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Abstract: Hollywood adaptations are often charged with diluting the bleakness of a source material 

for the sake of creating a more palatable experience for the audience. For instance, in I Am Legend, 

the novel's central moral ambiguity was omitted from the movie to portray Will Smith as a typical 

monochromatic “hero.” However, there are some brilliant exceptions to this where the film adaptation 

managed to produce a viewing experience that was far more disturbing than its literary counterpart. 

Drawing on Linda Hutcheon’s adaptation theory, this paper will analyse and compare one such 

example: Darren Aronofsky's 2000 adaptation of Hubert Selby Jr.’s novel Requiem for a Dream. By 

analysing Aronofsky’s use of certain camera techniques, hallucinatory editing, intense background 

score, and mise-en-scène, this paper will explore how the film attempts to capture the themes of 

addiction and self-destruction on the big screen. By comparing the film with the novel, the paper will 

further question whether such stylistic choices were made simply to produce a disturbing film for its 

own sake, or whether they also provide room for deeper emotional nuances.    

Keywords: Requiem for a Dream, Aronofsky, Adaptation, Cinema of the Body, Addiction, Pain, 

Linda Hutcheon. 

 

Introduction  

Hollywood adaptations have always been stuck between fidelity to the source and the demands of the 

market. Choosing the latter has often afforded harsh criticism from critics, since this generally 

involves sanitizing and diluting the essence of the source material, especially when the latter is a 

morally complex work. For instance, the film adaptation of Richard Matheson’s 1954 novel I am 

Legend completely disregards the moral ambiguity regarding its protagonist, turning him instead into 

a “Christ-like saviour-legend” (Moreman 3). There are, however, adaptations that do indeed go the 



 

 

182 

 

opposite direction, amplifying the bleaker and disturbing elements of its source. Among the most 

striking examples is Darren Aronofsky’s Requiem for a Dream (2000), adapted from Hubert Selby 

Jr.’s 1978 novel. Rather than diluting Selby’s unflinching portrait of addiction and human misery, 

Aronofsky delivers a cinematic experience that is, in many respects, even more harrowing, 

immersive, and psychologically devastating than the original text. This was evidenced by the reaction 

of the audience at the Toronto Film Festival, where some of them vomited owing to the film’s 

disturbing scenes (Jourdrey).  

 Analysing the exceptional case of Aronofsky’s adaptation using Linda Hutcheon’s adaptation 

theory from her text A Theory of Adaptation (2003), this paper will treat the film as an example of 

Hutcheon’s definition of adaptation as a creative process of re-interpretation and re-creation, instead 

of slavish imitation. The paper will argue that under the creative vision of Aronofsky, Selby’s critique 

of the American dream in the novel is transformed into a visceral experience of the “cinema of the 

body,” of which its climax is an “ultimate instance,” as argued by the scholar Terja Laine (Laine 1).  

Adaptation as Creative Transformation 

Linda Hutcheon’s A Theory of Adaptation insists on approaching adaptations as acts of  

“appropriating or salvaging,” involving a double process of “interpreting and then creating something 

new” (Hutcheon 20). The adaptation, then, is a “palimpsestuous” process, always shaped by its 

context, its creator’s intent, and the affordances of its medium (Hutcheon 21). Adaptations can “echo” 

or “contest” their source material; however, they are not obligated to be faithful in the literal sense, 

but instead initiate a dialogue with their origins, reimagining and reframing narrative, character, and 

theme in new ways. 

 For Hutcheon, the distinction often drawn between fidelity and betrayal is inadequate. Fidelity 

criticism makes the argument that every analysis of an adaptation should be judged on the basis of its 

closeness to the source material. Yet adaptations always operate within different signifying systems: 

“telling” (prose fiction) and “showing” (film) have radically different affordances. Success or failure, 
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then, must be measured in part by the adaptation’s capacity to make expressive use of its own 

medium, and to generate new significance in that process. 

Selby’s Nihilism in Prose 

Like his previous novels, Requiem for a Dream takes its readers on a bleak descent into the depths of 

drug addiction, loneliness, and disconnection in urban America. Through the narratives of four 

characters from Coney Island, New York, Selby shows how their obsession with the unattainable 

ideal of the American Dream ultimately destroys them, both physically and spiritually. One narrative 

thread focuses on Sara Goldfarb and her addiction to reality TV fame, and then eventually to diet 

pills. The second thread is focused on her son, Harry, his girlfriend Marion, and best friend Tyrone 

C. Love, and their addiction to heroin. 

 Selby’s prose brilliantly captures both immediacy and estrangement. Owing to his adamant 

rejection of quotation marks, the erratic dialogue of its restless characters spills over into the narration, 

while the interior monologues become indistinguishable from the description of external reality; all 

of which works to indicate the loss of self and its agency. The resulting rhythm of Selby’s prose 

mirrors the compulsive, hyperactive, and ultimately self-destructive patterns of addiction. As Abigail 

Bowers observes, characters “mistake being full for being whole, spending most of the text searching 

for ways to fill the void inside, resulting in them getting lost in their own addictions, unwilling and 

unable to find a way out of the society of the spectacle” (Bowers 247).  

 What’s central to the novel, however, is its critique of consumerism and the empty promises 

of American capitalism. Instead of portraying the central characters as just another lot of drug addicts, 

Selby puts special emphasis on their victimhood at the hands of American capitalist ethos, in which 

the state is just as guilty as the drug lords who supply the precious drug (Giles 94).  

 Yet, Selby’s novel remains a narrative that is thoroughly mediated by its language. Even its 

poignant critique of the American Dream is cleverly encoded by Selby in its prose. As an interesting 

instance, when describing Harry and Marion’s initial infatuation with each other, Selby writes that 

they made love “until the dawn’s early light” (Selby 40). The line is a direct reference to the American 
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national anthem. This inclusion can be interpreted as Selby’s subtle hint at the fact that even Harry 

and Marion’s apparently innocent romantic involvement is contaminated with the greed of the 

American dream from the beginning.   

Aronofsky’s Film; Or, Sensory Assault? 

Just like Selby subordinates the written word to his grim artistic vision, Aronofsky pushes the 

boundaries of his medium in order to induce an affective, nearly corporeal experience of addiction 

and despair. Far from making the story more palatable, Aronofsky weaponizes the expressive 

resources of film: aggressive cutting, relentless sound design, extreme close-ups, and transgressive 

visual effects that engulf the viewer in the characters’ states of mind. These shall be analysed in detail 

in this section. 

Camera Techniques and Editing  

 It is a generally held view that film is a poor medium when it comes to capturing the internal 

dynamics of the characters (Hutcheon 57). However, Hutcheon points out that film finds creative 

alternatives, that is, visual and aural correlatives, to achieve somewhat similar effects, successfully 

portraying states of dreaming and hallucination (Hutcheon 58). To capture the spiralling 

disorientation of a drug-addled mind, Aronofsky employs a distinctively centrifugal camera style. 

Aronofsky utilises a “Snorri Cam,” a contraption that mounts the camera on the actor’s chest, with 

the lens directed at their face. This camera position, Laine writes, creates “a hyper-subjective effect, 
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‘freezing’ the character at the centre of the frame, while the background is in constant motion” (Laine 

5-6).  

 

This camera technique is utilised when Sara spirals into amphetamine-induced psychosis, along with 

monstrous sounds from her fridge threatening her. In Sara’s case, the camera’s movement literalizes 

a mind spinning out of control. The same technique is used when Marion (the actor in figure 1) returns 

home after prostituting herself to her psychiatrist for drug money. Here, it helps convey the drowning 

and isolating feeling of shame that consumes her. 

 In addition to that, Aronofsky is fond of using “hip-hop montages,” which are rapid-fire 

sequences of micro-cuts featuring extreme close-ups of the rituals of drug use: dilated pupils, syringes 

sliding through flesh, powder being chopped and sniffed. On the one hand, the fleetingness of these 

sequences stylistically conveys the fleetingness of the pleasure of drug use in contrast to the eventual, 

almost eternal, inferno of pain they give birth to; on the other hand, their compulsive repetition as 

motifs mirrors the routine nature of drug addiction and how it fragments the temporal experience of 

its users.  

 Finally, from the film's opening scene, we see Aronofsky utilise the split-screen technique to 

portray the characters' isolation despite sharing the same space. The film opens with Harry stealing 

Sara’s television set for drug money, something he has done multiple times in the past, prompting her 

to chain it to the radiator. While Harry struggles to pry it free, Sara hides in her closet, escaping from 

this harsh reality into her utopian visions. Here, Aronofsky portrays the separation of fantasy and 

reality through a split-screen shot: one half shows a denial-ridden Sara in the closet, while the other 

shows her restless son committing petty theft. Furthermore, as Laine argues, the continuous use of 

split-screen makes the co-existence of euphoria and dysphoria–a twisted and troubling experience of 

drug users–palpable to the spectators. She writes that the split-screen gives the impression “of two 

things being stuck together in eternal separation” (Laine 55).  

On the Now-Iconic Soundtrack  
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Sonically, the film is dominated by the use of Clint Mansell’s composition “Lux Aeterna” performed 

by Kronos Quartet. The use of this piece at crucial points in the narrative becomes a leitmotif for the 

film. It features a combination of “a sparse, repetitive melody with an intense, rhythmic crescendo 

and a sharp pitch of string instruments with scratchy undertones” (Laine 57). This dissonant crescendo 

heightens the anxiety and claustrophobia the characters feel on screen, evoking in spectators a 

dreadful, visceral expectation of the inevitable doom of its troubled characters.  

On Mise-en-scène 

Aronofsky’s mise-en-scène in the film works to externalise the psychological and social conditions 

of its characters. Sara’s delusional fantasies of television fame, with its bright and saturated palette, 

are violently juxtaposed against her decaying body. The fragility and eventual doom of Harry and 

Marion’s relationship are shown in the film through its now-famous pillow-talk scene, where the two 

have their heads side-by-side, ear-to-ear, staring at the camera as it spirals away from them. Though 

they share the same physical space, for the spectator, it is hard not to notice an impeccable separation 

between the two. 

Amplifying Pain  

What, then, accounts for Aronofsky’s film being “more disturbing” than the novel? Much of the 

answer lies in the way the two media engage our senses. The novel develops the narrative gradually, 

painstakingly taking us, page by page, into the deepest corners of its characters' desires and yearnings. 
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For instance, unlike the film where Harry and Marion are already romantically involved, in the novel 

we witness the planting of the seeds of this relationship, its first tender blooms, nights and days of 

passion, hope and desire, and then its eventual disintegration into narcissism, fuelled by their 

addiction to heroin.  

 The film, on the other hand, bombards the senses of its viewer, making their suffering explicit 

and visible. Aronofsky’s film takes the unrepresentable nature of pain, as theorised by Elaine Scarry 

in The Body in Pain, as its central challenge. As Scarry theorises, in pain, language breaks down, only 

the pain-experiencing body is left, becoming our absolute reality. Thus, language may cease to speak, 

yet our body “speaks,” that is, through affect (Laine 15). And it is this “affective-aesthetic system” 

that, according to Laine, Aronosfsky has mastered in his films, making him the finest director of the 

cinema of the body. Aronofsky’s camera turns the psychic agony of its characters into a spectacle, 

which in the Requiem for a Dream keeps on increasing in intensity, accompanied by the dissonant 

crescendo of Lux Aeterna. Because he deliberately denies catharsis or clarity, the viewer is forced to 

share the characters' on-screen agonies, eliciting strong visceral reactions in the viewer. Therefore, 

through their “sheer corporeal” style, Aronofsky’s films engage the lived bodies of their spectators 

(Laine 2).  

Déranger pour le plaisir de déranger?  

Are all these stylistic flourishes on Aronofsky’s part done simply for the sake of producing a 

disturbing cinematic experience? On a superficial reading, one may come to the conclusion that 

Aronofsky is in fact merely a provocateur, someone who indulges in cinematic excesses. However, a 

closer reading suggests that these excesses are indeed not gratuitous and are instead crucial to the 

emotional architecture of the film. By submerging the spectator in rituals of compulsion and suffering, 

the film resists the temptation to “contain” pain within a comforting narrative or to offer easy 

solutions. The film turns away from the typical Hollywood convention of sublimating pain and 

violence. By letting the experience of pain remain in the realm of the unsayable, it restores its dignity. 
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It undermines the violence done by reductive and shoddy attempts by Hollywood at representing 

pain.  

 Moreover, rather than simply shocking, the film also elicits complex emotions from the 

viewer, including repulsion, pity, and ultimately, a recognition of shared vulnerability. Several critics, 

like Paul Eisenstein and Christopher Moreno, suggest that the film’s refusal to grant any character 

heroic agency and its dissolution of boundaries between inner and outer worlds force a confrontation 

with the inexorability of addiction and the impossibility of extrication within a culture built on hollow 

promises. The film’s own repetitive use of motifs, like Snorri Cam, Lux Aeterna, hip-hop montages, 

etc., mirrors the inability of its characters to escape their own obsessions. In a certain subliminal way, 

it fosters a sense of empathy in the audience towards characters who belong to a fringe of society 

with which we generally don’t empathise. After its excruciating anti-climax, the film closes by 

showing one by one all of its main characters in a foetal position: Harry in agony from an arm 

amputation, crying for Marion; Marion, with a sly grin, holding a packet of heroin she earned by 

performing an orgy; Tyrone going through heroin withdrawals, alone, in a racist work-camp, with the 

childhood image of him being in his mother’s lap dissolving in the background; and, finally, Sara still 

delusionally fantasising about being on a television game-show, being celebrated by the audience on 

 

Fig. 3. Screen capture, Harry in foetal position with an amputated arm, 

Requiem. 
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reuniting with her son, who is now a successful businessman. (All these images are, of course, 

accompanied by Lux Aeterna.) It is hard to watch this ending without having tears in one’s eyes, as 

was the case for Hubert Selby Jr. himself, who had tears “streaming down his face” at the Cannes 

Film Festival screening (Joudrey). 
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Fig. 5. Screen capture, Tyrone in foetal position going through 

heroin withdrawals with the childhood image of him in his 

mother’s lap dissolving in the background, Requiem 

 

Fig. 4. Screen capture, Marion in foetal position holding a packet 

of heroin, Requiem.  

 

Fig. 6. Screen capture, Sara in foetal position, still in her delusions of T.V. 

fame, Requiem.  
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Conclusion 

Requiem for a Dream, as adapted by Darren Aronofsky, thus demonstrates that adaptation need not 

always mean dilution, simplification, or mere illustration. Rather, it can be an act of translation and 

amplification, using cinema's resources to create a new and different kind of experience. Aronofsky’s 

film does not merely represent drug addiction and the self-destruction that comes with its obsession, 

but it rather incarnates the embodied experience of this obsession on screen, eliciting visceral reaction 

in the lived body of its viewer. In so doing, it challenges the boundaries between observation and 

participation, empathy and endurance, entertainment and trauma. The stylistic choices, like, for 

instance, the rapid editing, the aggressive camera placement, the overwhelming soundscape of Lux 

Aeterna, the oppressive mise-en-scène, and so on, are not arbitrary but are motivated by the desire to 

probe the limits of what cinema can communicate about pain, loss, and the impossibility of 

wholeness. Thus, a relatively firm argument can be made that Requiem for a Dream is not disturbing 

"just for the sake of it." Its excesses serve as formal and affective analogues of the compulsions and 

sufferings it portrays. In this, it answers, with singular conviction, the call of Hutcheon’s adaptation 

theory: not to merely transpose story from page to screen, but to create a new work—a requiem, 

perhaps—for the possibility of redemption or wholeness that neither the book nor the film can 

ultimately provide. 

 

 

Works Cited and Consulted 

Bowers, Abigail L. “An Enemy Deep: Spectacular Addiction in Hubert Selby’s Requiem for a 

Dream.” The Journal of American Culture, vol. 33, no. 3, Sept. 2010. 

Giles, James Richard. Understanding Hubert Selby, Jr. U of South Carolina P, 1998. 

Hutcheon, Linda, and Siobhan O’Flynn. A Theory of Adaptation. 2nd ed., Routledge, 2013. 



 

 

192 

 

Jordrey, Tom. “‘Slumming in a Vision of Hell’: Why Requiem for a Dream Is Still So Divisive, 25 

Years After Its Release.” BBC, 5 June 2025, www.bbc.com/culture/article/20250603-why-

requiem-for-a-dream-is-still-so-divisive. Accessed 17 Aug. 2025. 

Laine, Tarja. Bodies in Pain: Emotion and the Cinema of Darren Aronofsky. Berghahn Books, 

2017. 

Moreman, Christopher M. “‘I Am Legend.’” Journal of Religion & Film, vol. 12, no. 2, Apr. 2008, 

article 8. 

Moreno, Christopher M. “Body Politics and Spaces of Drug Addiction in Darren Aronofsky’s 

Requiem for a Dream.” GeoJournal, vol. 74, no. 3, 2009, pp. 219–26. 

Requiem for a Dream. Directed by Darren Aronofsky, Artisan Entertainment, 2000. 

  


	Mejo 2026-06032026 181
	Mejo 2026-06032026 182
	Mejo 2026-06032026 183
	Mejo 2026-06032026 184
	Mejo 2026-06032026 185
	Mejo 2026-06032026 186
	Mejo 2026-06032026 187
	Mejo 2026-06032026 188
	Mejo 2026-06032026 189
	Mejo 2026-06032026 190
	Mejo 2026-06032026 191
	Mejo 2026-06032026 192



