling was 

not just common; it was a standard part of every performance. 

We possess remarkably few resources that provide specific details of doubling 

practices in individual performances. We have no cast lists from any of Shakespeare‘s 

plays, and only a few from plays written during the Elizabethan period. During the 

Jacobean and Carolinian periods, the practice of publishing cast lists became more 

popular, and several of these cast lists have survived. Prompt books from this period also 

provide evidence of casting since prompters often noted the entrances of players in the 

margins. A page from the play Sir John van Olden Barnavelt contains the stage direction 

―Enter 2 Captaines – Jo:R: migh‖ (King 39). TJ King attributes this abbreviation as 

indication for actors John Rice and Migh [sic] to enter the stage (King 38). 

This evidence, though scarce, offers important insights into the casting practices 

of Early Modern theater companies. In some cases, it even breaks certain assumptions 

about these practices. Players sometimes switched roles multiple times within the same 

scene, rather than allowing for a one-scene turnaround between shifts. Boy players, who 

usually played women and boys, occasionally played adult men, and adult male players 

occasionally played women. This evidence also reveals a clear evolutionary pattern of 

casting practices that coincides with the popularization of drama throughout the 

Elizabethan age and the booming of the London theater industry. This boom led to a shift 

from experimental casting practices to a more standardized system of doubling that 

enabled the mass-production of theater. 

In his book From Mankind to Marlowe, David Bevington traces the evolution of 

popular drama in Early Modern England from its roots in the medieval morality plays of 
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the late-15
th

 and early-16
th

 centuries to the London theater industry in the 1590s. From 

early on in this evolution, players began to discover the virtue of doubling as a means of 

creating theater with limited resources.  

Deprived as they were of the means to achieve multiple staging and elaborate 

scenic effects, the strolling players inevitably chose the expedient of casting as a 

way to imitate the scope of medieval drama. They had only themselves and their 

costumes, set upon a makeshift stage, with which to produce a modified pageant 

play. In the face of their severely limited numbers, the players had essentially 

three practical alternatives: the employment of supernumeraries, the reduction of 

the cast of characters to a manageable size, or doubling. All these methods were 

tried, as the new theater groped its way forward by experiment toward the goal of 

a thriving commercial drama. (Bevington 115-116) 

Players experimented with the first two techniques, but ultimately discarded them in 

favor of doubling as the most economical and versatile option. Doubling therefore, 

―reigned supreme during the years from mid-century to the advent of the London 

theaters‖ (Bevington 116). 

 Bevington points to the anonymous play Mundus et Infans as one of the earliest 

known examples of doubling on the English stage. Printed as early as 1522, though 

composed between 1500 and 1506 (EEBO), the play is 979 lines long and contains five 

speaking parts to be performed by two actors (Bevington 117). One actor plays one 

character throughout the play, and the other actor switches between the remaining four 

characters. Bevington admits that Mundus et Infans is an uncharacteristic example of 

early plays that feature doubling. Most popular plays from this period feature five or 



 10 

more actors, instead of the two in Mundus et Infans, but Bevington points out several 

important structural elements within the play that will influence all Early Modern plays. 

One element is the use of soliloquy, which existed previously in popular drama, but takes 

on a whole new function with the introduction of doubling. ―[The soliloquy] repeatedly 

occupies the interval required for the brief costume changes of player two,‖ Bevington 

writes, ―the hero is left alone on stage while his fellow player prepares for a new role‖ 

(Bevington 120). Bevington credits soliloquy as a useful tool to reinforce the value of the 

plot in a play with a limited cast and a substantial amount of doubling. He claims, ―The 

result is an ever-increasing use of this dramatic technique which was so much a part of 

the later Elizabethan stage‖ (Bevington 121).  

 From approximately 1500 to 1570, the standard troupe size consisted of five 

players, though this number clearly varied depending on the play. One major variable 

was the implementation of the boy actor. Nineteenth-century scholars J.A. Symonds and 

C.F. Tucker Brooke agree that five- or six-player troupes featured one boy, who played 

all of the female roles,
2
 yet after examining existing cast lists, Bevington finds fault with 

this rationale. ―[N]o play in the group distributes its roles so that one player handles all 

the female parts and only female parts‖ (Bevington 74). Thomas Preston‘s Cambises, first 

printed in 1570, features a table for the ―diuision of the partes‖ among eight actors. The 

table does not distinguish boy‘s parts from men‘s parts, as each grouping of roles 

contains the listing, ―For one man‖ (EEBO). Without listing the names of the actors who 

originated these roles, this table may have served as a guideline for amateur troupes 

performing the play that may not have had boy players at their disposal. The listing, ―for 

one man‖ allows for any male to play the role. The roles for Players Seven and Eight 

                                                 
2
 Symonds 177, quoted in Bevington 74; Brooke 58, quoted in Bevington 291.  
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traditionally fall into the category of boy‘s roles, with one possible exception: the 

character of Shame. ―Shame, although a neutral allegorical figure, may have been 

thought of as a male role; his brief appearance at line 340 comes at a time in the play 

when all the adult players are busily occupied in immediately adjoining scenes, and the 

part appears to have fallen to the leading boy by default‖ (Bevington 77). On the opposite 

end, the table assigns the role of the female goddess Venus to Player Two, despite his 

five other roles – Lord, Ruf, Common‘s Cry, Common‘s Complaint, and Lord Smirdis – 

being male. If a tradition of boys exclusively playing women existed at this time, it 

played a secondary role to the specific needs of an individual play. 

 By the 1570s, playing companies became a more permanent fixture in London, 

and the average troupe size grew from five players to around ten players. Bevington cites 

George Peele‘s Clyomon and Clamydes, which, ―with its demand for at least ten actors, 

seems to have heralded the arrival of a permanent London stage‖ (Bevington 71). As the 

industry grew, the expanding companies established a structured model of casting. From 

touring troupes of four men and a boy, city companies burgeoned to ten men and four 

boys.
 3

 Lead roles were assigned to the actor sharers, the permanent company members, 

while extras were employed to take on the supernumerary roles, such as messengers, 

attendants, and soldiers. 

 King lays out the specific guidelines for principal roles versus minor roles. A 

principal male role consisted of twenty-five or more lines of text, and a principal boy role 

consisted of 10 or more lines of text (King 19). Leading actors rarely doubled, but other 

principal players did. The Folio text of Titus Andronicus features thirteen principal male 

                                                 
3
 These numbers are simply averages. Bevington and King both go to great lengths to present the 

specific demands of each play they discuss. 
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roles that King divides among ten actors.
4
 This casting allows Player 7 to double 

Bassanius with Goth, Player 9 to double Martius with Clown, and Player 10 to double 

Quintus with Nuntius-Emillius. The four boys each play one character respectively: 

Tamora, Lavinia, Young Lucius-Boy, and Nurse. He divides the remaining thirty-two 

minor roles in the play, who speak thirty-eight lines in total, between thirteen extras 

(King 25-26). This might suggest that doubling in this new system was reserved for 

lower-status players, but Bevington suggests otherwise: ―It is evident that on the popular 

stage of the 1590‘s there was still little thought of incongruity of grotesqueness in the 

pairing of such roles. The tradition of versatility was as much alive as ever‖ (Bevington 

108). The shift in standards from five-actor plays with heavy doubling to fourteen-actor 

plays with supernumeraries and less doubling was not a response to the aesthetic tastes of 

the audience, but rather to the desire to produce more theater in less time. Though an 

actor like Richard Burbage leading rarely showed his versatility through doubling, he 

regularly alternated between vastly different roles like Henry V, Richard II, Romeo, and 

Othello. Bevington does suggest that elite audiences possessed a distaste for excessive 

doubling (Bevington 73), which may provide some explanation for the expansion in 

troupe sizes in the 1580s and 1590s, these elite concerns cannot explain why doubling 

remained an integral part of popular theater for another half century. 

 In order to produce plays at a fast rate – plays that featured battles, elaborate 

masques, and crowd scenes – companies had to employ more actors in order to limit the 

workload of individual actors. Logistically speaking, a play featuring five actors and 

extensive doubling might have required a substantial amount of rehearsal for every actor 

                                                 
4
 King provides charts for Q1 (22) and F (25-6). Q1 features 12 principal roles, who speak at least 

25 lines. F features 13, but the Clown speaks 22 lines and Nuntius-Emillius speaks 14 lines. Regardless of 

this inconsistency, he lists them as principal roles. 
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in the cast. A play featuring 14 actors with 13 supernumeraries may still require a similar 

amount of rehearsal time, but not with the entire company working together the entire 

time. King suggests that the names listed in the margins of the extant prompt books are 

names of supernumeraries, as none of them appear on the lists of principal sharers in the 

companies, and each of them speaks fewer than 25 lines. ―[T]hese parts need very little 

rehearsal, and these actors probably joined the cast late in the rehearsal period‖ (King 

13). He believes these actors would have rehearsed their roles in about one hour, and the 

prompter wrote their names in the prompt book to cue them to the stage, since they may 

not have had enough time to rehearse their entrances (King 13). 

In his casting table for the Folio edition of Titus Andronicus, King assigns the role 

of the Nurse to one boy who does not double with other roles in the play (King 25). With 

nineteen lines in one scene, the Nurse technically constitutes a principal boy role, but not 

a particularly demanding one. Two other boy actors are available to double the role – Boy 

1: Tamora, and Boy 2: Lavinia. Since Tamora speaks 263 lines, fourth-most of any 

character in the play, it makes sense that Boy 1 would not double as the Nurse. Lavinia 

appears in more scenes than Tamora, but speaks 201 fewer lines. She also appears in the 

scene prior to the Nurse‘s scene. Lavinia exits at 4.1.121, seven lines before the end of 

the scene, and the Nurse enters at 4.2.51. Even with an extensive costume change, a 58-

line turnaround (approximately three minutes of stage time)
5
 provides ample time for an 

actor to make the switch from Lavinia to the Nurse. If King is correct in his speculation 

of the casting of this role, the choice to bring in a separate boy to appear as the Nurse in 

one scene may have made better business sense than the choice to double the role. This 

                                                 
5
 Actors and directors often equate 20 lines of text to one minute. This formula works better with 

verse than prose. 



 14 

could be because the company lacked the time and resources to rehearse what would have 

been an extensive costume change between Lavinia and the Nurse, or because Boy 4 

served as an apprentice in the company, who played a small (albeit principal) role and 

observed the work of the other boys in larger roles.  

 Even with this more business-minded model in place, companies continued to 

experiment with casting choices. Several scholars discuss the proximity of doubling 

characters with differing outcomes. Andrew Gurr and Mariko Ichikawa argue that an 

actor would have required approximately twenty-five lines of text to allow an actor to 

―change his appearance,‖ since that is, ―the amount allowed for Jessica's disguise in The 

Merchant of Venice at 2.6.1-25‖ (Gurr, Ichikawa 128). King insists that players required 

a full scene offstage to complete a double, especially for principal roles, but that, ―the 

actor who doubles in minor parts usually, but not always has an interval of one scene off-

stage for each change of costume‖ (King 13-14). King‘s casting tables for 2 Seven 

Deadly Sins (1590), Frederick & Basilea (1597), The Battle of Alcazar (1598), and 1 

Tamar Cam (1602) confirm his argument, but reveal some notable exceptions.
6
 All of the 

principal roles in 2 Seven Deadly Sins follow King‘s one-scene rule. In all of the plots, 

several actors playing minor roles switch characters in back-to-back scenes more 

frequently. In 2 Seven Deadly Sins, Jo Duke plays ―Attend. [Queen]‖ in Scene 3 and 

―Soldier [Ferrex]‖ in Scene 4.  

In some instances, however, actors in minor roles switch characters within the 

same scene. 

                                                 
6
 King, Bevington, and Baldwin comment on these cast lists, though I could not locate the texts in 

facsimile form. King cites The platt of the second parte of the Seven Dedlie Sinns, (Dulwich College, MS. 

Xix) (King 29), The plot of ffrederick & Basilea (British Library MS. Add. 10449, fol. 2) (King 30), The 

plot of The Battell of Alcazar (British Library MS. Add. 10449, fol. 3) (King 31), and The plot of The First 

parte of Tamar Cam: transcript of a plot from Steevens‘s ‗Variorum‘ Shakespeare 1803 (King 32). 
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Play Actor Scene - Characters 

2 Seven Deadly Sins R. Cowley Scene 14 - Captain, Musician 

 J. Sincler Scene 14 - Captain, Musician 

Frederick & Basilea Black Dick [sic] Epilogue – Messenger, Soldier 

1 Tamar Cam Dic Jubie Scene 12 – Noble [Shah], Messenger 

 W. Parr Scene 16 – Noble [Tamar], Guard 

 Parsons Scene 4 – Persian, Guard 

Scene 12 – Guard, Messenger 

 George Somersett Scene 16 – Attend. [Mango], Attend [Shah] 

 Ned Browne Procession – Canniball, Crym 

 Little Will Barne Procession – Amazon, Pigmy 

 

1 Tamar Cam offers one other instance of one actor playing several characters in the 

same scene with Parsons in Scene 16. Here he plays three characters: Attend. [Shah], 

Guard, and Nurse. King does not list him as a boy, and his line of roles, which includes 

attendants, messengers, a Persian, and a guard, suggests that he was not a boy. But 

playing a Nurse in Scene 16 and Hermaphrodite in the Procession suggests that even as 

late as 1602, and in a production featuring twenty-nine players, companies continued to 

push the boundaries of conventional casting.
7
 These choices may not have served the 

ideal artistic vision of the company presenting the play, but in creating the epic scale 

necessary in telling the story, the company required every resource available, regardless 

of the accepted standards in casting practices. 

                                                 
7
 All statistics are pulled from tables in King 97-105. 
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King offers tables for fourteen other plays with published cast lists performed 

between 1614 and 1636, and one play, The First Part of the Fair Maid of the West, 

performed circa 1603.
8
 Though these cast lists do not assign an actor to every role in the 

dramatis personae, they offer a significantly more orderly breakdown in the doubling of 

roles than the previous cast lists. Most principal players do not double, and the few 

players named in minor roles do not break King‘s one-scene rule. Compared with the cast 

lists of the previous plays, this information reveals a steady decline in the amount of 

doubling on Early Modern stage. It also confirms an end to the experimental tactics of 

quick changes between characters and occasional breaks with the standards of gender 

casting. 

This shift could have responded to the demands of more elite and courtly 

audiences attending the theater who possessed an evident distaste for doubling, as 

Bevington suggests. More likely, though, beginning in the 1570s, the acting companies 

had developed a system of casting that yielded greater financial. Sometime between 1603 

and 1614, they solidified this structure and eliminated experimental casting from the 

London stage. 

Unfortunately, we do not possess any cast lists from Shakespeare‘s plays to see 

how this shift in practice affected them. We do, however, have three examples of plays 

within plays that offer small insights into how playing companies might have functioned 

before the booming of the London theater industry. These three examples are: ―Pyramus 

                                                 
8
 John Webster‘s The Duchess of Malfi, Philip Massinger‘s The Roman Actor, Lodowick Carlell‘s 

The Deserving Favorite, Philip Massinger‘s The Picture, John Clavell‘s The Soddered Citizen, Arthur 

Wilson‘s The Swisser, John Fletcher‘s The Wild Goose Chase (Performed by The King‘s Men), James 

Shirley‘s The Wedding, Philip Massinger‘s The Renegado, Thomas Heywood‘s The Second Part of the 

Fair Maid of the West, Robert Davenport‘s King John and Matilda, and Thomas Nabbes‘ Hannibal and 

Scipio (Performed by Queen Henrietta‘s Men), Shakerly Marmion‘s Holland’s Leaguer (Performed by 

Prince Charles‘ Men), and Nathaniel Richards‘ The Tragedy of Messalina (Performed by The King‘s 

Revels). (King 115-42). 
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and Thisbe‖ in A Midsummer Night’s Dream, ―The Feast of the Nine Worthies‖ in Love’s 

Labor’s Lost, and ―The Mousetrap‖ in Hamlet. None of these staged plays contain 

specific doubling, but they contain the possibility or even the promise of doubling. In 1.2 

of Midsummer, Quince assigns Starveling the role of Thisbe‘s mother, Snout Pyramus‘ 

father, and himself Thisbe‘s father. In their performance in 5.1, those three characters do 

not appear, or at least do not speak. Though the play contains no stage directions 

indicating the presence of those three seemingly eliminated characters, it is possible they 

could be present as mute characters at some point in the performance. The only possible 

indication we receive that the play will not feature doubling is Quince‘s line to Bottom, 

―You can play no part but Pyramus‖ (1.2.69), but this may also play into the tradition of 

leading actors rarely doubling due to the demands of their roles. Audiences would not 

have viewed Bottom‘s eagerness to play multiple roles, including two at once, as a 

ridiculous desire since they would have regularly witnessed players doubling roles. 

Though the text does not explicitly state that Bottom possesses any professional acting 

experience, such an assumption would not be unreasonable. Perhaps he has performed as 

a supernumerary who doubled heavily, and he has now graduated to the status of leading 

actor. 

 ―The Feast of the Nine Worthies‖ also contains no doubling, but the characters 

allude to the possibility of doubling that we never see because the arrival of Mercade at 

5.2.699 interrupts the performance, and we miss the conclusion. Before the play begins, 

Costard explains, ―For everyone pursents three,‖ and Biron responds, ―And three times 

thrice is nine‖ (5.2.487). Costard does not account for the fact that five actors, and not 

three, will present the play. The King later observes, ―And if these four Worthies in their 
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first show thrive,/These four will change habits and present the other five‖ (5.2.532-33). 

Four lines earlier, the King names the five worthies who will appear: Hector of Troy, 

Pompey the Great, Alexander, Hercules, and Judas Maccabeus, but counts four worthies 

in the following lines. Regardless of the poor math exhibited by the characters, the 

absence of four worthies in a play entitled ―The Feast of the Nine Worthies‖ suggests that 

the players would have doubled if they had the opportunity to conclude their play. 

The companies presenting each of the plays within plays follow the familiar 

model of four men and a boy, though with some variations. ―The Mousetrap‖ and 

―Pyramus and Thisbe‖ feature a separate actor who speaks the prologue, but does not 

take part in the action of the play.
9
 The boys‘ roles in ―Pyramus and Thisbe‖ and ―The 

Feast of the Nine Worthies‖ also present inconsistencies with standard casting practices. 

When Quince assigns the role of Thisbe to Flute, he replies, ―Nay, faith, let not me play a 

woman. I have a beard coming‖ (1.2.39-40). In modern performances, Flute‘s protest 

usually reads as his discomfort in playing a woman‘s role, but in the context of the 

casting practices of the time, Flute‘s protest has more to do with his age than his sexual 

discomfort. R.A. Foakes writes, ―The joke may have been that Flute was played by a 

youth who usually took female parts‖ (Foakes 66). Harold F. Brooks writes that Flute‘s 

coming beard is, ―wishful thinking…the absent beard and fluty tones proclaim him, like 

Chaucer‘s Pardoner, ‗no man‘‖ (Brooks 22). But if Quince also gives the role of Thisbe‘s 

mother to Starveling, who is apparently not a boy, and if all of the mechanicals are skilled 

tradesmen, not apprentices, then we have little reason to assume that Flute is significantly 

younger than his cohorts. 

                                                 
9
 One may argue that the actor speaking the three-line Prologue in ―The Mousetrap‖ could double 

with another role in the play. 
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―The Feast of the Nine Worthies‖ presents the opposite problem with Mote. The 

play contains several references to him as a boy, but he plays Hercules in the ―Nine 

Worthies.‖ Holifernes (as Judas) introduces Mote (as Hercules) to the playgoers and at 

first attempts to justify Hercules‘ presence as a boy. After this attempt falls flat, he 

apologizes and sends Mote away. 

Great Hercules is presented by this imp, 

Whose club killed Cerberus, that three-headed canus, 

And when he was a babe, a child, a shrimp, 

Thus did he strangle serpents with his manus. 

Quoniam he seemeth in minority, 

Ergo I come with this apology. 

[To Mote] Keep some sate in thy exit, and vanish (5.2.577-583). 

 

This Hercules apparently does not match the expectations of the rowdy playgoers, who 

prefer verisimilitude over the practicalities of casting. The play contains no role for a boy 

in this play, but since Mote is one of the only players at hand, he must play a man‘s part. 

 Like ―The Nine Worthies,‖ the players performing ―The Mousetrap‖ do not get to 

conclude their play. Of the three plays within plays, this piece contains the least 

information on casting requirements. The players‘ first appearance in 2.2 comes with the 

stage direction, ―Enter four or five Players‖ (2.2.404). The dumb show before the play in 

3.2 features a King, a Queen, a ―fellow‖ or ―poisoner,‖ and, ―some two or three mutes‖ 

(3.2.123). After the dumb show, a Prologue enters and speaks three lines, and the play 

begins. Three of the players in the dumb show may reprise their roles as the Player King, 

Player Queen, and Lucianus, which means the company has between five and seven 

players in its employ: a Prologue, four or five men, and a boy. 

 These three examples reveal Shakespeare‘s willingness to hearken back to a 

previous era when playing companies featured fewer actors and more experimental 
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casting choices. We have plenty of evidence to suggest that these choices occurred fairly 

frequently in smaller companies, and occasionally on the popular London stage. But as 

far as Early Modern companies using extreme casting, we have no conclusive evidence.  

Most of Shakespeare‘s plays contain moments of characters reporting on events and 

providing impersonations or allusions to characters not present in the scene. These 

moments do not fit my definition of extreme casting, but they do ask the audience to 

engage their imaginations similarly to examples I provide in the next chapter. In 2.1 of 

The Comedy of Errors, Dromio of Ephesus reports his interactions with Antipholus of 

Syracuse from the previous scene. Without Antipholus present, Dromio provides his 

voice. 

When I desired him to come home to dinner, 

He ask'd me for a thousand marks in gold: 

''Tis dinner-time,' quoth I; 'My gold!' quoth he; 

'Your meat doth burn,' quoth I; 'My gold!' quoth he: 

'Will you come home?' quoth I; 'My gold!' quoth he. 

'Where is the thousand marks I gave thee, villain?' 

'The pig,' quoth I, 'is burn'd;' 'My gold!' quoth he: 

'My mistress, sir' quoth I; 'Hang up thy mistress! 

I know not thy mistress; out on thy mistress!' (2.1.60-67) 

 

Even with the most accurate interpretation of Antipholus, the audience recognizes that 

both characters are not simultaneously present in this moment. It is simply Dromio‘s 

portrayal of Antopholus. In 2.3 of The Two Gentlemen of Verona, Launce tells the story 

of his emotional departure from his parents‘ home. He finds himself ill-equipped with the 

necessary resources to properly tell his story, so he ―casts‖ inanimate objects as the 

characters. 

He is a stone, a very pebble stone, and has no more pity in him than a dog: Nay, 

I'll show you the manner of it. This shoe is my father: no, this left shoe is my 

father: no, no, this left shoe is my mother: nay, that cannot be so neither: yes, it is 

so, it is so, it hath the worser sole. This shoe, with the hole in it, is my mother, and 
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this my father; a vengeance on't! there 'tis: now, sit, this staff is my sister, for, 

look you, she is as white as a lily and as small as a wand: this hat is Nan, our 

maid: I am the dog: no, the dog is himself, and I am the dog —Oh! The dog is me, 

and I am myself; ay, so, so. Now come I to my father; Father, your blessing: now 

should not the shoe speak a word for weeping: now should I kiss my father; well, 

he weeps on. Now come I to my mother: O, that she could speak now like a 

moved woman! Well, I kiss her; why, there 'tis; here's my mother's breath up and 

down. Now come I to my sister; mark the moan she makes. Now the dog all this 

while sheds not a tear nor speaks a word; but see how I lay the dust with my tears 

(2.3.1-27).  

 

Launce takes a moment to set up the basic rules for his method of storytelling, which 

allows the audience to play along. Through his coloring of the events and his treatment of 

the objects as people, we imagine the rest – the weeping father, the moaning sister, and 

the mother's breath. He does not assume the personas of these characters, and the 

audience recognizes the objects as inanimate and not as the actual characters. 

 Even Bottom‘s example, mentioned earlier, does not approach the levels of 

metatheatricality of 21
st
-Century companies employing extreme casting. Through his 

simultaneous portrayals of Pyramus and Thisbe, the audience still recognizes the 

character of Bottom performing two characters at once. The moment does not require the 

audience to recognize the actor playing Bottom playing Pyramus and Thisbe, as it would 

in an extreme-casting production. 

 Most theater historians will agree that one actor would not have doubled Dromio 

of Ephesus and Antipholus of Syracuse in The Comedy of Errors or Bottom and Flute in 

A Midsummer Night’s Dream. Moments like those by Dromio, Launce, or Bottom 

certainly provide inspiration to a 21
st
-Century company employing extreme casting, but 

like the examples of plays within plays, they may also hearken back to a previous style of 

performance. T.W. Baldwin assigns the roles of Dromio of Ephesus, Launce, and Bottom 

to Will Kemp (Baldwin Insert Between 228-229). According to the Oxford Dictionary of 
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National Biography, Kemp served as a principal player with the Lord Chamberlain‘s men 

from its formation in 1594 until around 1599. He played the roles of Costard in Love’s 

Labor’s Lost, Peter in Romeo and Juliet, Lancelot in The Merchant of Venice, and 

Dogberry in Much Ado About Nothing, among several others. But before his time in the 

Lord Chamberlain‘s men, he performed with the Earl of Leicester‘s Players, and in 1586, 

―embarked on a…continental journey by joining five other English ‗instrumentalists and 

tumblers‘ in the entourage of the Danish ambassador, Henrik Ramel‖ (Sjogren 121 cited 

in Butler). In Kemp‘s prior experiences, perhaps a fellow actor failed to make an 

entrance, and Kemp improvised his colleague‘s lines. By the time he joined the Lord 

Chamberlain‘s men, the new casting system would have rendered these types of moments 

improbable, at least for a principal actor, but Shakespeare, knowing of Kemp‘s skill, 

wrote quick-witted characters who often engage in a playful and inventive style of 

performance. 

 Even though we have no firm evidence of extreme casting on the Early Modern 

stage, we also have no firm evidence that it did not occur. Here are the known facts: 

before permanent companies established themselves in London in the 1570s, the average 

troupe consisted of four men and a boy, and these troupes doubled characters at a higher 

rate than the later companies with 14 players plus supernumeraries; before 1610, 

companies frequently broke with the accepted traditions of gender casting – men 

occasionally played women, and boys occasionally played adult men – and they also 

relied more heavily upon faster character changes (sometimes multiple changes within 

the same scene) than they did after 1610; lastly, Shakespeare wrote moments into his 

plays that featured men playing women, boys playing men, and characters impersonating 
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or alluding to absent characters. These moments challenged the accepted casting 

standards of this time, but as we can see, Shakespeare was not alone in doing so. These 

small troupes and large companies used every resource they had, no matter how limited, 

in order to tell their story as clearly and creatively as possible.  

Sider says, ―Much about the practice of doubling is still obscure […] Therefore, 

until all of [the plays] are analyzed, we should not hasten to firm conclusions about the 

doubling of any particular play of Shakespeare or his contemporaries‖ (Sider 383). I have 

used the sound conclusions of theater historians, based on existing evidence, not to 

suggest that extreme casting did exist on the Early Modern stage, but to surmise, through 

the hypothetical analysis of the gaps in existing evidence, how it could have existed and 

why we possess no evidence of it. If it did exist, it likely was not common and might 

have been unscripted, but as Sider suggests, we should not build firm conclusions based 

on assumptions. 

Chapter 2: Entry-Level Shakespeare 

The 21
st
-Century theater industry is far different from the Early Modern London 

theater industry. In our 21
st
-Century theater industry, most performances occur indoors, 

and lighting and sound effects usually come standard with any theatrical event. Though 

the output of the number of plays and performances is substantially higher than theaters 

in Early Modern London, the industry lags well behind television and film in terms of 

popularity. The most popular plays are big-budget musicals with large casts and 

sprawling special effects. They typically play on enormous proscenium stages in theaters 

that contain as many as 2,000 patrons. This is a far cry from the five-actor troupes that 

toured the English countryside in the 1500s. These kinds of minimalist performances that 
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once defined theater in England do, however, still exist. Though we do not know for sure 

if extreme casting ever existed on the Early Modern stage, the form is very much alive 

and well in the 21
st
 Century. 

 In his article Portable Shakespeare: Exigencies and Magic in Five Actor 

Productions,
10

 Alan C. Dessen writes about extreme casting and focuses particularly on 

the work of Actors From the London Stage (AFTLS – formerly ACTER), who tour 

college campuses in the US with five-actor productions of Shakespeare's plays. Unlike 

the five-actor troupes of the 1500s, AFTLS employs women instead of boys, and their 

touring companies typically consist of three men and two women, with occasional 

variations. As someone who has worked with the company since its beginnings in the late 

1970s, Dessen champions their work, but does not believe it to be for everyone. He 

writes:  

[T]he overriding problem confronting the actors (as is evident from the first day 

of rehearsal) is […] how best to tell the story clearly and effectively with limited 

resources to a mixed audience that will include everything from academics and 

knowledgeable students who are studying the play to playgoers unfamiliar with 

the particular script...As one of my colleagues put it succinctly, 'this is definitely 

not entry-level Shakespeare.' (Dessen Exigencies) 

Though Dessen‘s colleague speaks specifically about the work of AFTLS and not about 

extreme casting in general, his claim makes sense. Shakespeare can be difficult enough 

for audience members wholly familiar with his works, even when we see them performed 

by a full cast with minimal doubling. If we shrink the cast and the scope of the play down 

to the bare minimum (or even less), the challenge of comprehending an already difficult 
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piece of work can be insurmountable. On the other hand, it can challenge us in ways that 

force us to engage our imaginations and view the play in a completely new way. I 

propose that through strong acting, clear storytelling, and well-defined characters, 

extreme casting definitely can be entry-level Shakespeare. Its bold approach to 

performing Shakespeare may at first seem like a barrier to the unfamiliar or timid viewer, 

but those choices serve to create a strong bond between the actor, the text, and the 

audience that can transport them on an imaginative journey. 

 In the summer of 2010, before completing any substantial research, I directed an 

extreme-casting production of A Midsummer Night’s Dream with eight actors. This 

production did not push the boundaries of the form as far as Kate Eastwood Norris‘ one-

woman performance of Hamlet: Now I Am Alone
11

 or the Fall 2010 AFTLS production of 

A Midsummer Night’s Dream with five actors, but we made several exciting discoveries 

throughout the process. One such discovery grew out of the choice to double the roles of 

Bottom and Oberon. In 4.1, actress Amanda Noel Allen began the scene as Bottom and 

fell asleep in Titania‘s arms. Moments later, Puck entered the stage, grabbed Allen by the 

hand and pulled her to her feet, leaving Bottom‘s ass‘ knoll on the ground. Allen instantly 

shifted from Bottom to Oberon in full view of the audience, and the scene continued. As 

Titania awoke, Puck lay on the ground and placed the ass‘ knoll on her head. When 

Oberon directed Titania‘s attention to Bottom with the line, ―There lies your love‖ 

(4.1.74), Titania, rather than seeing Allen as the sleeping Bottom, saw Puck waving 

playfully back at her, providing motivation to her line, ―O, how mine eyes do loathe his 

visage now!‖ (4.1.76) and Oberon‘s, ―Robin, take off this head‖ (4.1.77). With this 
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staging, I did not mean to suggest that the Bottom in Titania‘s dream had actually been 

Puck all along, but instead, I hoped to generate a clever solution to our casting challenge. 

The greatest challenge we faced in this production, however, was not planned. On 

the evening of our final performance on tour, we accidentally left all of our costumes 

behind and had to perform in our street clothes, with the addition of a few spare items we 

had brought along with us or quickly constructed in the few panicked moments before the 

performance. We decided not to inform the audience of our dilemma, and we proceeded 

as we had rehearsed and performed it for several weeks. 

Throughout the rehearsal process and the tour, I believed that our carefully chosen 

costume pieces held this entire production together. Before each performance, we 

introduced all of the characters in costume within their respective worlds: the court, the 

lovers, the mechanicals, and the fairies. Each actor wore a base costume, which consisted 

of a green shirt and khaki shorts, and each character‘s costume was a simple variation on 

that base. Without these, we were at the complete mercy of an audience that consisted of 

Southwestern Virginia families at a Christian Bible camp who likely had not attended 

many performances of Shakespeare before that evening. 

To our relief, this audience responded with greater enthusiasm than any other we 

had encountered that summer. A group of school-age girls (seven or eight years old) sat 

in the front row and responded to everything we did. They scowled at Demetrius and 

Lysander, gave empathetic looks to Helena and Hermia, and laughed at Bottom and the 

mechanicals. After the show, they chased each other around, pretending to be characters 

in the play and shouting lines from the play to one another. We had managed to reach an 
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entry-level audience with this play while employing extreme casting and removing what I 

had assumed to be the single unifying element of this production: the costumes. 

Despite the success of a single evening of performance, Dessen makes a valid 

claim that extreme casting can add to the degree of difficulty already present in the text. 

But he does present an important caveat: ―[H]ere younger audiences seem quicker to 

make the necessary adjustments than senior citizens‖ (Dessen Exigencies). In other 

words, the older members of the audience, who presumably have had more interaction 

with Shakespeare in their lifetime, have more trouble with extreme casting than those 

with less. Anna Northam, who has appeared in two AFTLS productions, discusses her 

twelve-year-old stepdaughter‘s responses to a two-actor production of Antony and 

Cleopatra in the fall of 2010. ―She said she could follow the story, but she got lost in the 

language at times. I imagine twelve is about the appropriate entry-level age for a play like 

Antony and Cleopatra.‖
12

 Northam did not believe the use of extreme casting hindered 

her stepdaughter's comprehension of the plot. The AFTLS performance of A Midsummer 

Night’s Dream I attended in September of 2010 also had young spectators who appeared 

to be enjoying themselves just like the girls in the front row of our production. But an 

entry-level audience need not be defined by the age of certain audience members. It 

should rather be defined by the amount of interaction a single audience member has had 

with a particular play, or any Shakespeare play. 

Children, by their nature, possess vivid imaginations and have little trouble 

excusing a lack in verisimilitude in performance. Adults, on the other hand, tend to be 

more resistant than children when asked to engage their imaginations in a playful manner, 

but they are not incapable of doing so. Tyrone Guthrie suggests that everyone‘s 
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imaginations function similarly. ―'I do not believe that audiences above the age of eight 

years old are illusionized. They do not mistake a palpable fiction for fact. They do not 

believe that the good-humored little lady suspended, in acute discomfort, on an easily 

visible wire is Peter Pan. They know perfectly well that she is Mary Martin‖ (Guthrie 

69). Despite the sometimes strong sexual content and even stronger levels of violence in 

Shakespeare‘s plays, audiences of all ages, regardless of their level of familiarity with 

Shakespeare, deserve to not only comprehend, but appreciate and enjoy these plays for 

their cultural significance and their ability to offer a reflection of our collective human 

experience. For entry-level audience members to comprehend or appreciate this work, 

they do not need to know the exact definition of every spoken word or understand the 

significance of every topical reference. They do need to be able to follow the plot and 

become familiar with the characters. With these basic elements in place, the complex and 

often difficult language can serve as a soundtrack for the characters‘ emotions. For the 

entry-level audience, a well-performed play will provide an emotional journey, rather 

than an intellectual exercise. 

Extreme casting can achieve these basic goals with minimal resources and can 

offer a uniquely theatrical experience. Jerzy Grotowski writes, ―No matter how much 

theatre expands and exploits its mechanical resources, it will remain technologically 

inferior to film and television‖ (Grotowski 19). Since the advent of these two 

technologically superior mediums, theater has struggled to compete with them. As 

theatrical technology continues to offer a broader spectacle, the theater has grown to into 

an interactive form of film or television, which can produce breathtaking, and expensive, 

results. This is not the origin of theater, nor should it exclusively represent its future. 
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Mike Alfreds offers his definition of theater, which does not rely upon the use of 

technology: ―It was [...] live. So what was new! And so what! Didn't classical and rock 

concerts, recitals, stand-up comedy, lectures, busking, circus, sports events, even political 

rallies fulfill these requirements?‖ (Alfreds 13) He answers his own question by saying, 

―Theatre offered the phenomenon of actors becoming other people, creating the amazing 

double reality of being themselves in this performance space at this moment and 

simultaneously other people in another place at another time, being both here now and 

there then‖ (Alfreds 13). By reducing the definition of theater to something as simple as 

Alfreds does, theater artists can liberate themselves from the technological trappings that 

have grown to define it. ―The greater intrusion of other elements (sets, music, lighting) 

into the relationship between actors and audience, the less the audience's imagination is 

engaged‖ (Alfreds 15). By inundating a production with large, moving set pieces, lighting 

effects, and elaborate costumes, we run the risk of alienating our audiences by asking 

them to not participate.  

Grotowski proposes that a poor theater can best achieve these basic goals and 

offer a theater audience. 

By gradually eliminating whatever proved superfluous, we found that theatre can 

exist without make-up, without autonomic costume and scenography, without a 

separate performance area...It cannot exist without the actor-spectator relationship 

of perceptual, direct, ―live‖ communication. (Grotowski 19)  

Extreme casting fits well within these goals as a style of theater that is imaginative, 

interactive, minimalist, and alive. Liberated from the technological trappings of modern 
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theater, companies exploring extreme casting possess the opportunity to rediscover some 

of the same magic that existed in the English countryside in the 1500s. 

 After the success of our performance of A Midsummer Night’s Dream that 

evening, I decided to push the experiment further. Midsummer contains a familiar plot 

that is both straightforward and easy to follow. I wanted to see what could happen if I 

presented an unfamiliar play with a difficult plot. In April of 2010, Arden Shakespeare 

published Double Falsehood as part of Shakespeare‘s canon. In 1727, Lewis Theobald 

published the play as an adaptation of three manuscripts of Shakespeare‘s lost play 

Cardenio, which Theobald claimed to have in his possession. No one has ever recovered 

these manuscripts, and scholars have dismissed the play as a fraud for centuries. In recent 

years, attribution scholars have given the play a fresh look and have determined that it 

does contain some of Shakespeare‘s hand. 

I wanted to see if a cast of four actors playing nineteen characters could tell a 

clear story with a play that no one has read or seen. We pushed our experiment even 

further by not relying upon costumes to differentiate characters. Three of the actors wore 

white shirts with black pants, and one actor wore all black. With scripts in hands, the 

actors had difficulty handling props, so we quickly decided to pantomime all props 

except for two hats that we used to indicate disguises.  

We also borrowed a technique from the Globe‘s 2001 production of Cymbeline 

with six actors and a musician, where the actors announced the entrances of new 

characters to the stage as well as changes in location. This proved especially useful in 

scenes with as many as eight characters onstage. In the talkback after the performance, 

the audience was divided in their reaction to this choice. Many found it helpful because it 
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allowed them to keep track of the various characters and the complex plot. Others felt it 

interrupted the flow and that we might have found a more subtle way to indicate those 

shifts in action. With approximately ten hours in rehearsal, it served as a valuable tool 

that allowed us to spend more time working on the action of the play, rather than the 

transitions.  

This technique can benefit the entry-level audience member particularly in plays 

with large casts and/or complex plots by providing clear signposts at every major turn. 

Audiences can often find themselves alienated by a play after a strange shift in the action, 

such as the battle in act five of Cymbeline or the entrance of a new principal character 

late in the play, such as Mariana in 4.1 of Measure for Measure. Dessen says: 

When Mariana appears for the first time...the playgoer at a full-scale production 

recognizes a 'new' female figure and either remembers the duke's speech 

describing Mariana to Isabella (3.1.209-30) or waits for clarification. But if 

Mariana (who is not identified by her name in the dialogue until 4.1.48) is played 

by a man...who has been playing Pompey-Escalus-Claudio, that playgoer can 

easily be confused. (Dessen Exigencies) 

I would suggest that these types of transitions do more to alienate audiences than the 

difficult language. If the actor playing Mariana had taken a moment to say ―Enter 

Mariana‖ at the top of the scene, it is possible that the audience would have immediately 

acknowledged the presence of a new character and continued their viewing experience 

without hesitation. Productions can also handle strange shifts in action with the same 

technique. In Double Falsehood, the actors spoke the stage direction: ―Scene opens to a 

large hall. An altar prepared with tapers. Enter Henriquez, Don Bernard, and 
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Churchman‖ (Double Falsehood 3.2.77). Within approximately five seconds, the actors 

completed a transition that would have taken a full-scale production fifteen to thirty 

seconds with the aid of stage hands or an elaborate tracking and fly system. By applying 

this technique, the audience possesses the freedom to imagine the scene as they wish, and 

not as a designer sees fit. 

 One area where extreme-casting productions experience a greater challenge than 

full-scale productions is in the casting configuration. A full-scale production, or even one 

with heavy doubling can deconstruct the play scene-by-scene and determine logistically 

or thematically how to double the parts. If a production encounters problems with its 

doubling scheme, such as a fast turnaround between doubling characters or two doubling 

characters meeting onstage, they can usually hire another actor or cut characters from 

scenes to solve these problems. An extreme-casting production will embrace these 

casting challenges and then search for creative solutions in order to meet them. With 

Double Falsehood, I used what one audience member called ―democratic doubling.‖ I 

intended to give each of the four actors an equal amount of business in the play. For the 

actors playing the two characters with the most lines – Henriquez and Violante – I 

assigned them smaller roles, such as Duke Angelo, Camillo, and various servants and 

gentlemen to supplement the larger roles. For the actors playing slightly smaller principal 

roles – Julio and Leonora – I assigned them larger supporting characters, such as 

Roderick and Don Bernard, as well as various minor characters. Because I had paid 

almost no attention to the traffic patterns of individual characters, Rachel Ratkowski 

played Don Bernard and Leonora (father and daughter), who share a significant amount 

of stage time with one another. She also performed all thirty-four lines of dialogue in 2.4 



 33 

by shifting back and forth between Leonora and the Citizen. While every actor had a 

nearly equal workload in terms of lines, some actors, like Ratkowski, had a greater 

workload when it came to the more difficult task of negotiating instantaneous shifts 

between characters. 

 During the intermission, one audience member suggested that I had given more 

work to the actors than was necessary. Our use of extreme casting up to that point in the 

performance may have seemed indulgent because most of the instantaneous shifts 

occurred at times when other actors were available to pick up another role. In the final 

scene, however, every actor played at least two characters simultaneously. Admittedly, I 

may not have found the most efficient casting configuration. I have learned that in 

extreme casting, this is more of a trial-and-error process than an exact science. Recurring 

plays in the AFTLS repertoire see occasional changes in their configurations. In the Fall 

1997 production of Measure for Measure, AFTLS adjusted the casting configurations of 

their previous production from Spring 1986. Instead of four men and one woman, they 

cast three men and two women and eliminated the problematic Pompey-Escalus-Claudio-

Mariana double mentioned above by Dessen. Instead, Susanne Packer played Lucio-

Elbow-Mariana. Terence Wilton describes how this production handled the introduction 

of Mariana:  

After the interval, the five actors came on singing together "Take Oh take those 

lips away etc," and then while four of us resumed our seats on stage, Susanne 

moved forward into light and then sat patiently to reprise and complete the song 

and to await the arrival of the Duke in disguise at the Grange. I remember 
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thinking it was a rather effective way to introduce and isolate the loneliness of a 

character whom the audience had not yet met.
13

 

This new configuration proved to be a significant improvement on the previous one, and 

AFTLS used it again in their Fall 2003 tour with Anna Northam doubling Lucio-Elbow-

Mariana. 

 The presence or absence of props in an extreme-casting production can play a 

major role in the imaginative experience. Our eight-actor Midsummer heavily employed 

the use of props. Oberon and Puck handled real flowers; Theseus and Hippolyta read 

from a scroll in 5.1; Bottom wore an ass‘ knoll in 3.1 and 4.1 and carried a sword as 

Pyramus in 5.1. Kate Eastwood Norris, in Hamlet: Now I Am Alone, employed fewer 

props than our Midsummer, which often aided her transitions between characters. While 

watching ―The Mousetrap,‖ Norris shifted between Hamlet, Ophelia, Polonius, Gertrude, 

and Claudius while passing a soft drink down the line. Each character‘s unique response 

to the drink gave a quick and clear indication of a shift, as well as a multi-layered story 

given from the perspectives of five characters at once. In contrast, the AFTLS 2010 

Midsummer applied relatively few props, though in surprising ways. The actors carried 

umbrellas, which served multiple purposes. Theseus carried a closed umbrella at his side 

to signify a sword that Bottom and Flute later used to stab themselves in the final scene 

as Pyramus and Thisbe. In earlier scenes, the opened umbrellas strewn about the stage 

represented a makeshift forest and provided shelter for the sleeping Titania. Oberon and 

Puck, rather than holding actual flower props, orchestrated a pantomimed gesture to 

signify the presence of a flower. The more creatively the actors employed a prop, the less 

the audience took it for granted. By pantomiming the presence of a flower, carrying an 
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umbrella as a sword, or simply passing a cup to an imaginary character, the 

implementation of props took on a greater significance by drawing the audience‘s 

attention to it and inviting us to play along. 

 Out of both inspiration and necessity, the actors in Double Falsehood 

pantomimed every prop. This proved to be a challenge in some instances, particularly 

when characters handled letters. The inclusion of other imagined props, however, created 

some exciting moments in the performance. In 3.2, the play‘s hero, Julio (Paul Rycik) 

arrives to rescue his love, Leonora (Rachel Ratkowski), from unwillingly marrying 

Henriquez (Zach Brown). Julio reveals a sword, which Rycik had mimed, that he intends 

to use on Henriquez. Later in the scene, Julio‘s attempts fail when Henriquez 

unexpectedly gains the upper hand. In rehearsal, we struggled to find a way to clearly 

stage this moment without physical props. Due to time constraints, we decided against 

staging an elaborate swordfight, and instead Henriquez pulled an imaginary gun and 

pointed it toward Julio, who then dropped his imaginary sword. We found even more 

poignancy in this moment when the actors spoke the text. 

Julio 

[Drawing his sword ] Nay, then I‘ll seize my right. 

Henriquez 

      [Draws gun] What here, a brawl? 

Dear Father – turn this boist‘rous sworder forth, 

And see he come not to disturb our joys. (3.2.148-50) 

 

When Brown said the word ―sworder,‖ we immediately understood Julio‘s disadvantage; 

he had brought a sword to a gunfight. With these circumstances, Henriquez could 

overpower him with little effort. The lack of physical props contributed to the element of 

surprise in this moment because Henriquez did not provide any indication of his having a 
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gun on his person, and because the gun did not ―exist‖ until the moment he pulled it out, 

no one expected the scene to take the abrupt turn that it did. 

 Extreme-casting productions must also negotiate the challenge of filling an 

otherwise bare stage with the imagined presence of multiple bodies. Dessen says, 

―Inevitably, the absence of bodies to swell a stage will diminish the overall effect of such 

a scene‖ (Dessen Exigencies). He cites examples from a production of King Lear that 

have proved problematic, such as the choice to cast one actor as both Lear and Albany. 

―Once Lear made his final entrance with 'Howl, howl, howl!' (5.3.258) Albany had no 

further lines in this production so that Lear would not have to get up from the dead [...] 

Perhaps inevitably, the price tag for what was a moving five-actor King Lear was a 

diminution in the range or scope of the tragedy‖ (Dessen Exigencies). The eight-actor 

Midsummer I directed encountered only a few moments where the casting demands of the 

scene were greater than the number of actors in the cast, but one of these moments 

occurred in 5.1, which features twelve characters. The four lovers doubled as Snout, 

Snug, Flute, and Starveling, and the four actors regularly abandoned their upstage seats as 

the lovers to play ―Pyramus and Thisbe‖ at center stage as the mechanicals. I discouraged 

the actors from interacting with absent characters, fearing it would look strange and draw 

too much attention to the form. I did not realize how much fun I deprived both the 

audience and the actors until I saw the AFTLS Midsummer.  

 In that production, Nicola Alexis played Starveling and Snug. The two characters 

existed side-by-side throughout the performance. When she played Starveling, she wore 

one hat and held another hat next to her head to signify the presence of Snug. When she 

played Snug, she gave the same treatment to Starveling. She and the other actors 
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interacted with the hats as if they, the characters, were wearing them, and the hats 

interacted back. This was much like watching a puppet show, except the puppeteer 

regularly switched back and forth between personas. The Globe‘s 2005 production of The 

Tempest featured three actors, and director Tim Carroll pushed the envelope even further 

with his interpretation of the opening scene, with Mark Rylance performing his own 

puppet show with chess pieces. He writes, ―[T]he very opening of our Tempest had Mark 

Rylance as Prospero creating a storm at sea using just a chessboard and some chess-

pieces. All the voices were his‖ (Carroll 42). This choice is similar to Launce‘s speech in 

2.1 of The Two Gentlemen of Verona, mentioned in the previous chapter. The only 

difference is that Rylance provided all of the voices where Launce invites the audience to 

imagine all of the sounds and smells his characters emit. 

 In the final scene of Double Falsehood, we employed an act of puppetry similar 

to what Alexis acheived in Midsummer. Before the lovers, Julio and Leonora, reunite, 

Julio enters the scene in disguise, and the other characters do not immediately recognize 

him. Due to the lack of bodies onstage, we could not perform this moment as suggested 

in the text, so we asked the audience to play along with our makeshift solution. Paul 

Rycik played both Julio and Roderick. He stood, as Roderick, on the opposite side of the 

stage from Julio, and Kimberly Maurice, as Violante, held Julio‘s hat (his disguise) in her 

hand. As Leonora described Julio‘s qualities, Maurice made slight movements with the 

hat in reaction to Leonora‘s words. 

Roderick 

What think you of this honorable man? 

Leonora 

      Alas! 

My thoughts, my lord, were all employ‘d within! 

He has a face makes me remember something 
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I have thought well of. How he looks upon me! 

Poor man, he weeps. Ha! Stay, it cannot be – 

He has his eye, his features, shape and gesture – 

Would he would speak. 

Julio 

[Throws off his disguise] 

        Leonora! (5.2.231-237) 

We probably received more laughs with this treatment than Theobald (or possibly 

Shakespeare) intended in this moment, but in a genuine way. The audience did not laugh 

at the expense of the text, but rather out of their enjoyment of the text and the extreme-

casting form coming together in an unexpected way.  

 These types of moments occur frequently in extreme-casting productions. In the 

final scene of Hamlet: Now I Am Alone, Norris held a single rapier and performed an 

elaborately choreographed fencing match between Hamlet and Laertes. Similarly, every 

AFTLS production of King Lear has featured one actor doubling as the brothers Edgar 

and Edmund and has negotiated the moment where Edgar kills Edmund. And again, all of 

their productions of Twelfth Night have featured one actor doubling the twins Viola and 

Sebastian performing their touching reunion as a monologue. Though AFTLS has never 

produced The Comedy of Errors, the Globe staged an extreme-casting production in the 

summer of 2010, directed by Rebecca Gatward. This production did not attempt to push 

the boundaries of the form in the same way AFTLS does, but chose instead to focus on 

the two sets of twins. Tom Mothersdale played both Antipholi, and Fergal McElherron 

played both Dromios. This would seem like an obvious choice, but in writing about 

teaching The Comedy of Errors to students, Ralph Alan Cohen points out the inherent 

pitfall of casting look-alike twins. ―[T]he real fun comes when you [...] ignore the look-

alike problem altogether, and make four dissimilar students look like two sets of twins. 

Here you have leaped into the real magic of theatre; you have shown them [...] that we 
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have the most fun when we must work on our imagination‖ (Cohen 182). By casting 

actors with distinctly different physical features, the audience must imagine how those 

characters could be confused with one another. They might find small details in the 

actors‘ appearance or demeanor as indications of their similarities; as such, we become 

active participants in the play. Doubling both the Dromios with the Antipholi might offer 

a possible solution to staging The Comedy of Errors with extreme casting. This could 

provide a fresh approach to Dromio of Ephesus‘ speech in 1.2 mentioned in the previous 

chapter.
14

 

 Companies wanting to use extreme casting can also encounter challenges when 

selecting a play. A Midsummer Night’s Dream, Twelfth Night, Hamlet, and Romeo and 

Juliet have found success in a five-actor (or less) format partly because of their popularity 

and accessibility. AFTLS has also found success with less popular plays like Measure for 

Measure and All’s Well That Ends Well despite their complex plot structure. Even with 

the equally complex plot of Double Falsehood, we managed to tell a clear story and 

entertain our audience in our four-actor version, but some audience members suggested 

that four actors playing nineteen characters may have presented too easy a task. They 

wondered how we might have handled an obscure history play with more scenes, more 

locations, and exponentially more characters. 

 In their thirty-plus years of existence, AFTLS has produced fifteen of 

Shakespeare‘s thirty-eight plays (more than one-third). Their repertoire consists mainly 

of middle-to-late comedies and tragedies, as well as two problem plays (Measure for 

Measure and All’s Well) and two romances (The Winter’s Tale and The Tempest). To 

date, they have never produced a history play. Dessen acknowledges that AFTLS has had 
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several discussions over the histories, and has even produced a staged reading of Richard 

II with mixed results. ―The issue is the degree of difficulty for the playgoers, especially 

those with little background in English history - i.e., most of them.‖ He describes that in 

his experience teaching Shakespeare, students have often had enough trouble keeping 

track of all of the Henrys, Richards, and Edwards, let alone dealing with the Worcesters 

and Westmorlands.
15

 As of today, extreme casting in Shakespeare‘s histories remains a 

virtually unexplored territory. 

 Let us consider the following statistics: many of the histories are among the 

longest of Shakespeare‘s plays, though none top the 3,776 lines of Hamlet. Here is a list 

of the ten longest plays in Shakespeare‘s canon. 

Play Number of Lines 

Hamlet 3,776 

Richard III 3,602 

Troilus and Cressida 3,326 

Cymbeline 3,266 

Coriolanus 3,294 

Othello 3,228 

King Lear 3,195 

2 Henry IV 3,182 

Henry V 3,176 

2 Henry VI 3,062 

 

                                                 
15
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Of these plays, AFTLS has produced Hamlet, Othello, and King Lear, but with 

significant cuts. With the ability to cut even the longest play to less than ninety minutes, a 

play‘s length should not present an insurmountable barrier for a company employing 

extreme casting, nor should the demands of a single role. Here is a list of the largest 

speaking roles and the percentage of lines they speak in their respective play. 

Character: Play Number of lines Percentage of play 

Hamlet: Hamlet 1,422 38% 

Richard: Richard III 1,124 31% 

Iago: Othello 1,097 34% 

Henry: Henry V 1,025 32% 

Othello: Othello 860 27% 

Duke Vincentio: Measure for Measure 820 31% 

 

Most of the largest ratios belong to characters in plays previously produced by AFTLS. 

With cuts, these roles do not place a significantly greater workload on a single actor 

compared with his or her colleagues.  

But if the leading actor in a five-actor ensemble plays only one role, the 

supporting cast of a history play will face greater difficulty than in most other plays. King 

John contains the fewest speaking roles of the histories with 22. The other nine histories 

average 41.1 speaking roles per play. Here is a list comparing the demands on the 

supporting cast of a five-actor production of the previously listed plays if the leading 

actor(s) played only one role. 

Play Number of supporting roles Ratio of roles-per-actor 
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Richard III 44 11 

Henry V 42 10.5 

Hamlet 26 6.5 

Measure for Measure 21 5.25 

Othello 15 5 

 

In the AFTLS productions of Hamlet, Measure for Measure, and Othello, the leading 

actors never played only one role. In the Fall 2006 Hamlet, Richard Stacey played 

Hamlet, Bernardo, and Fortinbras. In the Fall 2003 Measure for Measure, Stuart Fox 

played Duke Vincentio, Froth, and Barnadine. And in the Spring 2005 Othello, Paul 

McCleary played Iago and the Duke, and Andrew Dennis played Othello, the Clown, and 

the Gentleman.
16

 These roles, though small, alleviated some of the burden placed on the 

supporting cast who otherwise would have needed to create a larger number of distinct 

characters. These productions also significantly reduced the amount of lines spoken by 

the principal characters. With a history play like Richard III or Henry V, the demands 

placed on the supporting cast will be greater, but a production can be alleviate some of 

these demands by reducing the number of lines spoken by the principal character, 

assigning small roles to the leading actors, and the cutting and conflation of other small 

roles.
17

 

The success of an extreme-casting production relies heavily upon the talents of 

the actors and their ability to guide their audience through the difficult passages and 

transitions within their version of the play. Dessen says, ―Inventive acting […] can 
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minimize some of these difficulties‖ (Dessen Exigencies). An actor‘s ability to create a 

strong characterization will focus the story and illuminate certain aspects of it that we 

otherwise might have dismissed. Terence Wilton, who has acted in five AFTLS 

productions, says, ―I have performed a great deal of doubling characters, and truth to tell, 

you can fall in love with your minor characters, to the point when they no longer can be 

called minor. [...] They are possibly better represented and more developed in this work 

than they will be in a full-scale production.‖
18

 Nicola Alexis, who has appeared in two 

AFTLS productions, attributes this phenomenon to the form, itself: ―Because it is 

extreme casting, we are required to make strong choices in order to make the storytelling 

clearer.‖
19

 Through these strong choices, the actors can focus the attention of the 

audience to important transitions or specific actions as a means of signposting the major 

events in the play.  

Some productions use extreme casting to focus on specific themes within the 

chosen play and highlight their significance by scaling down the elements of theatrical 

technology to focus on the actors. The Globe‘s 2005 The Tempest, directed by Tim 

Carroll featured three actors performing aspects of Prospero‘s subconscious. After the 

opening scene described above, two other actors entered the stage. ―Prospero then […] 

split into three and we saw his alter egos: Ariel his imaginative faculty, and Caliban his 

instinct. Those three actors then played every part in the play‖ (Carroll 42). Norris staged 

Hamlet: Now I Am Alone from Hamlet‘s point of view. She cut the script to less than 
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ninety minutes and removed every scene that did not feature Hamlet.
20

 She also cast the 

audience as Horatio, about which she says, ―I thought it would be neat to add another, 

more immediate relationship to some multi-person scenes as well and give the audience 

stakes in the piece as best friend, beyond simply rooting for the protagonist.‖
21

 Her 

concept focused the story and presented a more manageable challenge to a single 

performer than if she performed the play uncut. She lamented over the ways this concept 

reduced the scope and complexity of some characters, like Polonius, portrayed as a 

comical old man who did not deliver great lines like, ―To thine own self be true,‖ 

(1.3.78), but resolved that the portrayal of characters like Polonius came from Hamlet‘s 

memory (Norris ―The Kindest Cut). Hamlet, who is not present in 1.3, would not 

recollect Polonius as loving father or a loyal subject, but rather as an oblivious obstacle to 

his desires. These examples enable a streamlined, concept-driven performance that works 

well as a means of lightening the workload of casts with three or fewer actors. 

The greatest discoveries in extreme casting, however, arise from actors making 

virtue of necessity with their limited resources. Usually, the doubling informs the themes. 

If a production of Hamlet casts one actor as Rosencrantz and Guildenstern, the choice can 

enhance the theme of the two characters working in tandem. But the real delight of 

experiencing an extreme-casting production arises from actors displaying their versatility. 

The experience becomes more about watching actors present a play than about 

reimagining its themes. Dessen describes an AFTLS performance as, ―a play about five 

actors doing Twelfth Night‖ (Dessen Exigencies). In some ways, his assessment is true. 

                                                 
20
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Five actors performing Twelfth Night with no directors and a limited rehearsal period 

(standard for every AFTLS production) will not likely possess a thematic agenda. Their 

goal will simply be to find an inventive presentation of the script. The resulting product 

will inevitably focus more on the actors presenting the play than the play‘s themes. 

However, they will still present the script of Twelfth Night, albeit with minor cuts, in its 

entirety. The characters, whether embodied by physical actors in some moments or an 

actor holding a hat in others, will still be present throughout. The performance will, on 

some level, will focus on confluence of the actors and characters, but a well-executed 

performance will focus on the confluence of the actors and the audience through their 

collective imaginations.  

An entry-level audience will only care about the play‘s themes if they can follow 

the plot and relate to the characters. In extreme casting, the actors work in service to the 

play‘s characters and plot, rather than the play‘s themes. The themes will emerge from 

the play whether the ensemble focuses upon them or not. Thematic doubles such as Viola 

and Sebastian in Twelfth Night, Edgar and Edmund in King Lear, and Isabella and 

Mistress Overdone in Measure for Measure will often occur, and the audience can feel 

free to interpret them as they wish. That said, the most memorable aspects of the play will 

arise from the moments where the form and text come together seamlessly; Kate 

Eastwood Norris passing a cup from Hamlet to Ophelia to Polonius to Gertrude to 

Claudius during ―The Mousetrap‖ in Hamlet: Now I Am Alone; the entire cast of the 2010 

AFTLS Midsummer scrambling around the stage after Bottom‘s transformation, followed 

by Nicola Alexis unexpectedly emerging from underneath an umbrella as Titania; or 

Rachel Ratkowski standing on one plane performing a balcony scene between Leonora 
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and the Citizen in 2.4 of Double Falsehood. These moments, and countless others like it, 

comprise the infinite staging possibilities made possible by extreme casting.  

Even after the consideration of all of this information, I admit that some extreme-

casting productions will be inaccessible to an entry-level audience. Many productions do 

not perform with this goal in mind. Norris admits that she created Hamlet: Now I Am 

Alone for an audience familiar with Hamlet. She also recalled speaking to a friend who 

had never seen or read Shakespeare‘s play before seeing her performance. He managed to 

recount the entire plot of the play based on his recollections of Norris‘ production (Norris 

―The Kindest Cut‖). Tim Carroll noted a similar phenomenon with his three-actor 

Tempest at the Globe: ―What struck me, in the responses we had, was that people who 

really knew the play tended to say to me, 'Well, I understood it, of course I did, but I am 

sure if I had not known the play I would not have.' Whereas people who did not know the 

play at all tended just to say, 'Sure, I got it.'‖ (Carroll 43). Though these personal 

accounts are subjective, they offer a perspective contrary to the assumptions of Dessen‘s 

colleague and others. Shakespeare belongs to everyone, and not just those who are 

educated, wealthy, and privileged enough to access his works. I propose that extreme 

casting can be entry-level Shakespeare, but also that it should be entry-level Shakespeare. 

By this, I do not mean that productions should water themselves down by cutting obscure 

or difficult passages from the plays, or that companies should choose only popular plays 

in order to appeal to the lowest common denominator. On the contrary, I propose that 

extreme-casting productions should present a challenge, and that the actors and audience 

should work together to meet that challenge. We will find that if actors and audiences 
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place their trust in each other and take an imaginative journey, there is no limit to what 

we can achieve. 

Conclusion 

 Through this project, I hope to gain a greater understanding of a style of 

Shakespearean performance that fits within the definition of what I call ―extreme 

casting.‖ This occurs when the casting demands of a play outweigh the resources of the 

company producing it. By making virtue of necessity, the company works together 

attempting to meet every challenge the text presents in a simple, but creative, way. I 

explored the history of doubling on the Early Modern stage in the hope to find evidence 

of the existence of extreme casting. Though I have not found conclusive evidence of its 

existence, I discovered several examples of small companies breaking away from the 

assumed standards of doubling in order to meet the needs of individual performances. 

Based on this understanding, supported by a handful of examples in Shakespeare‘s text 

that either contain or allude to extreme casting, I believe companies may have employed 

the technique before the London theater industry began to mass-produce plays in the 

1570s. 

 With the knowledge of how companies 400 years ago handled casting challenges, 

I gained a better understanding of extreme casting in Shakespeare on the 21
st
-century 

stage. Instead of relying upon new forms of technology, the companies employ simple 

theatrical conventions in order to bring a diverse group of individuals together and share 

in an old story. I found that, contrary to popular assumptions, companies that employ 

extreme casting possess the ability to make Shakespeare accessible to audiences of all 

ages, backgrounds, and levels of experience with his work.  
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Through the mastery of their craft and commitment to their form, actors can 

appreciate the biggest reward of extreme casting; a strong bond with their audience. Once 

the actors have removed the veil of theatrical technology and admit the limitations of 

their form, they make themselves vulnerable. Alfreds says, ―Live actors […] are 

dangerous because they're raw, at any moment capable of bursting beyond the confines of 

theatrical decorum […] they have the possibility (rarely taken) of extending our 

experience of what they're enacting to heights and depths of the most intense and intimate 

revelation‖ (Alfreds 17). Actors in extreme-casting productions lay themselves at the 

mercy of their audience, and in doing so invite their audience to become members of their 

ensemble. For a brief time, this group of disparate individuals will lay their differences 

aside and share in the transformative act of breathing new life into a 400-year-old text. 

The actors will channel the words of the opening Chorus in Henry V: ―And let us, ciphers 

to this great account,/On your imaginary forces work […] Piece out our imperfections 

with your thoughts:/Into a thousand parts divide one man,/And make imaginary 

puissance‖ (Prologue 17-18, 23-35). The success of the production will depend equally 

upon the skills of the performers and the imaginations of the audience. 

 Companies employing extreme casting can appreciate the economic benefits of 

minimalist staging, but should be aware of the high stakes involved. A theater company 

can eliminate many overhead costs by reducing the number of actors in a cast and not 

relying upon theatrical technology. A troupe of five actors can easily travel from one 

venue to the next, fit their entire production into a single suitcase, and require fewer beds 

and less food than a typical touring company. In short, extreme casting can cut down 

significantly on production costs. Yet, while it presents the opportunity for an 
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inexpensive production, the artistic challenges can outweigh the financial benefits. Epic 

plays like Antony and Cleopatra, King Lear, or any of the histories can easily lose their 

panoramic scope through the reduction of physical bodies onstage. Plays with complex 

plots like Cymbeline, Measure for Measure, and All’s Well That Ends Well will require 

significant effort when performing major transitions and plot twists in order to enhance 

the overall clarity of the story. Actors in any extreme-casting production must be willing 

to commit themselves fully to the ensemble and push the limits of their abilities in order 

to create several distinct and memorable characters within the same production. If they 

can meet these challenges, they will possess the ability to explore elements of the text 

that will encourage a stronger connection between themselves and the audience and 

hopefully create an unforgettable theatrical event. 

Afterword: What is Next? 

I approached this project from the point of view of a theater artist struggling to 

find purpose in his work, and this project has in many ways restored my faith in the value 

of theater. If the basic goals of the theater industry are to launch successful marketing 

campaigns, receive positive reviews, and win awards, I did not, and still do not, want any 

part of it. That single evening‘s performance of A Midsummer Night’s Dream opened my 

eyes to the amazing potential theater artists can possess in bringing people together to 

share in the experience of collectively bringing a story to life. Before that performance, I 

believed I had little in common with that particular audience. Their generosity and 

responsiveness shattered every preconceived notion I possessed. As we left their 

campground, I realized that our similarities outweighed our differences. Our small 

ensemble did not solve any major crisis that evening, aside from rectifying a costuming 
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problem. No members of the press attended the performance, nor did it win any awards. 

The world outside of this small Christian Bible camp in Southwestern Virginia remained 

unaffected, but I hope our presence left a lasting impression on at least a few of the 

individuals in attendance. 

 My desire is that this project will inspire the creation of more theater that works to 

achieve these goals. I am currently organizing a full production of Double Falsehood 

with four actors. Beyond that, I intend to launch a theater company that will perform 

extreme-casting productions of Shakespeare‘s plays to underprivileged children and 

families. If I do not possess the capacity to solve major problems in the world, I at least 

would like to use what resources I have to bring people together who will use their 

collective imaginations in the retelling of stories that have inspired hope in audiences for 

hundreds of years.   
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APPENDIX A: TJ King’s Casting Tables (25-26, 97-105) 
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APPENDIX B: Russ McDonald’s Casting Tables (77-78) 
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APPENDIX C 

 

Tailgate Shakespeare’s A Midsummer Night’s Dream Cast List 

 

Jeffrey Chips: Theseus, First Fairy, Peaseblossom 

Clara Giebel: Hippolyta, Puck 

Amanda Noel Allen: Oberon, Bottom, Egeus 

Sara Landis: Titania, Quince 

Brian Falbo: Demetrius, Flute, Cobweb 

Linden Kueck: Helena, Starveling, Philostrate 

Paul Rycik: Lysander, Snout, Moth 

Katy Mulvaney: Hermia, Snug, Mustardseed 

 

Double Falsehood Staged Reading Cast List 

 

Duke Angelo.........................................Zach Brown 

Roderick, his eldest son..........................Paul Rycik 

Henriquez, his second son....................Zach Brown 

Don Bernard, Leonora's father...Rachel Ratkowski 

Leonora.......................................Rachel Ratkowski 

Julio, in love with Leonora.....................Paul Rycik 

Camillo, Julio's father................Kimberly Maurice 

Violante......................................Kimberly Maurice 

Fabian, a country gentleman......Kimberly Maurice 

Lopez, a country gentleman...................Paul Rycik 

Citizen........................................Rachel Ratkowski 

Gerald, a messenger...............................Paul Rycik 

Churchman................................Kimberly Maurice 

Master of the Flocks..................Rachel Ratkowski 

Shepherds..............................................Paul Rycik 

….........................................................Zach Brown 

Gentlemen...........................................Zach Brown 

…...............................................Rachel Ratkowski 
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APPENDIX D 

 

Midsummer Photos 
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APPENDIX E 

 

Double Falsehood Photos 

 

 

 

 


