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Abstract 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The costuming of actors plays a significant role in how their characters and their actions are understood by audiences. Geczy and Karaminas’ who examined the way identity is constructed through style and fashion argue ‘narrative expectations’ are ‘inscribed’ what is worn (2017: 6). This article examines how male transgression are encoded in fictional royal television via costuming. Costumes for royal characters sit at the intersection between dramatic convention and popular expectations of royal behaviour. Little work has been done to date to examine how costume works in this space, even less on fictional male royal costuming. This article demonstrates, via a discussion of the four kings of the television drama The Royals (2015-2018), how costuming both engages in narrative expectations and reveals transgressions. 
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Introduction 
This article critically examines a fictional television account of the British royal family, The Royals (2015-2018), with a focus on how costuming acts as a narrative device to inform masculine transgressions. The Royals is an American television series which premiered on E! Television in 2015. It was created, written, directed and produced by March Schwahn who is credited with the teen drama One Tree Hill (2003-2012). Schwahn has not produced any further series since being accused of sexual harassment in 2018. The series was loosely based on Falling for Hamlet, a 2011 novel by Michelle Ray. The series focuses on the lives of King Simon (Vincent Regan), Queen Helena (Elizabeth Hurley) and their three adult children, Prince Robert (Max Brown), the heir to the throne, and second son Prince Liam (William Moseley) and his twin sister Princess Eleanor (Alexandra Park). Prince Cyrus (Jake Maskall) is the brother to King Simon. The article focuses on how the costuming King Simon, Prince/King Cyrus, Prince Robert and Prince Liam, informs their transgressions. 
As a fictional account of the modern British Royal family, loosely informed by the Shakespeare play Hamlet, the focus on transgressions is apt. Transgressions, for Poulos (2010:67-68) are acts of ‘passing beyond the bounds of legality or right ... a violation of law [or] duty … disobedience, trespass, sin’. Popular culture often frames royal transgressions using tropes such as deviancy and madness to posit royalty as unfit for duty. Transgressive tropes such as these are evident in the recent film Spencer. This 2021 psychological drama is a dark portrayal focusing on Princess Diana’s life in 1991 as she considers divorcing Prince Charles. Transgressive royal tropes are found in The Madness of King George (1994), Mrs Brown (1997), Elizabeth (1998), To Kill a King (2003), Wallis and Edward (2005) and The Queen (2006). Similarly, the Netflix series The Crown (2016-) provides fictionalised accounts of modern royal transgressions using tropes to posit breaches of social norms. In this article, the interest is in how costuming (as much as tropes) can inform narratives of royal transgressions. In the case of this analysis of The Royals each of the four prince/king characters examined display transgressions ranging from sedition, infidelity and betrayal and they experience aspects of madness; be it melancholy, anxiety, hallucinations or paranoia – also considered transgressions as royal figures hold significant symbolic power. As Otnes and Maclaran (2015: xiii) argue the ‘British Royal family exerts a great deal of economic and cultural significance’. 
By focusing on masculine costuming in popular television, and specifically fictionalized ‘royal television’ – that is, fictional accounts of real or imaged members of royal households, in historical or contemporary settings, which provide an ‘insider’ view of the daily lives and tribulations of royalty – the aim is to add to recent studies of masculinities in popular culture via the frames of costume and fashion. This articles aims to add to the research conducted by Geczy and Karaminas in Fashion and Masculinities in Popular Culture (2017) In this text, masculinities are examined to understand ‘the extent to which personal identity is caught up with clothing, styling, and the narrative expectations inscribed within them’ (Geczy and Karaminas 2017: 6). The authors argue that ‘the male icon has become a compelling way of understanding the way in which men assert, frame, and understand themselves in contemporary society’ (2017: 2). Representations, for example of James Bond, arguably establish, maintain and codify normative understandings of what masculinity is in modern society. That said, as Linder (2014: viii) reminds us James Bond is also a ‘slippery cultural icon’. In part this is because James Bond ‘embodies a sartorial impeccability both rooted in English historical tradition and simultaneously located in a specific med-century context’ (Germana 2020:19). But James Bond is also a ‘straightforward celebration of masculine heroism’ dressed as a ‘fashion statement’, which operates as a ‘dress code’. Dress code, in this meaning, refers to what Roland Barthes ([1967] 2010) describes as ways to examine the social structures behind fashion. 
In order to examine to what extent masculine costuming frames the transgressions of the four-male prince/kings in The Royals (King Simon, Prince/King Cyrus, Prince Robert and Prince Liam), the authors examined costume design, identifying colour, pattern and texture of each character’s costumes in the context of plot and location. Character costume was particularly examined when in scenes on their own, as this often provided a context for their transgressive actions or thoughts to be seen or heard by audiences (much like devices used in Hamlet). When characters were in the same scene, costuming juxtapositioning was also noted. Further, costuming choices in scenes of high drama, emotion, anger, fear and anxiety were also considered. Similarly, costume choices in scenes of ‘everyday’ life’ were contrasted with scenes showing formal royal or public events. The aim in this research design was to understand how costuming added meaning to the characters actions or inactions, and how this narratively informed readings about their morals, judgement or behaviour, which were more than often transgressive. The aim of this study was to understand how costuming augmented the show’s dialogue and narrative arcs, but it also aimed to examine how costuming provides its own semiotic value and voice. 
While no particular focus was made on the actuality of each of the four prince/kings examined for this article it was evident that some of the characters were heavily referencing members of the current royal family: Prince Charles, Prince Andrew, Prince William and Prince Harry. Arguably however audiences could consider that King Simon or Prince Robert may be a loose representation of Prince Charles, that Prince/King Cyrus may be a loose representation of Prince Andrew or Prince Harry, and that Prince Robert might also be a loose representation of Prince William and that Prince Liam could even be a loose representation of Prince Harry. This became evident in some scenes more than others, and was evident in costuming in some instances more than others. The authors were mindful of how costuming of fictional television characters can infer preferred meanings about actual people, and how audiences may negotiate these meanings. Lastly, it was considered that given The Royals is a set in the present-day, comparisons with the current royal family were likely inevitable by audiences, and this may have indeed been the aim of the producers. 
The meanings of dress and costume
How we dress and what we dress in is a political activity. Our clothing can be a political instrument, particularly for those in positions of power or holding symbolic power, in the case of royalty (Mansel 2005: xiv). As Roland Barthes puts it, our clothes have meaning (Barthes, 1967[1983]). Embedded in the garments we wear are ‘signifiers of structural variables’ such as status, power, class, gender, race and sexuality (Ruggerone 2017: 574). What we wear ‘performs a major role in the social construction of identity’ (Crane 2000:1). We know from Woodward’s 2007 research that how we dress constructs a ‘biography of self’ (Woodward 2007: 62-64). For Crane (2000:2) clothing can be viewed as ‘a vast reservoir of meanings that can be manipulated or reconstructed so as to enhance a person’s sense of agency. According to Veblen the conspicuous consumption of fashion can function to display one’s socio-economic status (Veblen 1899[1924]). In this way, clothing then is one of the ‘most visible forms of consumption’ (Crane 2000: 1). Not only does the expense of clothing posit conspicuous consumption, but so too does the quantity of consumption (Lurie 1981). 
Historically having access to a wardrobe of clothes was something fashioned for the upper class, including the nobility. This existed until clothing was democratized in the 19th century as a result of technology and changing social structures. Yet according to Bourdieu (1984) having access to a range of expensive fashion was not in itself a factor, rather the consumption of cultural goods (such as fashion) required cultural taste and knowledge not considered available to those of the middle or working class. For lower classes, a culture of necessity characterized their clothing, meaning clothing was utilitarian rather than stylish or pleasing. In this historical and cultural space, it is clear to see how clothing can define status and also relationships (Forty 1989: 79). Similarly, it is clear to see how clothing has a long history of being used as a form of social control, as dress codes or uniforms, notably in the workplace (Crane 2000:5). Uniforms especially also embody order and discipline. Uniforms (regal, military, police and religious, for example) posit the wearer as the holder of authority; the more embellished the uniform or dress, the likely higher the authority (Attfield 2000:83-84; Crane 2000:2). For the wearer of authoritative clothing their ‘… personal identity is caught up with clothing, styling, and the narrative expectations inscribed within them’ (Geczy and Karaminas 2017: 6). In this discussion, the narrative expectations inscribed in masculine royal costuming is of interest.
Roland Barthes (1967[1983]: 5) considered that for any article of clothing there existed three distinct structures that could be analysed: the technological structure or the actual article of clothing itself; the iconic structure or the pictorial depiction of the article of clothing; and the verbal structure or the description of the article of clothing in words. According to Owyong (2009: 194) from this Barthian position a study of clothing can reveal insights into human relationships, human behaviour, and human power relations. An analysis of clothing in this modality is then meaningful in communicating aspects of culture. Or as Owyong argues there is ‘rich meaning-making potential present in clothing semiotics’ (2009: 194). Clothing semiotics of course are not new to costume scholars. Barbara and Cletus Anderson’s informative text Costume Design (1984) demonstrates how costume carries meaning. 
Costume designers, argue Anderson and Anderson (1984: 29) must understand that the costume of the actor will ‘reveal’ the character and make the character ‘meaningful to an audience’. In historical dramas costumes act to specify particular time periods. Costumes more so inform audiences about a character’s social status, gender, age, occupation, geographical location, and the like. In both historical and contemporary representations, the personality, attitude, morals and general nature of the character are indicated in costuming: ‘…anything the actor wears is a costume that will communicate information to the audience’ (Anderson and Anderson 1984: 30). Hence how actors are costumed communicates and informs the character, plays a role in how their actions are interpreted, and gives rise to preferred meanings about their actions and intentions. Costuming provides a number of things: symbolic characterisations (costuming to denote power, for example), decorative costume (extensions of the scene by costuming the secondary actors in context of the primary actor), and secondary costume (the secondary actor costumed less than the primary actor) (Anderson & Anderson 1984: 41). Understood in this way costumes provide preferred and subjective meanings about the character and their actions/inactions. As explained:  
The designer might decide an actor playing a conservative part should wear a dark blue suit and lighter blue shirt; the addition of a read paisley tie and handkerchief can indicate that he secretly wishes to break out of this boring mold that confines him (Anderson and Anderson 1984: 41). 
The colour of a costume, as noted above, plays a significant role in narrating characters. It may be for the character to stand out, in the case of loud colours, layered with multiple prints or the use of soft, calm, bland colours that more likely ensure the character blends into the background. In term of preferred meanings, the first posits the characters loudness, larger-than-life, bold approach, the latter posits they are withdrawn, secondary or perhaps melancholy. Colour tends to generate subjective responses for audiences. For example, the use of red tends to reflect power and passion. Yellow posits youthfulness whereas blue may suggest coldness, passivity, and introversion. Violet or purple posit royalty but also menace, chaos and terror as well as piety and solitude. The use of bold bright colours such as these are particularly used for Prince Cyrus but colour can be read to inform each of the characters at various points. 
Similarly the use of detailed fabrics, embellishments, and extra accessories (consider items ranging from extra piping on suit, edging that accents a collar), complex textures, patterns, bold or clashing colours, the use of lace or silk, ornaments including shoes, canes, hats, handkerchiefs and lavish hairstyles, will highlight characteristics whereas the lack of adornments, and instead the use of simple, everyday accessories (a simple watch and wedding ring, for example) may posit a less intense set of characteristic or a more conservative nature. The latter is evident in reading King Simon. In each of these instances, Anderson and Anderson (1984: 83) argue that every element of a costume needs to be selected if the aim is to build a ‘psychologically right’ look for the character , which helps create a physical look that enhances ‘audiences understandings’ of the character and their transgressions. Here costuming is considered to add to the symbolic nature of the character but also adds a sense of realism. Costuming, if seeking realism, must dress characters in realistic fashion of the period. Done well costuming can ‘enrich both the language and content of the script’ (Anderson and Anderson 1984: 93)
The ‘Royals’ on screen 
Depictions of royalty have been a staple of the entertainment industry since Ancient Greece.  The majority of royal dramas based on British royalty have tended to be historical and polemical in nature. The plays of William Shakespeare often depicted historical monarchs through the lenses of the political situation of the day. Eight of Shakespeare’s plays featured Plantagenet kings, many of whom are depicted as wresting with ‘internal conflicts and passions’ that affect their ability to rule (Otnes and Maclaran 2015: 133). The popularity of the plays, then, and the film adaptions now, posit how the playwright fuses ‘emotional realism’ and ‘juxtaposes’ it with the ‘mystique of the monarchy’ (2015: 139).
In a range of films that have focused on the British royal family (past and present) including Henry V (1989), Elizabeth (1998), The Queen (2006), The Kings Speech (2010), and Diana (2013) several common stereotypes are evident. Each royal variously: puts the welfare of the nation above their own personal desires; they are often lonely and suffering; and their ‘sacrifice’ is narrated as what separates ‘us’ from ‘them’ (Otnes and Maclaran 2015: 142). As costume dramas they remain popular but few are historically accurate. Most maintain the Shakespearian tradition of ‘depicting archetypal human struggles’ against the backdrop of ‘pomp and pageantry’ (Otnes and Maclaran 2015: 143). This is the case, with The Royals. 
The Royals (2015-2018)
The Royals, as noted was launched on E! In 2015. The E! Network is a US pay television channel owned by NBC Comcast. The channel was launched in 1987 and has over 92 million US subscribers. Its slogan is ‘Pop of Culture’. The series was filmed in London and was reviewed by Variety as ‘organically suited to the same unabashedly trashy niche’ as the channels most popular production Keeping Up with the Kardashians. Yet, Variety conceded it was likely to become a ‘guilty pleasure’ (Lowry 2015). 
The eponymous hero is Prince Liam, the second son of King Simon of the United Kingdom. After the death of his elder brother, Prince Robert, Prince Liam is abruptly thrust into the role of heir-apparent. Soon after King Simon is murdered, and Prince Liam finds himself in a battle with his uncle, the flamboyant and conniving Prince Cyrus, to claim the throne. Prince Cyrus ultimately prevails and becomes King, only to be dethroned again by the return of Prince Robert, who it turns out had survived the crash of his air force jet on a desert island.  Throughout the series King Simon’s ghost returns again and again to converse with Prince Liam, Prince Cyrus and Prince Robert; again, drawing on the key device evident in Hamlet. 
Each of four prince/kings – Simon, Liam, Robert and Cyrus – engage in transgressions (plots to overthrow the King, for example) and experience aspects of madness; be it melancholy, anxiety, hallucinations or paranoia. Like the original Hamlet, transgressions occur, sometimes for noble reasons, such as Hamlet/Liam’s apparent distrust of his family, paranoia, self-doubt and uncertainty about who to trust. In order to expose his Uncle Cyrus’s apparent treachery Liam creates a ‘play within a play’ (Woods, 2016). This narrative device also reflects the original Shakespeare text in which murder, madness and betrayal are played out in the original play and in the ‘play within the play’. 
The production of The Royals also plays on the idea of there being a ‘back-stage’ – the drama and narrative that occurs when the characters are in domestic or home settings and the ‘front-stage’ – the drama and narrative that occurs when the characters are in public settings. For The Royals the ‘play within a play’ is also the duality of each characters ‘back-stage’ or ‘front-stage’ persona. There is also the duality of Liam’s relationship with his uncle Prince/King Cyrus, at times appearing to be his enemy and at other times appearing to be part of his duplicity; and acting this out in front of the family. This leaves members of his family concerned about Liam’s mental stability, allowing the idea of real or feigned madness to be played out.
Reading The Royals
King Simon: The murdered melancholy king 
King Simon initially represents the quintessential monarch whose life is lived in service to the nation. In private confines he dresses in a mix of casual cord trousers and shirts, featuring lightly checked shirts, cardigans and light wool jumpers, and lounge suits in soft greys and light browns. It is the appearance of a middle-class man, at home after a day in the city office. In the first episode King Simon is portrayed as worried father waiting for his daughter, Princess Eleanor, to arrive home having been out all night. He appears more as an anxious middle-class father rather than the King of England. In contrast, in his first appearance in public King Simon wears official military uniform, a close replica of the type of uniform worn by Prince Charles and Prince Philip. The shows lead costumer designer Rachel Walsh (cited in Mitchell 2015) revealed that the King Simon’s regalia was a collaboration of a number of different Prince Charles’s official military uniforms made by Prince Charles designers Charles Stewart, Hilditch and Key, and William Hunt. By using such similar designs, this may signal to audience a preferred meaning and denotes how King Simon is to be read; as that of Prince Charles now as King. 
In contrast to King Simon’s public military uniform, the sedate and modest wardrobe worn by King Simon in private acts narratively to reflect his mood which is one of melancholy. In the privacy of home – using the device of home as a ‘back-stage’ in which things can be revealed to the audience – King Simon is grieving his eldest son, and future king, Prince Robert, who has been killed in an accident while serving in the military (a profession associated with most of the current men of the British royal family). His grief gives ways to melancholy. He struggles to reconcile his dual role, that of being a father to his children and being a father to the nation. Again, this device draws on the duality embedded in Shakespeare’s Hamlet. King Simon comes to see these dual roles as increasingly incompatible. He questions the sacrifice required by his family, including the sacrifice made by Prince Robert and now needing to be made by his younger son, Prince Liam, in preparation to become King. Here sacrifice is again noted as a common troupe in royal film and television productions. King Simon questions at what price his adult children will pay for not being able to choose ‘love’, instead they are required to choose the nation: again, drawing on the theme of the monarchy’s self-sacrifice to nation. King Simon concludes that the sacrifice is too great and calls for the abolition of the monarchy, sacrificing his own power and status to protect his family. King Simon’s back-stage appearance is that of a dishevelled and emotionally broken middle-aged man. While appearing to be decisive in his decision to abolish the monarchy, he is wracked with emotion and as the narrative continues his appearance becomes more unkempt. Costuming is a device used to inform his emotional pain.  
As Geczy and Karaminas (2017: 6) argue masculine characters in popular culture are often ‘perpetually mobile and permeable’. In this case of King Simon this is also the case although his character functions with the realms of being introspective, brooding, and being a loner. He is also is many ways a reactionary however his costume reflects the more sombre and emotive aspects of being a loner. While his decision to abolish the monarch appears to be a decisive one, he does have inner doubts with his resolve only strengthened when he faces opposition from his brother, Prince/King Cyrus and his wife, Queen Helena (both oppose the idea because they will lose their status and privilege). As his resolve strengthens so too does his character appear stronger, and this is reflected in his costuming, with dark business suits replacing the casual check shirts and corduroy trousers. His melancholy remains however and manifests in him leaving the palace at night to walk alone in the streets of London. He adopts the attire of the ‘ordinary’ man when he goes on night walks about London, a melancholic man shuffling about London, wearing a black overcoat and cap that would not be astray on a working-class man. While he is walking in the streets of London, his hunched posture and costuming of a thick unstylish jacket and wool cap imply he is isolated from his country. It is on one of these walks that King Simon is murdered by an unknown assailant, again drawing the audience to a Hamlet reading of The Royals. 
Prince Liam: The almost mad, playboy prince
With the death of Prince Robert and the murder of King Simon, Prince Liam becomes King presumptive. As the second son, Prince Liam was not destined to become King and he finds himself overwhelmed at the prospect. As a university student, he is portrayed as a metrosexual playboy. As the playboy, he is the ‘epitome of [being] self-interested and self-assured’ (Geczy and Karaminas 2017: 6). As a metrosexual he reflects ‘urbanized glamour’ (Geczy and Karaminas 2017: 7). Prince Liam is positioned in a binary with Prince Robert. As the military pilot, muscular, with chiselled jaw, Prince Robert is the ‘uber-masculine’ man popularized in contemporary advertisements. He is the ‘ideal masculinity was represented as synonymous with nature, wild and untamed’ (Geczy and Karaminas 2017: 4). 
Initially dressed in the ‘uniform’ of a university student, jeans and T-shirt, Prince Liam is framed as care-free and without responsibility. As the plot develops and he is pushed towards the throne he adopts a softer look of tan pants, pastel jumpers, leather patches on the elbows of modern cut jackets, wearing sports watches and loafers. Early costuming of Prince Liam is the casual look designed by London-based Gieves and Hawkes, who design for Prince William and Prince Harry (Mitchell 2015). With his elevation to King presumptive, following his father’s death, his costuming becomes more business-like, often wearing a black business suit, tie and white shirt. According to Rachel Walsh, the show’s lead costume designer: ‘He starts off being a more rebellious character, and as he has to take on more responsibility, we subtly made him more classic, put him in more suits’ (cited in Mitchell 2015). The wearing of black suits harks back to the original text in which Hamlet wore black to not only mourn his father but remind others of his father’s murder (especially his mother). Initially Prince Liam is not costumed in anything specifically regal, denoting to audiences that Prince Liam is struggling to take on the role of King. His hesitancy in becoming King leaves him vulnerable to a political coup, which in the Hamlet tradition, is undertaken initially by his father’s brother, Prince Cyrus. 
King Cyrus: The peacock 
Costumed in paisley, stripes and rich textures from established British designers like Ted Baker and Paul Smith, Rachel Walsh considers this look is ‘rakish dandy, very intelligent and weasel-like' (Mitchell 2015). Representations of Prince Cyrus, King Simon’s younger brother, is more of a playboy peacock dandy, which is juxtaposed against the uber metrosexual playboy prince that is Prince Liam, and his conservative middle-aged brother. Prince Cyrus is bisexual and moves comfortably in the circles of the aristocratic political and social elite. Yet his years of being jealous of King Simon because he himself coveted the throne, have left Prince Cyrus virulent and increasingly hostile to King Simon. With Prince Liam’s inability to grasp his role as King presumptive, a power vacuum emerges and Prince Cyrus moves to usurp Prince Liam and take his position as King. In manipulating events Prince Cyrus becomes King. There are significant similarities between Prince Liam and Prince/King Cyrus. Both are brothers to the King and unlikely to be King themselves. While Prince Liam is initially glad he will not become king and will be able to maintain the lavish, celebrity lifestyle of a senior royal (probably not unlike Prince Harry or Prince Andrew), for Prince/King Cyrus becoming king is something he has coveted. Both positions impact on their behaviour and attitudes, and this is reflected in how they are costumed. Prince Liam’s costuming shows his reluctance to become King. Yet Prince/King Cyrus’s self-assuredness is evident in his costume; as also is his contempt for the public. Here the device of ‘back-stage’ is again used. In the back-stage or private realm of the royals we see the ‘real’ Cyrus. 
It is watching the public amass outside of the palace on news of the death of Prince Robert, that audiences are first introduced to Prince Cyrus. He looks out the window and declares to Princess Eleanor: “God how I loathe those people. Draped in their football jerseys and false sentiments. One can practically smell them from here.” Prince Cyrus is dressed in black for mourning, but the outfit is embellished in a way that sets him apart and above the ordinary. His waist coat is checked black and white and he wears a white kerchief in his pocket. His costume is highly stylized and adorned. It is evident in the initial scene that Prince Cyrus is a dandy. Vain as well as jealous, Prince Cyrus’s playboy look reflects that of the dandies, often incorporating a Victorian or Edwardian silhouette, often slim rather than muscular in appearance. This is the similar silhouette to Prince Liam and both sit in contrast to the more muscular physique of Prince Robert. Whereas Prince Liam is framed as heterosexual, Prince Cyrus is bi-sexual, his costumes nodding to the dandy traditions of the past, his wardrobe often included references to the nineteenth-century apex of the British Empire, such as his burgundy velvet smoking jacket or his tweed shooting jacket complete with an impeccably folded cravat. His flexible sexuality and vanity are intertwined into the plot which sees him develop cancer and become impotent. These narrative arcs heightening his rage, transgressions and madness. Costuming also acts here to give depth the emotion felt by the character to whom sexuality and power are joined. In an interview about the costuming of The Royals, the Executive Producer Mark Schwahn said of the role of costuming in character arcs:  
As character motivations and temperament changes, we do adjust the fashion. Cyrus was dealing with cancer, and we started putting him in darker colours, because he was a little more depressed and a little more sad, and he wasn’t as peacocky and as flamboyant. I said, “Well, he probably wouldn’t be feeling like he wanted to be so flamboyant because internally he wasn’t” (Marfil 2016) 
While Prince/King Cyrus maintain his dandyism, as noted, his costuming does shift. As he spirals into illness his costuming becomes much darker in tone but also much more garish. His moods often are reflected in his clothes. Yet it is more than vanity. In a period of doubt, he has sex with this body double, a man of course reflecting his own image. It is in these narratives, and the associated uses of costume, colour, layering and adornment that his tyrannical character is revealed. Further confirming this is how his costuming appears to counter the more traditional idea of what every-day royal clothing might be (compared for example of the costuming of King Simon) and compared to the emerging costuming of Prince Liam. Prince Cyrus flouts the established conventions of masculine royal fashion. While Prince Liam does this in a much more parred back way, reflecting the modern interpretation of the dandy, uber playboy, Prince Cyrus’s increasing extreme dandy costuming posits his transgressions in stealing the throne from Prince Liam. What remains similar however is that both the dandy and the metrosexual are usually portrayed as ‘highly eroticised figures’ (Geczy and Karaminas 2017: 8) each ‘ …  embody alternatives to the common ways of living and acting … [and each] have an appetite for what is deemed perverse but which is also secretly desired’ (Geczy and Karaminas 2017: 8).
While juxtapostioning is a regular device used to frame Prince/King Cyrus he is framed in such a way that posits his character is referencing the Prince Andrew, the Duke of York. His character has two daughters Princesses Maribel (Hatty Preston) and Penelope (Lydia Rose Bewley) who may be read as Princesses Beatrice and Eugenie. For Walsh: ‘The duo is the epitome of upper-crust peacockery, but, to get the full effect, Walsh took it to comic extremes, piling on statement piece after statement piece from the likes of Lulu Guinness and milliner Philip Treacy’. Alternatively in wearing of Charles Tyrwhitt jackets, Eton shirts and vintage scarves, Prince Cyrus is costumed similarly to that of James Middleton; Kate Middleton’s brother (Mitchell 2015). 
Prince Robert: The mad king
For the first two seasons of The Royals, Prince Robert is believed to be dead. It was initially thought he was killed in a military operation however doubts emerge that he may have committed suicide. A Robinson Crusoe character, tall, emaciated but evidently once muscular, with a beard and tatty military uniform is revealed to be living on an island. Rescued, he initially attempts to hide his identity, having scrapped the initials ‘HRH’ off his helmet. When he returns to England, he sets about claiming the throne. It becomes evident that Prince Robert is seeking the throne for reasons not so noble as first thought. Reflecting a distrust of his motives, his costuming is inconsistent and erratic, at times in military uniform, at other times in a business suit, at other times in very casual wear. But this is a costuming device which also posits his chameleon nature. His erratic costuming assists the narrative of a manipulator of people and events, hence costuming allows him to be ‘all things’ to different people. While he retains his hyper-uber masculinity, his costume evokes a villainy feel, likely designed to cause unease and suspicion of his plans and motives. 
The chameleon uses of clothing to denote a character’s dubious morals and villainy is evident in two examples. When addressing a crowd of protestors in London, Prince Robert appears in a Barbour jacket. Apart from the Britishness and expense of a Barbour jacket, Barbour jackets also have a cultural link as items worn by motorcyclists (Steve McQueen advertised Barbour jackets), shooting and fishing enthusiasts and by British rugby players since the 1930s. More recently Barbour jackets are commonly worn by music and acting celebrities, giving them a cultural accessibility (Barbour 2022, online). By dressing Prince Robert in a Barbour jacket – particularly in the context of addressing protestors – the suggestion may be of Prince Robert’s ‘Britishness’ but also may be an attempt to posit his commonness with the British people, which of course he does not share. Conversely, when attempting to establish his position as a leader of the aristocracy, audiences see Prince Robert costumed in the full attire of an evening suit, complete with white-tie. Here he is rid of any other connotation other than as an elite member of the upper classes. Thus, via the costuming of Prince Robert, different version of him are presented to audiences informing his duplicity and positioning him as the villain in his efforts to disband parliament and become an absolute monarch, the pinnacle of the madness of a king.
Discussion
Cinematic and media representations of the British royal family are not new. At the end of the 20th century the British royal family were considered to be the ‘best known family of the world’, with no other family able to make such claims to celebrity (Billig 1998:4). The Windsor family are constantly in the news, are splashed across the tabloid media, themselves appear in documentaries, and at times are interviewed. The lives of its members are made into bio-pics and there have been ongoing fictional accounts of Queen Elizabeth’s life since her coronation in 1952. Countless books have been written about a family that has no political or military power and at best serves as an exemplar family for a middle-class nation, providing stability and continuity. It is interesting to ponder how the British Royal family have survived when most monarchies of the world have ceased to hold any currency. For Philip Mansell (2005: xiv) like most other royal families, the Windsor’s rely on ‘emotion’ and the ‘right dress’ to underpin their ongoing relationship with the British public. The ‘emotion’ of the British monarchy likely draws on the heartstrings of the British when asked about the value of the monarchy to nationhood. Having the ‘right dress’ posits the monarchy social and celebrity status. 
Yet, it is reasonable to posit that the British public tolerate members of the British royal family as long as they behaviour appropriately. The public condemnation of Prince Andrew and his response to the Jeffery Epstein Affair is a case in point. One of reasons for the public’s support for the British royal family is that of the unwritten and unspoken social contract between the Windsor’s and the British public. In order to maintain their position in British society, the Windsor’s are tolerated as long as they behave as the exemplary middle-class family, providing regular wedding and births which allow the nation to continue to imagine its post-war prosperity and aspirations. In this space, public transgressions are not tolerated. As long as the Windsor’s uphold this social contract, and behave, speak and dress appropriately, they will be tolerated. In their public duties they will act as royals do. If they behave they are allowed to maintain their lifestyle. If they do not, there is a backlash. This may explain the correlation between declines in public support for the British royal family with acts of inappropriate behaviour by members of the royal family. This can often centre on clothing choices, for example, there was widespread condemnation of Prince Harry’s ill-judged wearing of a Nazi costume to a fancy-dress party in 2005, particularly as it was reminiscent of Edward VIII’s scandalous connection with high-level Nazis in the years preceding World War Two.
The Royals plays upon this relationship with the public, leveraging audience expectations with the actual British royal family to drive its character dynamics. Costume is used to juxtaposition the four male royals and their competing agendas. Each character in turn subverts audience expectations of appropriate royal behaviour, their costumes becoming a device through which audience can decode these meanings. Prince/King Cyrus struggles to maintain popular support as King, with his dandified clothing setting him apart from his subjects. For example, he wears a purple suit to be interviewed on a popular evening television show, breaking the established tradition of sombre, dark colours expected of royal male dress. Prince/King Robert, on the other hand, deftly changes his costume between public and private spheres, understanding how his image is interpreted by his audience.  
As a cultural commodity the evolution of the British royal family from one wrapped in mystique, drawing on traditions mythologized from ambiguous pasts, with lineage carefully reframed to suit contemporary post-war British sensibilities, to one of celebrities on front pages of tabloids and fictionalized in film and television as mad, inept, or disengaged is unsurprising. For Burstein (2014:162) citing Kara McKechnie (2001:109) fictional portrays of royals today is more about ‘revealing’ their lives rather than ‘mythologising’ their heritage, traditions or roles. More so, modern fictional representations focus on their private lives rather than their ‘symbolic cultural functions’ (McKechnie 2001:109). Today, for McKechnie (2001:221), fictional portrayals of the British royal family are more like a ‘kind of royal soap opera’, presenting versions of the modern British royal family as glamourous celebrities, lacking the virtues and qualities of duty to nation often propagandized in early public representations of British royalty (Richards 2007; Burstein 2014). 
In some ways, it was the British royal families own openness to use the media to frame their lives as ‘ordinary’ that provided film and television auteurs with the frameworks within which they would produce the ‘revealing’ fictional accounts of the British royal family evident in productions such as The Crown (2016- ) and The Royals. As Merck (Merck 2013: 150) argues, since World War Two the British royal family has consciously engaged in publicity focused on the ‘ordinary interests of romance, marriage, children and the home - the basic materials of the melodrama - and done so with considerable political success’. This has been done by balancing public relations which show members of the Royal family performing social duties, positing their selfless service to the nation. But while desiring to represent themselves as ‘ordinary’ and serving the nation, without power, or real purpose, the melodrama of their lives is all the remains to be narrated. Even Prince Charles acknowledges this. When asked about the ‘function of the monarchy’ he is reported to have said ‘“I think we are a soap-opera”’ (Paxman 2006:10).  
The storyline of The Royals is unabashedly a soap-opera, their royal family, the Henstridges, are portrayed as an over-privileged family obsessed by their image and power. Fashion/costuming plays a significant role. As Costume designer Rachel Walsh states: ‘We sort of open up the doors to the backstage, so people can see what possibly really goes on’  (cited in Mitchell 2015). 
One of the unique approaches of this research is that it critically examines masculine royal fashion and its discursive meanings in popular culture, considered an under-represented area of research when compared to academic discussions of the nature and meaning of female royal fashion. This may be because men’s fashion is arguably subtler than women’s but this doesn’t mean men’s clothes are not embedded with cultural meanings that can be utilized by costume designers to fashion characters.
For the last 70 years, since the coronation of Elizabeth II, audiences have been watching fictional and non-fictional accounts of the British Royal family. Likely from this we form opinions about them, their roles and their characters. We see them in public, engaging in rituals and performing. We may think about what they are like in private. Increasingly we are seeking representations that ‘reveal’ rather than ‘mythologize’ them and their traditions and privilege. In this article, we have sought to consider how audiences engage with fictional accounts of the British Royal family that may disrupt what they think they know about the Windsor family.  
As a result of increased media coverage of the British royals in the post-war period – and the British royals seeking out favourable media coverage – the traditional mystique of the British royals has slowly stripped away, and has been replaced with little more than celebrity. This appears to bring some transparency to their roles and lives which feeds public desire for even more access to information about them and how they live. The ‘centring of the monarchy in the public consciousness through mediation of the popular press’ means that the British royal family are increasingly open to scrutiny (Melman 2006:228). The idea of Royal ‘service’ has become a function propagated by the popular media: sustained with publicity from the Royal palace. From the idea of doing ‘public’ good, advanced by King George V, through to the public work of the current generation of the House of Windsor, the private lives of Royals ideally should refuge from criticism. Yet in productions such as The Royals and the not so subtle nods to current British royals, transgressions and madness are portrayed using Hamletian devices to allow representational glimpses in what may be their private lives. Informing their aspirations, in the case of The Royals, how they are costumed adds a narrative richness to the characters and their struggles and motivations. From the conservative, middle-aged melancholy King Simon, to his uber-playboy son Prince Liam, to his mad and villainous son Prince/King Robert to the dandy Prince Cyrus, corrupt and envious, costuming informs an audience reading that indeed posit The Royals is a indeed a ‘guilty pleasure’ (Lowry 2015).
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