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[bookmark: _GoBack]It is interesting how William Shakespeare weaves a story of vengeance that is so relevant yet so different from other revenge plays. As is common with most revenge plays, the person who is seeking vengeance is usually determined and even if the plan takes long to execute it is usually because the Avenger is planning the exact time and place to carry out his intention – in another word, the avenger is waiting for the opportune time to finally execute the plan without mercy. However, Hamlet both as a play and Hamlet as the titular character stand out in that the action that the audience expects is continually postponed, not because the avenger is waiting for the right time, but rather and interestingly, he [Hamlet] does so because he is uncertain and seeking more specific knowledge about what he is doing and what he intends to do. In other words, he is in a dilemma (Bassnett and Trivedi 98) For this reason; the play has been viewed by many critiques as a story of indecisiveness. This paper sheds light on the character of Hamlet and the reason why he acts the way he does.
The play as well as the character of Hamlet poses many profound questions about the world and even the Prince’s life and mental capacity. This could be the reason why W.F. Bynum and Michael Neve observe that the Price’s ordeal presents a psychiatric case that has prompted the attention of dozens of psychiatrists trying to understand who Hamlet is and what makes him believe the things he does and/or do the things that he does (390).  But perhaps Hamlet has been viewed unfairly to some extent by viewing as a nut case instead of a philosopher of some kind, especially when it comes to his reflections about life and death in his soliloquy “to be or not to be” (Shakespeare Act III Scene I).
When one views Hamlet from a positive perspective, he/she is likely to see that the audience is not so different from the prince. In other words, if one was to be in Hamlet’s situation, they may likely act in the same manner that he does. For example, from the onset, the ghost of King Hamlet comes into play and the fact that his son questions the reality of this also makes the audience question too and wonder if humans do have some certain knowledge concerning ghosts and their existence or are it just an illusion of the minds! In the same line, the reader, just like Hamlet himself is driven to reflect on whether the ghost of King Hamlet is simply a misleading fiend or it could be really what it seems to be. And again, does this ghost that seems even know for certain about its death or it is delusional and blinded by anger and vengeance. The question of whether the audience can justly determine Hamlet’s state of mind just by observing his behavior and listening to his speech also arises. These are some of the doubts that a keen reader will likely derive from reading this play. The answers are not conclusive, mainly because Hamlet takes on so many characters and his behavior is so dynamic that contextualizing and arguing that he is exlusively this or that may be elusive in a way. As Callow Simon puts it “one can prove anything with Hamlet” the same way one can prove anything in the bible (Np). This simply means that getting answers to the questions that the play and its main character pose may be quite tricky because Hamlet embodies different things and traits. 
 


However, as the play unfolds and moves towards the end, one thing becomes clear, the audience is uncertain of the credibility of the ghost as Hamlet is in the first place. The play, therefore, appeals to the audiences conscience and their knowledge of right and wrong, death and life, and well as reality and delusion. It feels like Hamlet has fulfilled the purpose where he had earlier stated that “the play’s the things wherein I’ll catch the conscience” (Shakespeare Act II Scene II). The prince of Denmark, therefore, may be perceived as a failure because of the indecisiveness and inability to act appropriately as a prince should.  He could also a cowardly genius because although he delays his vengeance, he still executes it ruthlessly (Boyd 425). Over and above everything Shakespeare, through the prince attempts to show the audience that a greater part of their lives are built on uncertainties. Many of the times, people find themselves in situations where they are not sure what step to take or who to believe anymore, and as a result, they take things for granted until it becomes too late to turn around and change things. Hamlet is without a doubt a very complicated, dynamic and ambiguous character to understand. It is argued that his role is so open-ended anyone can play him in a c In trying to diagnose him. Psychiatrist have described him as melancholic, others see him as a manic, and there are those who see him as a combination of both – or what scholars refer to a manic-depressive character in the play (Bynum and Neve 391). However, T.S Eliot refutes the claim that Hamlet is mad and instead argues that it is nothing but a simple ruse and that forShakespeare, Hamlet’s condition is more feigned and less of madness (3). Therefore, Eliot refutes the claim made by Bynum and  Neve on Hamlet’s mental condition.


While comparing and contrasting Kenneth Branagh’s version of Hamlet with that of Laurence Olivier, it became apparent that the two versions are significantly different with one being shorter but better and the other longer but of a lesser quality in my opinion. On this note, the differences in the two versions are more than the similarities. One notable difference is that in Olivier’s version of Hamlet nearly half of Shakespeare’s script is cut off unlike in Branagh’s version. On this note, some characters such as Guildenstern, Fortinbras, and Rosencrantz are removed. One may be tempted to think that without an important character such as Fortinbras the play will not deliver. However, Olivier does extremely well, and he dispenses just as well with Cornelius and Volteman. The scenes are also switched and long speeches shortened, but this does not stop it from being a sterling masterpiece especially because all the characters play their roles so well and with so much energy that it compensates for the missing parts. Branagh’s version if more detailed and does not skip about like Olivier. However, it feels like something is missing and although Branagh does an excellent job playing Hamlet, the coordination of the characters and support elements such as the music score do not combine smoothly but rather steps on each other. Thankfully, this version has all the characters. The characters in this version, just like in Olivier’s portray high competence, and even brilliance that makes up for the slight mishaps experienced along the way. The character of Hamlet was the best played in both versions. However, this is not surprising because as Callow Simon says, actors of all shapes, styles, sizes, can play the role of Hamlet – all one needs to do is justify their approach to the character and play in general.
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