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ABSTRACT

Searching for Shakuntala:
Sanskrit Drama and Theatrical Modernity in Europe and India,-PréSent

Amanda Culp

Sincethe end of the eighteenth century, the Sanskrit drama knoBhalsuntala

(AbhijH na'akuntalg by Kalidasahas held a place of prominence as a classic of world literature.
First translated int&nglishby Sir William Jones in 1789 theintervening centuries
Shakuntalehasbeean extolled and memorialized liye likes of Johann Wolfgangn Goethe,
Friedrich and August Wilhelm Schlegdheophile Gautier, and Rabindranath Tag®reugh

often included in anthologies of world literature, lewsr, the history of the play in performance
during this same period of time has gone both undocumented and undtudie@ndeavor to

fill this significantvoid in scholarshipOSearching for Shakuntala@hesfirst comprehensive

study of theperformaie history of KalidasaOs Abhijigsakuntalain Europe and Indidt argues
thatShakuntalahas been a critical interlocutor for the emergence of modern theater practice,
having been regularly featured bath European and Indian stages throughout theeen#t

and twentieth centuriedoreover, it asserts thad appreciate the contributions that the play has
made to modern theater history requires thinking through and against the biases and expectations
of cultural authenticity that have burdened the phalgoth performance and receptiéterceived

as a portrait of a particular moment in ancient Indian his@makuntalezhas long been
encumbered by the obligation to portray eitheratihentic Other for an eager and curious
foreign audiace or the authentic Self for a native Indian audigackiming a national heritage.

Suchexpectationsthis project contendsyerlook the play@sng history in betweethe



diametric poles of East and Weshscuring the far moreomplicated, and moriateresting

facets of its lives onstage.

As a performance history, OSearching for ShakuntalaO endeavors to reconstruct historical
productions by assembling reviews, photographs, progisehdrawings, costume materials,
video recordings (when availabl@nd other theatrical ephemeRather than beginning from

the point of view of the textaeh chapter is framed around a central produaiahasks how

the cultural, historical, artistic, and political forces of the period in question can be discerned i
this particulamanifestation of KalidasaOs pl@hapter 1 begins with William Poel and the
Elizabethan Stage Societysbiginal practiceShakuntalgrom fin-de-siecle London; Chapter 2
heads across the channeP@ris andhe symbolist ThZ%otre dé Lfre of LugnZPoe and his
experimentation with Sanskrit drama; Chapter 3 considergfnesentation ddhakuntaleby a
group known as the Brahmana Sabha at IndiaOs First National Drama Festival in 1954; and
Chapter 4 begins with an adaptation cal¥thaya Shakuntalaor Shades of Shakuntaks a

way into thinking through the play on contemporary Indian stalgsen together, the
productions discussed in this dissertation make clear that the his®makdintalan

performance is more than judtcumendtion ofthe occasional production of an obscure work of
ancient dramatic literature. It is alsstady inthe hegemony of intercultural exchanties

interplay between theatrical performance and identity formationthenishterwoven formal
theatrical eperimentatiorthat took placghroughthe performance of an Indian text during a

period of theater historyaditionally dominated by the West.
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A NOTE ON SANSKRIT TRANSLITERATION, PRONUNCIATION, AND TRANSLATION

On Transliteration: My dissertation works with Sanskrit vocabulary, which is
conventionally transliterated into the Roman alphabet through a system of didactical
markers. However, in an effort not to alienate the reader who is unfamiliar with these
marks, I have chosen to apply them strategically, rather than comprehensively. Titles of
Sanskrit plays or other literary works, when not translated into English or abbreviated,
have been transliterated with diacritical marks, as have any Sanskrit vocabulary words
that I use. However, for proper names, of characters, authors, and places, I have chosen to
use the common romanization rather than diacritical marks; likewise with modern Indian
names. Hence the full title of the play about which I am writing is given as
Abhijiianasakuntala, while the abbreviated title and the character’s name are both shown
as Shakuntala. In my own writing I am consistent in how I transliterate each name.
However, when citing others, I defer to the transliteration as it is in the original text.

On Pronunciation:

Transliteration Romanization Pronunciation

a a “uh” as in upset

! a “ah” as in father

i i “ih” as in bit

" 1 “ee” as in see

u u “uh” as in foot

# u “00” as in true

r ri “ri” as in ribbon

$ ree “ree” as in tree

e e “a” as in fake

ai ai “eye” as in eye

0 0 “oh” as in show

au au “ow” as in how

% m a nasal “m” as in him
& h an aspirant “echo” vowel aha
k k “k” as in keep

kh kh “kh” as in chalk

g g “g” as in go

gh gh “gh” as in ghost

' n “n” as in think

c ch “ch" as in chocolate
chh chh “chh” as in charge
J j “y” as in joke

jh h “dge” as in wedge
il n “ny” as in canyon

( t “t” as in tree

(h th “th” as in thyme

) d “d” as in road

iX



Transliteration Romanization Pronunciation

dh dh no English equivalent™®

n n “n” as in bend

t t “t” as in time

th th no English equivalent™®

d d “d” as in dental

dh dh no English equivalent™®

n n “n” as in nice

p p “p” as in pop

ph ph “ph” as in appear

b b “b” as in balloon

bh bh no English equivalent™®

m m “m” as in magic

y y “y” as in yellow

r r “r” as in ribbon

1 1 “I” as in lemon

\% v/w “v” as in vertile or “w” as in
world

$ sh “sh" as in shake

S sh “sh" as in shut

] ] “s” as in some

h h “h” as in home

* those alphabetical sounds denoted as without a corresponding English equivalent all
belong to a category of sound in the Sanskrit alphabet designated as aspirated. While
some letters from the English alphabet can have an aspirated quality to them (such as the
“ch" sound in change,” others do not. It is important to note that in their transliterated
forms, aspirated sounds like t4 and ph can resemble the English sounds in words like
three and phone. This is not, however, how those sounds are pronounced in the Sanskrit
alphabet.

On Translation: this dissertation relies on many works in translation, and also
incorporates many translations of my own. For consistency, all translations that I did not
perform myself are clearly attributed to the proper source. All translates that I have
completed for this project are cited to the source in its original language.



INTRODUCTION:
SEARCHING FOR SHAKUNTALA

The first production of Kalidasa’s Abhiji! na"akuntala (henceforth Shakuntala) I ever saw was
staged by Magis Theater Company in the winter of 2010. Presented as Shakuntala and the Ring
of Recognition, the production was a multicultural, semi-contemporary, pseudo-classical
interpretation of Kalidasa’s famous play. The racially diverse cast wore a uniform costume of
peacock-blue salwar pants with tunics of beige linen cut to emulate the ubiquitous Indian kurta.
The performers, having been coached by a Bharata Natyam dancer, used hasta mudr! s, or hand
gestures, to enact elements of the scenes—a deer, a chariot, a fish. To transition from the pastoral
setting of Shakuntala’s forest !" rama to the world of the King’s palace the company threw on
sunglasses and feather boas, performing a disco line-dance intended to suggest decadent leisure.
The venue—LaMama ETC in lower Manhattan—Ient the production an air of gravitas, having
been the site of so many experimental milestones, of so much international theater in its long and
illustrious history. Reviewing the production for the New York Times, Rachel Saltz commended
its director, George Drance, on his “visually appealing use of elemental stagecraft,” as when four
performers work together to embody the King’s chariot; his “artful staging”; and the clarity with
which his production understood that “at its core Shakuntala is about enchantment.” Mostly,
however, Saltz congratulated Drance for bringing this well-known, but rarely mounted, play to a
New York audience, and for showing us “what an accessible, delightful work it can be onstage.”'
Despite not being particularly impressed with the production, I found myself preoccupied
with it. I had gone to see it in the first place precisely because of the novelty Saltz referenced in

her review. I had studied Shakuntala in college and loved the play from my first read, so to see it

! Rachel Satlz. “Love, Curses and Delusion, from an Epic.” The New York Times, February 16 2010.



performed at a major New York venue seemed like a coup. And yet the more I thought about
Magis’ interpretation of the play, and how uneven it felt to me even then, I couldn’t help but
regret the fact that for many members of the audience this would be their one and only encounter
with Kalidasa’s play. Why was it that, as Saltz pointed out, the play was so well known in the
West, but so under represented in Western theaters? What differentiated a classical play like
Shakuntala from its Greek counterparts, for example, which are regularly performed not only in
major cities like New York, but in regional and community theaters across the country and
around the world? I held onto these questions for many years and as I began my graduate studies
in Sanskrit literature and continued to learn about the play in its historical context, lingering in
the back of my mind was always the challenge of how to transfer Shakuntala, and the canon of
Sanskrit dramatic literature of which it is a part, to Western stages, to make its performance less
of a rare event, and more of a standard practice.

I began working on the history of Shakuntala in performance in earnest for the
completion of my master’s thesis at Columbia University. Hoping to find one or two other
occasions of the play’s performance in New York, I spent long hours at the Billy Rose Theater
Division of the New York Public Library, combing through their card catalogue for every
possible spelling and transliteration of Shakuntala. Not only did I discover the handful of
productions for which I had hoped—I discovered that Shakuntala had a rich and extensive
production history that extended back to the early decades of the twentieth century and well
beyond New York. Taken together, the record of productions I assembled from the NYPL was
still sparse when compared with a play like Antigone or Medea, yet was much more
comprehensive than I had expected. Working on this project, my research questions began to

shift. While it was clear that Shakuntala did not enjoy the same degree of popularity on Western



stages as enjoyed by its classical Greek counterparts, it was also evident that it had had much
more of a life in performance than had yet been accounted for or acknowledged in theater
historical scholarship. Who had directed these productions? Who financed them? What theatrical
aesthetics and methods of production did they employ? Suddenly my search for Shakuntala was
not guided by addressing an absence of production but by analyzing and essaying to understand
those productions that had taken place. Perhaps most importantly, I began to question why this
facet of the play’s history was so absent from our familiarity with it in the West, why Magis’
production felt so novel.

Having only explored the play’s production history in Europe and the United States, in
the summer of 2014 my search for Shakuntala went abroad for the first time, and [ made an
exploratory foray into the life of Sanskrit drama in cotemporary performance in India. I was,
perhaps naively, astonished at the wealth of archival material I found documenting productions
not only of Shakuntala, but the rest of the pre-modern Sanskrit dramatic canon as well: during
the course of my three-weeks working in three archives in New Delhi, I assembled a timeline of
one hundred and fifty different productions of Sanskrit plays produced between the years 1831
and 2014.> Despite briefly entertaining the idea of a dissertation about the life of this entire
canon on contemporary stages, I found myself time and again returning to Shakuntala. There is a
reason that Vinay Dharwadker characterizes the play “as one of the paradigmatic plays of world

drama, and as the most famous individual dramatic work in the history of theater outside

* Throughout this project, when I speak of pre-modern Sanskrit drama, the period to which I am referring ranges
from roughly the second to the tenth centuries of the common era. This is the period during which the plays
attributed to Kalidasa, Bhavabhuti, Shudraka, Vishakhadatta, Bhattanarayana, Harsha, Bhasa and Mahendravarman
were composed and performed. Though traditions of Sanskrit theater composition continued long after the tenth
century, the performance culture shifted significantly after this point, and many of the subsequent Sanskrit dramas
were not written with the intention of being staged. Thus, when I speak of the Sanskrit dramatic canon, I am
speaking of plays that were written to be performed.



Europe.”3

On account of having been the first text of this canon to be translated into a European
language, Shakuntala was a historical catalyst that both introduced Europe to Sanskrit literature,
and repositioned Sanskrit literature as a classical tradition for colonial India. It is therefore
unique not only to the canon of Sanskrit dramas, but to the very question of what constitutes
world drama. The history of Shakuntala in performance is about so much more than an obscure
work of dramatic literature making its way onto the contemporary stage: it is also a history of
intercultural exchange, identity formation, and theatrical innovation taking place across the
world through an Indian text, in a period of theater history that has been almost exclusively
dominated by the West.

Over the course of the past three years my search for Shakuntala has taken me across
India and Europe. I have scoured colonial newspapers in the Asiatic Society of Bombay, watched
laser-disc recordings of productions in the audio-visual department of the Sangeet Natak
Akademi in New Delhi, spent a week in residence at the Kalidasa Akademi in Ujjain for their
annual theater festival and mela, and visited the remote campus of Ninasam in Heggodu. I found
records of productions of the play in the British Library in London, the Bibliothéque Nationale
de France in Paris, the Theaterwissenschaftliche Sammlug in Cologne, and the private
collections of Jerzy Grotowski and Eugenio Barba, in Wroclaw and Holstebro, respectively.
Thus the title for my dissertation, “Searching for Shakuntala,” is meant to evoke the physical
labor involved in the project, my literal journey across the world looking for productions of
Kalidasa’s play. But there is also a symbolic register to this title: the central conflict of the

drama arises from a curse, through which Dushyanta, the King, forgets that he has ever met, let

alone married, Shakuntala. At the play’s climax they stand face to face, she pleading for

3 Vinay Dharwadker, “Preface” in Abhijnanashakuntalm: The Recognition of Shakuntala, edited by Vinay
Dharwadker (Gurgaon: Penguin Books, 2016), xi.



recognition, he unable to provide it. Though the field of theater studies suffers from no such
curse (of which | am aware), we are afflicted bynailar amnesia when it comes to this play.

We remember it for having inspired Goethe, and occasionally because it was the subject of
various essays by Rabindranath Tagore. It is also regularly featured in anthologies of world
literature and world drama. Biis history onstage has been overlooked, ignored, and for the
most part, forgotten. And so the title also suggests a more conceptual searching: for a piece of
theater history, of performance history, that has been lost, and that this dissertation hefges t

us remember.

*k%

At its heart, then, OSearching $érkuntalaO is a performance history of KalidasaOs
Abhijii! na"akuntala in Europe and India sindbe end of the eighteenth century.
Interdisciplinary and intercultural in scope, this dissertatestabilizes dominant narratives of
cultural exchange in world theater and arguesShatuntala has been a critical interlocutor for
the emergence of modern theatrical practice in both Europe and India. thiegtudy with
William JonesO watershed HEsig translation of the play: a significant historical rupture that
both introducedhakuntala to European scholars and artists and reflexively positioned the play
as a foundational text for Indian theater culture. | then chronicle how the criticalc aaist
political reception of the play evolved over the course of the-fongteenth century, accounting
for the cultural and historical forces that contributed to said receplipapproach to the
project is performanehistorical: each chapter addresswo to three primary productions of
Shakuntala, reconstructing each performance and its context from reviews, photographs,
programs, and other performance ephemera. The productions that | have chosen to write about
represent only a small fraction of theh history of the play in performance, the archive alone of

which is enough to recommend a critical reevaluation of this ancient playOs place in the annals of



theater history. Too long confined to its historical circumstance, if considered at all, Shakuntala
is, I believe, the most important play of the modern era that nobody knows about.

My external hard drive may now be the most complete record of Shakuntala in
performance that exists in a single location, and the archive that [ have assembled could fill three
dissertations, easily. I have, therefore, had to place limits on what I’ve decided to write about to
keep this project manageable and coherent, while at the same time doing justice to the breadth of
materials I’ve collected. The first limit I set, rather early in my research, was to focus only on
theatrical adaptations of the play, and not to foray into other genres of performance. Although
Shakuntala has been refashioned as Opera, Ballet, Dance-Drama, Solo Dance, and in the idiom
of many of the classical dances of India, my interest for this project was in a fairly narrow
application of the genre of theater. To open the doors wide to all performed adaptations of
Shakuntala would have diffused, in my opinion, the constants of this inquiry beyond the point of
any meaningful analysis. Thinking back to my earliest research question, as to why the history of
Sanskrit theater in performance is so sparse in comparison with the Greeks, for example, the
stakes of that inquiry pertain specifically to the institution of theater, and not to questions of
performance at large.

This is not always an easy distinction to maintain. Theater is a multifaceted medium and
often subsumes elements of dance and music that might otherwise distinguish it from, say, Opera
or Ballet. This is especially true with regard to productions of Sanskrit drama. For this project I
have distinguished theatrical adaptations of Shakuntala from the other performance genres by
asking the question: on the first day of rehearsal, what is the minimum body of knowledge
required to achieve this production. If that minimum is Kalidasa’s play, or a

translation/adaptation thereof, I have included it in my archive. Music and dance may very well



have become a part of the production, but they were added to, rather than required for. An Opera,
in contrast, would require a score as part of that minimum requirement; a ballet or Bharata
Natyam adaptation would require expertise in a particular vocabulary of dance. As with all rules,
I have made a few exceptions to this one—notably in my discussion of Theophile Gauteir’s 1858
Ballet-Pantomine Shakuntala in chapter 2 and of Balwant Pandurang Kirloskar’s Sangit
Shakuntal in chapter 3. These productions, however—which do transgress the strict limits of
theatrical adaptation that [ have set—are not the focus of either chapter, but are called upon to
help contextualize the main production in question.

The other limit that I have set for this project is geographical, focusing exclusively on
European and Indian productions of the play. I had originally conceived of a chapter that would
address American productions as well and there may still come a point when I am able to
incorporate that portion of the archive.* However, as the argument for this project took shape it
became clear to me that the particular relationships between India and England, France, and
Germany across the long nineteenth century and into the twentieth century merited special focus.
For England and France, of course, the emergence of Shakuntala as a popular drama was
inextricably connected to each country’s imperial presence on the subcontinent and, while
Germany did not engage directly in the territorial conquest of India, intellectually Germany was
the European nerve center of Orientalist scholarship made possible by European imperialism at
large. In contrast, the play’s reemergence in India was likewise propelled by colonial scholarship
and the competing drives toward nationalism, on the one hand, and emulating European culture
on the other. This particular dichotomy, between revivalism and westernization, is one that I
hope to complicate through my work here, as it has had a particularly deleterious impact on the

way that role of Sanskrit drama in contemporary Indian theater has been perceived and addressed

* For an overview of the American productions from which I would derive this chapter, please consult Appendix D.



in scholarship and in practice. While there is certainly more nuance to be found than strict
adherence to this binary, however, it reinforces how interwoven India and Europe have been in
the life of this play, both at home and abroad.

I use this term here deliberately in citation of the 2014 volume The Politics of
Interweaving Performance Cultures: Beyond Postcolonialism, edited by Erika Fischer-Lichte,
Torsten Jost and Saskya Iris Jain. In her introductory essay to this volume Fischer-Lichte
proposes alternative terminology for what has traditionally been classified in theater studies as
“intercultural.” This term, she writes, “implies a sharp division between ‘our’ and ‘other’
culture,” and “assumes that cultures are hermetically sealed, homogenous entities.” It is a
directionally charged term, denoting both the parties of an exchange (generally identified broadly
as Western and non-Western) and the course of said exchange (the former drawing inspiration
from the latter). As an alternative, Fischer-Lichte and her collaborators on this volume, propose
the concept of interweaving, a terminological shift that privileges in-betweeness over authority,
thereby “permanently de/stabilizing and invalidating authoritative claims to authenticity.”® The
underlying principle behind this move is to work against the fallacy that culture is static and
unchanging unless that change is noted by calling attention to it, say through a designation like
“intercultural.” That which is interwoven is incorporated: its inclusion is seamless, not
conspicuously attached to, or protruding from the whole. The benefit of shifting to interweaving,
over intercultural, is that it acknowledges culture as ever-changing, adapting to and evolving
from exposure to everything with which it comes into contact. It therefore has the potential to

undermine claims of cultural hegemony predicated on difference. The hazard of thinking this

> Erika Fischer-Lichte, “Introduction.” In The Politics of Interweaving Performance Cultures: Beyond
Postcolonialism, edited by Erika Fischer-Lichte, Torsten Jost and Saskya Iris Jain (New York: Routledge, 2014), 7.
6 11 -
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way, however, is that it is also possible for hegemonic cultures to incorporate otlserness
completely as to not even acknowledge the contribution.

FischerLichte and the other authors in this volume posit interweaving as a disciplinary
model to emulate in artistic practice, something to engender future performance. | contend,
however, thait is also a model that can be applied historically as a means of thinking through,
and against, claims of monolithic, authoritative, and authentic cultural constructions. Since
JonesO translation propelled the play into the public eye at the end ghthergh century,
Shakuntala has been burdened with the responsibility of authentic representation. Seen as a
portrait of precolonial, preinvasion, pristine Hindu civilization, the play was risizahd
performedl as evidence of IndiaOs past. The endurantésdiurden of authenticity has
perpetually relegateshakuntala to extreme ends of the Easftest cultural binary, confined
either to a European Orientalist fantasy of India or an Indian revivalist reclamation of its own
history and artistic heritage. &ther case, however, the assumption of authenticity is predicated
on the text, as if reading the play alone established an inalienable understanding of its meaning,
cultural origins, and conventions of theatrical practice. As | demonstrate in thisadieser
however, authenticity is not intrinsic but is constructed through interpretations of e text
through translation but also critically through theatrical performance. The very notion of
authenticity, | argue, is fundamentally shaped by the presevthich it is fashioned which, for
the period of this project, runs from 1789 to today. In that historical present, Europe and India
were anything but hermetically sealéthey were cultures in constant contact with otherness,
whether it was a hegemonicallmposed otherness in the case of the colonized, or otherness that

was imported to the European metropole.



The cultural interweaving that I discern during this period is not confined to a
representation of the play’s content, but transgresses into formal experimentation as well. When
theater artists in Europe and India began to stage Shakuntalahe play was not only representative
of a culture but of a cultural artistic practice—a tradition of theater making. In producing the
play, and constructing ideas of authentic cultural representation through the play, these theater
artists were therefore also inventing interwoven modern stage practices. As discussed above,
however, what is interwoven is not necessarily acknowledged in the process, particularly in the
period of theater history in question here. Instead, we see the fallacy of authentic Otherness
emboldened by the equally fabricated claim to authenticity in the Self. The productions I discuss
in this dissertation demonstrate the degree to which Shakuntéa in performance has shaped all
sides of this equation: it has been presented as an “authentic” portrait of India as an exercise in
alterity; as a vehicle for an avant-garde aesthetic it indirectly engendered; to assert the
inalienable authority of historicist stage practice and as a means to deconstruct it.

In the process of mapping the performance history of Shakuntala this project therefore
also engages in conversations about the cultural ownership of dramatic texts, and the politics of
those texts in performance. How does translation, for example, complicate a text’s perceived
responsibility to represent an authentic cultural portrait? What are the precise origins of so-called
“original practice” stage aesthetics, and how does their pairing with classical texts endorse
certain cultural narratives over others? Who is in a position of power to designate a method of
production as authentic, particularly with regard to antiquity, and subsequently what are the
stakes of producing a play outside of that established aesthetic norm? These are conversations
that live at the threshold of scholarship on Sanskrit theater in performance simply because of

how uncharted this disciplinary ground is. They also, however, inhere in the practice of global
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theater writ largewhether that be a Broadway productiorOetlipus Rex, Kathakali King Lear,
Miss Julie in South Africa oDeath and the King’s Horsemen in London. The local and the
global have collapsed into one another in the past two centuries, radically expantogritie
of what we know theater practice to be, to have been, and from gABw@ncan perspective
some of those expansions have become more familiar, more commonplace, than others. In order
to both sustain the balance of influence advocated by the teagical shift to interweaving and
to avoid the pitfall of integrating without acknowledging our sources, it is crucial that as scholars
of theater history we continue to engage questions like these and many others, putting them not
only to those faflung reaches of our fieldyutalso to its most familiar constituents, the
interwoven elements of which we may take for granted.

As | mentioned above, my methodological approach to this project is performance
historical, a disciplinary practice that incorp@sarchival research, performance theory,
linguistic analysis, and theater history. It is an exercise in gathering fragments and of doing my
best to extrapolate within and amongst those fragments, to fill in the lacuna that will forever be
lost. It is difficult enough to write of performaas one has in fact sééthe muti-elemental
medium of theater does not translate well into words, and the sensory experience of the event is
nearly impossible to convey. It is inordinately more difficult to write of pembnces one has
not seen, and for this reason performance histories are not often exhumed. They are, by
necessity, exercises in educated guessing. However, if undertaken diligently | believe we can
train ourselves as scholars to read in and among thedrdagrf historical performance, so that
we might better understand the currents of intercultural exchange that have shaped global theater
practice since the midineteenth century. My process is grounded by historical/archival research

in order to reclainas much of a complete record of a past, ephemeral, irretrievable event as
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possible. I then work to contextualize these fragments through theater historiography by inferring
what I can from the known conditions in which a given production took place. I supplement this
historical work with a theoretical framework from performance studies, which I find helps to
mediate the spaces between the fragments, and to better formulate and articulate how I imagine
performance in its absence. Most of all, my approach to performance history is guided by the
interdisciplinary training I have curated for myself as a graduate student, through which I have
amassed a set of tools designed with this work in mind. It is a little bit linguistic, a little bit
anthropological, art history meets performance studies meets south Asian studies meets theater
history and practice. The greatest detraction to working in this way is that my case studies are, in
many ways, limited to which productions are best preserved in their ephemera. When I have
been lucky, this has included access to video recordings. Unfortunately, the majority of the
productions in my archive pre-date video technology, and so my record of them is comprised
from a wide array of theatrical ephemera and materials: reviews and programs; personal
correspondence; annotated production scripts; set drawings; costume designs; private journal
entries; sheet music. I have been catholic in my search for materials, for in order to insert myself
into the fragments of the archive requires that there be some structure around those fragments
within which to work. Thus, it is possible that there are productions referenced in my appendices
that would be better examples of interweaving theater practice, or make for more interesting
conversation than those with which I have chosen to work. Perhaps those records are still waiting
for me to find them, in my continued search for Shakuntalalf I have learned anything in the

course of completing this project, it is that the search is never over.

kook sk

Before contextualizing this project amongst other work that has been published on

Shakuntalait is important for me to introduce the play. A comprehensive overview of the drama
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and its corresponding historical and aesthetic origins is, of courdmyfand the scope of this
introduction, and would likely constitute a volume unto itself. Fortunately for the reader
unfamiliar with this play or with Sanskrit drama, an extensive background in these disciplines is
not necessary to appreciate the produchistory that | recount in this dissertation. Howewer
general overview of the play and historical theatrical conteand a brief account of the
aesthetigrinciples to which it adheresill be helpful for establishing a common vocabulary and
reference points that will ultimately help guide our investigation.

The Abhijii! na"akuntala, like all plays that survive from the prneodern Sanskrit corpus,
begins with a:! nd# or benediction to a deity followed byaast! van! , or prologue. The
conventionf the prologue are fairly consistent across the canon: two to three characters
representing members of a theatrical ensemble enter onto the stage to provide some fundamental
information about the performance to take place and to transition the audientte iworld of
the play. These charactBrsisually as$tradh! ra, or director (literally OstringearerO) and an
na% (actor) oma% (actressi exist between the quotidian life of the performers and the
characters in the drama proper. In other wordschiaeacter of the$sradh! ra in the prologue to
Shakuntala is not the man who directed this productiorSktkuntala, but rather is a performer
from the company playing the part of a directdhis brief scene serves a couple of purposes.
Forone, it povides some important contextual information about the produidtioa
playwrightOs name (when we are lucky), the genre and name of the play to be performed, and

sometimes the occasion for which the play was composed. It also introduces key themes and

" Michael Lockwood and A. Vishnu Bhat assert that the actor who play$sheh! ra Onecessarily becomes the
leading male character in the play propesfirof the great classical Sanskrit playsO (2) a claim with no hard
contextual evidece. In fact | would argue that given the rapidity with which Dushyanta enters on the heels of the
prologue inShakuntala it would have been highly unlikely that they would have been played by the same performer.
However, it is very possible that the actdro played the$radh! ra would have played another part of the play.

13



narrative elements from the play to come, foreshadowing events, plot points, relationships, and
emotional registers that are central to the play’s dramatic tension and resolution.

Despite its thematic resonance, the prastavand is not a part of the main story of the play.
In fact there is only one play that I can think of (the Venisamhara by Bhatta Narayana) in which
a character from the main play engages with and recognizes the characters of the prologue. It is
far more common for the action of the play to either break into the prologue, interrupting the
sutradhdra in the form of offstage commotion (or occasionally through the sitradhara himself
assuming a role in the play-world), or for the prologue to break onto the play with a formal
announcement of the transition about to occur. Once the characters from the prologue exit they
are not seen onstage again. They do not bookend the action, they only initiate it.

The prologue to Shakuntala begins when the sitradhdara walks onstage, calling into the
wings for the nati to finish dressing and come join him. When she does he informs her that their
esteemed audience has assembled, and that tonight they are attend to that audience with a
performance of the “new ndataka (heroic drama), called The Recognition of Shakuntala, the

narrative of which has been prepared by Kalidasa.”®

To put their spectators in the proper
emotional state for the play, the sitradhara entreats the nati to sing a song about season of
summer, and she happily complies. When she is finished, the room is transfixed and silent—the
sutradhdra notes that they are so still they look like a painting. He is affected by the song’s
power as well, turning to his companion to ask what prakarana (a play with an invented plot)
they should perform. It is a subtle slip, but a crucial one, for as he himself has just told us,

Shakuntala is a nataka, not a prakarana. The nati reminds him of this and his memory returns

after being temporarily transported by the mimetic prowess of her song. Here the prologue opens

¥ Kalidasa. Abhijiianasakuntala, edited by Narayana Balakrishna Godabole and Kasinatha Panduranga Paraba.
(Bombay: Nirnayasagara Press, 1883), 1 (prologue)
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onto the play, as the sitradhara compares his own enchantment by the song to King Dushyanta’s
enchantment by a deer he pursues on the hunt. He and the nati exit as Dushyanta and his
charioteer enter, thus ending the prologue.

The action of the play itself, therefore, begins with the King’s entrance. Distracted by the
thrill of the chase, Dushyanta fails to notice that he and his entourage have passed into the sacred
asrama, or hermitage, of the sage Kanva. Just as Dushyanta is about to shoot the deer, two of
Kanva’s students approach to stop him, reminding him that he is on protected grounds.
Repentant, Dushyanta removes his royal adornments and dismisses his hunting party to enter the
hermitage and pay his respects to Kanva. While passing through the woods the King stumbles
upon Shakuntala, Kanva’s adopted daughter, and her sakhis (friends) Priyamvada and Anasuya
watering the trees of the ascetic’s grove. He conceals himself to watch them play and swiftly
falls in love with Shakuntala. As he watches, a bee appears, causing Shakuntala to become
flustered and afraid. “This bee is unrelenting!” She cries to her friends. “I run away and still he
comes after me. Rescue me from this wicked, rogue of a bee!” “Call for Dushyanta!” her friends
tease back, not knowing that he is watching. “Surely these ascetics’ groves are protected by the
king!”® Dushyanta, not wanting to give away his identity, but also unable to stay hidden any
longer, enters to valiantly rescue Shakuntala from the bee.

Though they do not yet know his true identity, the women receive the King with the
hospitality due to a guest. Passing himself off as a member of the King’s court, Dushyanta angles
to learn more about the woman with whom he as become infatuated. Her friends inform him that
though she is Kanva’s adopted daughter, Shakuntala’s true parents are an apsaras, or celestial
nymph, named Menaka, and a powerful warrior-sage named Vishvamitra. Dushyanta is thrilled:

Shakuntala’s royal and celestial pedigree renders her a suitable consort for a king, thereby

? Ibid., 11 (act 1).
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sanctioning his desire for her. However, before he can make his move, an offstage voice
announces in alarm that an elephant—upset by the presence of Dushyanta and his hunting
party—has gone on a stampede and is ravaging the asrama. The women leave to find shelter, but
not before Shakuntala has taken one last look at the stranger they now know to be the King. She
has fallen in love with him too.

Despite being called back to his kingdom for ceremonial business, Dushyanta prolongs
his stay in the asrama, deputizing his friend and confidant Madhavya to return in his stead. The
next time he sees Shakuntala her friends leave them alone together, but not before the King
assures them that he will not only take care of Shakuntala, but that she will hold a place of
prominence in the royal household. He promises them that despite his many wives, the future of
his lineage has but two sources: “the earth, roaring with the seas, and your friend,” Shakuntala.'’
Contented, the sakhis find a flimsy excuse to exit the grove, leaving Dushyanta and Shakuntala
alone. Finally afforded some time together, Dushyanta proposes to Shakuntala that they marry in
secret—a proposition she is wary to accept given Kanva’s absence from the asrama. Though she
would rather wait for his return, the King is persistent. The two marry according to gandharva
rites (a form of marriage requiring only the mutual agreement of each party) and Dushyanta
returns to Hastinapura, with the promise that he will return to take Shakuntala back with him.

Times passes and Shakuntala, heartbroken by the departure of her husband, is so
distracted by his absence that she neglects to receive and welcome the irascible sage Durvasas
who has come to visit the asrama. Incensed at this oversight, Durvasas curses her: “Since your
single-minded concentration on your lover has caused you to overlook the arrival of a great sage

like myself, that man about whom you daydream will not remember you, not even when

" bid., 41 (act 3, verse 20).
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reminded, like @runkwho caOt remember the words he has only just spgké&riyamvada

and Anasuya, overhearing this pronouncement, hurry to appease the sage and ask for his
leniency. Unable to unmake the curse, Durvasss a provision: the KingOs memory will

return as soon as he is show a memento or token of his affection for Shakuntala. Knowing that
the King left his ring with hePriyamvada and Anasuya are content and, so as not to alarm or
upset their friend, dede to keep DurvasasO curse to themselves. Meanwhile, Kanva has returned
from his journey, and learns of ShakuntalaOs marriage and resulting pregnancy. Though he is
supportive, he is also firm that tHerama is no longer the place ftnis adopted daughtirshe

belongs in the palace with her husband. The whole of the hermitage assembles to bid her
farewell on her journey to Hastinapura.

When they arrive to the palace and are granted audience with the King, KanvaOs disciples
present Shakuntala, now visiblyeginant, to him as his rightful wifeJnder the influence of
DurvasasO curdayshyantacannot remember Shakuntala or the promises that he made to her.
Astonished ad confused, Shakuntala approaches to prove their union by way of his ring, only to
find thatit has slipped from her finger somewhere along the journey. Cruel words are spoken.
Dushyanta accuses Shakuntala of being calculated and cunning, Shakuntala responds by calling
him an! rya, devoid of honorBut her fate is sealed: Dushyanta cannot accesilaly pregnant
woman of whom he has no memory as his wife, and KanvaOs disciples cannot take her back to
the!" rama knowing that her rightful place is with the King. FinalyshyantaQsirohit or
priest intercedes on her behalf, and entreats Dushi@atw her to remain in the womenOs
guarters at least until her child is born. Perhaps, the priest suggests, the child prove the veracity
of her claim Dissatisfiedwith this solution Shakuntalaappeals to the gods for help, and is

spirited away by herelestial mother.

" bid., 46 (act 4, verse 1).
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Dushyanta is left shaken by the encounter, but remains unable to remember the extent of
their relationship until a local fisherman discovers his ring in the belly of a fish, and returns it to
the King. Initially the fisherman is detained by a group of policemen who are skeptical as to how
the ring came into his possession, but once he is rewarded handsomely for his discovery, they
decide to befriend him instead. The curse is broken and Dushyanta is at once relieved and
remorseful: he remembers his marriage to Shakuntala, but also his rejection of her. Unable to
find her, the King sinks into a deep melancholy, his only comfort a portrait he has painted of his
love, as she was on the day when they met. As Shakuntala once neglected her responsibilities to
the d@srama, so now does Dushyanta ignore his responsibilities to his kingdom, installing a
minister in his place to hear the concerns and requests of his citizens. He is finally lifted from his
depression when Matali, the god Indra’s charioteer, arrives and requests Dushyanta’s aid in
combating a host of demons who are besetting the heavens. Dushyanta consents and the two
depart, ready for battle.

Upon their triumphant return, Dushyanta marvels at how beautiful the earth looks from
their celestial chariot. From the air he sees the asrama of the great sage Maricha, and asks Matali
if they might stop to pay their respects. Once there, Dushyanta encounters a small boy wrestling
with a lion cub. The child’s strength and bravery impress him, and he feels a hint of paternal
affection for the boy. In his games, the child looses an armband that the King stops to retrieve for
him to the horror of the boy’s attendants—only his parents may touch the ornament, otherwise it
will turn into a snake and attack the holder. When the armband fails to metamorphose, it is clear
that King is the child’s father and he, overjoyed, goes to embrace the boy. Shakuntala enters to
find her son, Bharata, together with his father for the first time, and Dushyanta remarks on how

time has changed her appearance. No longer youthful and lively, she wears “dusty gray clothes,
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her facegauntfrom selfdiscipline, her hair bound tightly in a single braid.O He also accepts
responsibility for her circumstances. OThis woman, whoseeniatblameless,O he concludes,
Osuffers a long vow of separation from this heartless Mamé&r reunion is tinged with regret
and sadness. Shakal# cannot bring herself to gtdeushyanta as her husband, her voice
catching as she repeats the greesing last offered to him in the throne room. Dushyanta falls to
her feet in contrition, and she forgives him. But when he offers her his ring once more she
refuses, insisting that it remain on his finger. Ol do not trust that,O she offers as explanation.
Maricha and his wife Aditi arrive to bless the reunited family and offer further
vindication of DushyantaOs actions by way of revealing DurvasasO curse. Their son, Maricha
goes on to prophesy, will be a great king. OYour son has no rivalO Besaysntavith pride,
Oand will soon cross the seas with his undaunted chariot and conquer the earth in all directions.
Here he is called Sarvadamana, because of his skill in taming the earthOs creatures. Soon though,
he will earn the name Bharata, beaalos will support the world.@hus brings about the
felicitous resolution of KalidasaOs play: Shakuntala and Dushyanta are reunited, yes, but more
importantly Dushyanta has discovered that he not only has an heir, but an heir destined for
greatness that Wipreserve his family and his lineage far into the future. Together Dushyanta,
Shakumala and Sarvadamana ascenthitraOs chariot, finally bound for their home in
Hastinapura. Before they leave Maricha asks the King Ois there any other favor |@arobest
you?0 Dushyanta responds with#heratavakyam, a final benedictory address. OWhat greater
favor could there be?0 he asks in reply. OBut if you insist: may the King serve for the good of the
world; may Sarasvati be revered amongst priests; and effalyosn Shiva, whose power is

universal, destroy my cycle of rebirthtfO

2 |bid., 115 (act 7, verse 21).
13 |bid., 122 (act 7, verse 35).
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Kalidasa did not invent the story of Shakuntala and Dushyanta, though he certainly
altered it to his interests. The story originates in the adiparva, or Book of the Beginning, from the
Sanskrit epic the Mah! bh! rata, and is recalled in response to Janmejaya’s desire to learn “the
genealogy of the Kurus, told from the beginning.”'* In the mytho-history of the subcontinent, the
Kuru clan is the family that ultimately fractures into the rival factions of the Kauravas and
P!"davas, the exploits of whom the Mah! bh! rata recounts. Shakuntala’s story is offered as the
beginning of this clan, making Shakuntala, Dushyanta, and their son the origin point for one of
India’s most famous, and most important, royal families. The version of the story recapitulated
by the epic is more straightforward than that of Kalidasa’s play: Dushyanta and Shakuntala still
meet by chance in the forest (after a series of gruesome hunting campaigns, described in detail),
but here there are no intermediaries brokering their romance, no meet-cutes with bees."
Shakuntala forthrightly offers the story of her patrimony to the king and when he proposes
marriage, she is less bashful than she is discerning. She enters her marriage with Dushyanta like
a business transaction, laying out her terms clearly and without sentiment: she agrees to their
union, but only on the condition that should she bear him a son, their child “would be [his] direct
successor, the heir apparent.”'® Dushyanta consents and, after having sex with her, returns to
Hastinapura.

After an abnormally long (three years!) pregnancy, Shakuntala travels to Hastinapura to
present the king with his son, and hold him accountable for his part of their contract. Though
Dushyanta remembers her well, he refuses to recognize her or their son, casting aspersions on

her claim as well as her character. Shakuntala isn’t having any of it: she is steadfast and

4 V.S. Sukthankar, et al., eds., The Mah! bh! rata for the First Time Critically Edited, 19 vols. (Poona: Bhandarkar
Oriental Research Institute, 1933-1966), 1.62.2

" In the epic, the King’s name is given as Duhsanta, and not Dusyanta a la Kalidasa. However, for consistency of
transliteration, I will here refer to him in both cases as Dushyanta.

"% Ibid. 1.67.16-17
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tenacious in her position, refusing to yield to the King’s capriciousness. Her concern, moreover,
is less for herself than it is for the child. “Though you have abandoned me, I will happily go back
to my asramaCQshe tells the king. “But would you turn your back on this child, your own flesh
and blood?”!” Her persistence is eventually rewarded by a celestial voice, which announces the
legitimacy of the child and asserts Dushyanta’s responsibility for raising him. This child,
Bharata, is Vaishampayana’s answer to Janmejaya’s question: “The fame of the Bharata clan is
because of this Bharata: from him springs that race and those incomparable ancestors. In
Bharata’s lineage there arose heroes of such renown and ability they resembled the gods, and
superior kings in the image of Brahma himself, whose names are famous everywhere. For you
who are of this illustrious line, I will praise the best-of-the-best, those fortunate, god-like men,
who embodied honesty and truth.”'®

As Bharata’s mother, and therefore the matriarch of the Kuru clan, Shakuntala is a
particularly rich mytho-poetic figure that, as we shall see, has retained its symbolic potency well
into the modern era. It is a potency that Kalidasa put to use as well. Though evidence for this
period of Indian history is regrettably thin, the most commonly accepted dating for Kalidasa
places him at the court of Chandragupta II, the third king of the Gupta dynasty, sometime around
the turn of the fifth century, CE. The Guptas were the first native Indian family to come to power
on the subcontinent in nearly half a millennia and, as court poet part of Kalidasa’s job would
have been to use his writing to extol the great achievements of his sovereign. Writing on the
relationship between polity and poetry in what he calls the Sanskrit cosmopolis, Sheldon Pollock
asserts that such a relationship between a King and his court poet was for more that simple self-

aggrandizement. “Almost as important as what polities did,” Pollock writes, “is what they

17 Ibid.1.68.71.
18 Ibid.1.69.49-51
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aspired to do,” aspirations that were often asserted poetically, “embedded in a set of cultural
practices like kavya [written poetic literature] and prasasti [inscribed royal praise poems].” This
relationship, he continues, “suggests that the practice of polity was, to some degree, also an
aesthetic practice. Kavya and rajya [governance] were mutually constitutive; every man who
came to rule sought the distinction of self-preservation in Sanskrit literature.”'” Thus the great
literary output of this period must be considered both for its poetic (and this case, theatrical)
merits, as well as for its political ambitions.

Kalidasa’s affection for, and promotion of, the royal family is evinced by other works
from his extant oeuvre as well: Barbara Stoler Miller suggests that the poems the Raghuvamsa
(The Lineage of Raghu) and the Kumarasambhava (The Birth of Kumara) might be read as a
celebration of Samudragupta’s (Chandragupta II’s father) military campaigns to expand the
empire’s territory and as an allusion to Chandragpta’s son, respectively. She also reads the
Vikramorvasiya (Urvashi Won by Valor), one of Kalidasa’s other dramas, as a celebration of
Kalidasa’s patron himself.?’ Taken in this context, it is also possible to read Shakuntala as a
celebration of the Gupta dynasty’s grandeur and resilience. As the most stable native-led
government North India had seen in five hundred years, issues of progeny, longevity, and
succession would have been of paramount concern to the scions of the Gupta dynasty. By
ascribing the mythical vocabulary of Bharata—the famous patriach of a famous race—to his
historical circumstance, Kalidasa equates the Gupta’s legacy to Bharata’s .

Noticeably absent from the Epic’s iteration of the story, however, are Dushyanta’s ring

and Durvasas’s curse, which it is destined to break. These are Kalidasa’s great dramatic

' Sheldon Pollock, “Cosmopolitanism, Vernacularism, and Premodernity,” in Global Intellectual History, edited by
Samuel Moyn and Andrew Sartori (New York: Columbia University Press, 2013), 68.

20 Barbara Stoler Miller, “Kalidasa’s World and his Plays,” in Theater of Memory: The Plays of Kalidasa edited by
Barbara Stoler Miller (New York: Columbia University Press, 1984), 10-13.
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inventions, not to mention the motivating forces behind the second half of his play, which after
act 5 is entirely of the playwright’s invention.”' Despite the significance of these changes,
however, all of the action that corresponds to Kalidasa’s changes to the text ultimately transpires
offstage: we never actually seeDushyanta present Shakuntala with his ring, but rather learn
about it in act 6; Shakuntala and Dushyanta’s marriage takes place sometime between acts 3 and
4, but Kalidasa’s depiction of their courtship ends with a thwarted kiss; Durvasas’s curse is
pronounced from the nepathyabackstage), and the audience never actually sees Shakuntala
offend the sage; Shakuntala’s miraculous rescue from the court takes place offstage and is
reported immediately after by the priest; and finally Dushyanta’s recovery of the ring—and
therefore the moment he regains his memory of Shakuntala—transpires offstage while the
audience watches an interlude between the fisherman who found the ring and the policemen who
apprehended him. This is because the Sanskrit dramatic tradition is not action based, but is rather
emotion based. Unlike Euro-American drama which, often described in terms of Aristotle’s
elements of tragedy, is predominantly plot or character driven, the Sanskrit drama reflects a
complicated system of emotional stimulants and responses that combine to produce the elusive
quality known as rasa

The theory of rasa as it pertains to theatrical performance, is first accounted for in the
comprehensive poetic treatise know as the Natyasastra, (literally “the science of mimetic
representation”). As a $astra, or “normative literature which sought to prescribe proper action,”

the Natyasastrabelongs to a broad canon that covers everything from politics, to fine arts, to

! Much has been written about the potential motivation behind Kalidasa’s changes. The most popular explanation is
that he changed the plot to render it rasocitg or suitable for the evocation of rasa by exonerating Dushyanta of his
cruel rejection of Shakuntala by means of an external force, in the form of a curse. However, David Gitomer has
recently put for the provocative hypothesis that Kalidasa’s version of the story “goes far beyond what would be
necessary if he had intended to write a light comedy about the consequences of a spell of forgetfulness,” arguing
instead that “his aim is the very deconstruction of erotic love” (David L. Gitomer, “Can Men Change: Kalidasa’s
Seducer King in the Thicket of Sanskrit Poetics,” 176).
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desire and fulfillment? While the majority of these texts, however, prescribe action for an elite,
courtly society, théVaryasastra is unique for beinga comprehensive treatise on stage practice

and action befitting the imaginary world of theatrical performance. It covers subjects as diverse
asthe preliminary ritual$or consecrating a new performance spacehitectural specifics for

theater constructig taxonomies of character types and play geraes the mythological origins

of dramatic practice. The work is attributed to a mythical sage, Bharatamuni (not to be confused
with Bharata, ShakuntalaOs son!) and is dated to the span of centuries b&®Eesn? 2 CE.

The relationship between this work and the plays of the Sanskrit dramatic canon is not
entirely clear. Unlike Aristotle@®eticsN which was written in response to the tragic
competitions that took place annually in the Theater of DionysAshiendN the information
contained in the&vatyasastra predates the surviving dramas of this period. Given the wealth of
information that it contains, it is entirely possible thatMae asastra was used as an overall
guidebook for everything from scrippmposition and stage management to actor training and
musical composition. Moreover, it is likely that the work circulated orally for much of its early
history, and so may not always have been conveyed in its entirety, but perhaps
compartmentalized amom®mmunities of performers, musicians, poets, leigll address some
of the history of this teft and its consolidation as a singular docuri\eat length in chapter 3,
but for the moment | would like to focus on those elements aVahe:sastra that will help to
contextualizeShakuntala for the reader unfamiliar with the conventions of Sanskrit drama,

particularlyrasa.

2 Daud Ali, Courtly Culture and Political Life in Early Medieval India (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2004), 71.
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According to the Natyasastra, rasa is inextricable from poetry, as “meaning can never
result except for from rasa.”* Literally meaning juice or flavor, rasa is the expressed sentiment
of a theatrical performance, which can be distilled into one of eight possible categories: syngara
(erotic), hasya (comedic); karuna (pathetic); raudra (furious); vira (heroic); bhayanaka
(terrible); bibhatsa (disgusting); and adbhuta (wondrous). While any combination of these
sentiments may be present over the course of the drama, one must be dominant in order for the
performance to successfully impact its audience. In the case of Shakuntala, as with most of the
dramas that survive from this period, the dominant rasa is sypgara, the erotic. Rasa is not an
emotion—a distinction that the Natyasdastra is careful to assert. Each dominant rasa is related to,
and occasioned by, a combination of possible causes, consequences, and complementary
emotional states, but is in itself experiential—something that is perceived in the recognition, and
enjoyment, of its composition.

The Natyasastra demystifies this experience by way of a culinary metaphor: “just as
well-natured people attain delight and satisfaction from savoring foods prepared with various
seasonings and enjoying the flavors, so too do well-disposed spectators derive delight and
satisfaction from savoring feelings, accompanied by spirit, bodily gesture, and speech, and made
manifest by the dramatic representation of various emotions.”** These famous verses play on the
gastronomic allusion implied by rasa’s very name, and equates theatrical representation with the
process of cooking, through which disparate ingredients, flavors, and textures are synthesized

into a balanced and hopefully delicious whole.”” Each individual ingredient contributes to, but is

23 Natyasastra Ascribed to Bharatamuni. Edited by Manomohan Ghosh Vol I (Varanasi: Chowkhamba Sanskrit
Series, 2012), 82.

** Natyasastra Ascribed to Bharatamuni. 83 (chapter 6, verses 32-33).

* I would be remiss if I did not at least acknowledge Richard Schechner for his role in promoting the concept of
rasa amongst theater and performance scholars. Schechner cites these same verses in the essay “Rasaesthetics” in
which he provocatively explains the experience of rasa as “extending pleasure—as in an endless banquet or an
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ultimately subsumed by, the dominant rasa. As applied to the practical matter of making theater,
Vinay Dharwadker notes that the ingredients are figured not as edible elements, but rather in the
training and skill of the performer. He writes,

the practical consequence of this rasa-s! tra, is that the training of an actor,

dancer, musician, or poet needs to focus on the art and craft of representing all of

these ingredients together in a particular central character. Bharata’s pedagogical

goal is to equip the poet or performer with the skills that are necessary to

aesthetically capture the ‘concentrated flavor’ of a specific state and communicate

that rasa in a text or performance in such a way that an audience experiences

extraordinary pleasure in ‘relishing’ it.*

Rasa is therefore, located in the relationship between the performer and the spectator, and
relies on the skillful performance of the former, and the sensitive reception of the latter,
to be perceived in full.?’

To turn back to Shakuntala, then, an understanding of rasa illuminates how Kalidasa has
organized the action (or lack thereof) in the play, and why he has omitted moments that, to the
Western imagination, are the very core of the narrative. The audience’s experience of rasa is not
dependent on seeing things happen to characters, but rather seeing how characters react and
respond to those events. The singular moment when Dushyanta regains his memory (which takes

place offstage) is far less important than the pervasive melancholy he experiences thereafter (act

six). Likewise the deferred passion of Dushyanta and Shakuntala’s interrupted kiss (act three)

always-deferred ‘almost’ sexual orgasm” (Performance Theory, 339). And yet Schechner’s access to Sanskrit is
non-existent, and his understanding of rasa theory is predicated on translations and his own agenda. As Vinay
Dharwadker puts it, Schechner’s work “avoids Sanskrit sources; fails to be historically, philosophically, and
hermeneutically rigorous with Indian material; and hence offers an unreliable account of Bharata. Schechner’s
miscontrual of bhaktah (“devotee” from bhaj) for bhaktam (“food” from bhuj), for example, is egregious but
typical” (“Emotion in Motion,” 1403). It is my sincere hope that this project, and others that follow, will offer an
alternative access point to rasa theory for theater students that will be accessible while also retaining a standard of
critical rigor when it comes to representing these Sanskrit works.

*% Vinay Dharwadker, “Emotion in Motion: The N" tya#"stra, Darwin, and Affect Theory.” PMLA 130, no. 5 (2015):
1387.

* The history of philosophical debates on the location of rasa, which is to say, where rasa inheres, is far too
complex to rehearse here. For a full consideration of rasa theory please consult: Sheldon Pollock, 4 Rasa Reader:
Classical Indian Aesthetics (New York: Columbia Univeristy Press, 2016).
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more powerfully flavors our experience of syngdra rasa than seeing the kiss itself (offstage).”®
And seeing Durvasas pronounce his curse (offstage) has less emotional relevance to the story
than seeing the impact that hearing the curse has on Priyamvada and Anasuya, whose role as
spectators to the central love story most closely resembles that of the audience. It is probably
unsurprising that, in adapting the play for modern audiences, these are the scenes that directors in
both India and Europe have had the most difficulty reconciling with the expectations and
conventions of Western plot-driven theater. In almost every production of the play I have seen,
for example, Durvasas has been onstage to pronounce his curse.

There are a few other conventions of the Sanskrit drama that I would like to briefly note.
In addition to the prastdavand, or prologue, plays also often feature viskambha, intermediary
scenes, or interludes between acts. Generally these scenes feature secondary characters, whose
conversation reveals some critical piece of information pertaining to the central drama of the
play. They are, in other words, brief expository scenes. For example, the scene featuring
Durvasas’ curse is a viskambha, as is the scene in which the fisherman is detained for finding
Dushyanta’s ring. Scenes change rapidly within the Sanskrit drama, moving seamlessly from
pleasure gardens to palaces, from celestial chariots in the sky back down to earth. These shifts
are indicated gesturally, and through the performance of the actor rather than through material
scene changes. Thus in act 7, when Dushyanta and Matali descend in their chariot to land in
Maricha’s d@srama the move is accompanied by a corresponding stage direction (in this case

“they descend by way of gesture”) and a subsequent announcement of their changed

*¥ Though it is the paramount means of communicating rasa, the actor’s performance is not the only platform on
which it is contingent. Chapter twenty-one of the Natyasastra lays out the dramaturgical framework for plot
structure and story development designed for the optimal gestation of rasa throughout the duration of a play. This is
still very distinct from plot development as it applies in the West, but does suggest that the story of a play needs to
build in a certain way in order for the rasa to come across, even with remarkable performances in place. Edwin
Gerow’s comprehensive article “Plot Structure and the Development of Rasa in the Sakuntald” parts one and two,
offers an excellent introduction to the interrelationship between plot and the development of rasa.
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location/status: Matali indicates that the journey has ended by instructingngpéokdismount
the chariot, after which Dushyanta provides a verse describing through poetry what is not visible
scenographicallf® Finally, to call this canon of works Sanskrit drama because of the language
in which they are composed is, ultimately, smomer: though many of the characters in
Sanskrit dramado speak Sanskiit mostly highcaste men, (for example Dushyanta), the
remainder speak a variety of differgmakts, or regional, colloquial languages. Shakuntala, for
example, speaks Shauragexrlanguage from the norimdian region around the city of
Mathura®® Throughout the duration of the play, therefore, the dialogue that we read in
translation as taking place in a single linguistic register is, in fact, bilingual if not multilingual.
This is not meant to be a comprehensive introduction to the theatrical conventions of
Sanskrit drama, as such an introduction is far beyond the capacity of this particular dissertation. |
hope, however, that this context for the fNais aesthetic framework, myd-poetic roots, and
historical circumstancé&swill allow the reader who is unfamiliar with the Sanskrit drama to
better understand, and appreciate, the analytical work that | do in the chapters to follow. For
those who are interested in learning more #rees of essays that precede Barbara Stoler
MillerOs edition of KalidasaOs pldyseater of Memoryremain some of the clearest, most
accessible material on the subject.
-
This dissertation contributes to a small, but dedicated, body of academicii@eleat

has been written about KalidasaOs most famous play. Perhaps the rdaspwiglland oftcited

% Kalidasa Abhij-gnasakuntalg 107-108. In chapter 14, Theatyasastra speaks of a practice call&dksavibhiga,

or the apportionment of discrete spaces, by which shifts in place are to be indicated in performance. For more on the
scenograhic practice of Sanskrit theater, please see Amanda Culp, Olmagining the Sanskrit Stag&0utledge
Companion to Scenographsdited by Arnold AronsofNew York: Routldege, 2018).

% There are four varieties pfak-ts used in thé\bhij-znasakuntala: Shaurasein Maharastri, Magadh and Ardha

Magadh. For more on the interplay of these different languages in the drama, please see the notes to Vinay
DharwadkerOs translation: Kalidashhijnanashakuntalam: The Recognition of Shakar@urgaon: Penguin

Books, 2016).
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volume in this corpus is Romila Thapar’s monograph: Sakuntala: Texts, Readings, Histories.”!

Kalidasa’s drama is not the focus of this study, however. Thapar conceives of the book as an
“interface between literature and history,” taking the narrative of Shakuntala which has been
retold in varying literary forms throughout history, and “treat[ing] this repetition as a prism

2 . .
32 Thus she considers Kalidasa’s

through which to view points of historical change.
Abhijnanasakuntala as one such re-telling among many, discussing at length what the changes he
made to the Mahabhdarata’s narrative might indicate about his historical period. In addition to
these two canonical interpretations of the story, Thapar’s book also attends to historical parallels
to the narrative in contemporary literature of the same period; adaptations of the story produced
in the Mughal court; the German Romantic fascination with the story (as conveyed to the west by
Kalidasa’s play) as well as traditions in colonial translation; and assesses Shakuntala from the
perspective of emergent Indian nationalism during the nineteenth century.

Thapar’s book is an excellent introduction to the enduring themes and literary merits of
Kalidasa’s play, and its historical methodology offers a useful perspective on how its reception
has shifted over time. Moreover, the book includes a full translation of the narrative from the
Mahabharata as well as Barbara Stoler Miller’s translation of Kalidasa’s play, providing the
reader with an easy platform from which to compare the two. However, Thapar’s book is strictly
limited to literary circulations of the Shakuntala narrative. Even her analysis of Kalidasa’s
interpretation of the story is restricted to her understanding of the play as a work of dramatic
literature, rather than a consideration of the theatrical culture for which it was composed. Her

chapters on the German Romantic and Colonial translations of the play likewise focuses

exclusively on literary reception and criticism, making no reference at all to attempts to perform

! When I was doing my field research in India, this book was invariably recommended to me as an invaluable,
though not uncontroversial, account of the play’s textual history.
32 Romila Thapar, Sakuntala: Texts, Readings, Histories (London: Anthem Press, 1999), 1.

29



the work in either Europe or India. While this book remains, then, a valuable resource as an
introduction to the play and its textual history, it leaves the student of theater practice and history
wanting.

Dorothy Figueira’s Translating the Orient: The Reception of Sakuntald in Nineteenth-
century Europe, addresses only the historical period covered by chapters six and seven of
Thapar’s book, focusing on how literary translation coded the play’s entry into Europe. This
work too, then, is predominantly concerned with the play in its literary incarnations, and Figueira
spends the lion’s share of the project performing a minute comparison of ten French and German
translations of verses from the play’s fifth act, alongside Jones and the Sanskrit original in an
attempt to illustrate trends in error, interpretation, and deliberate mistranslation. Towards the end
of her study Figueira does devote one chapter to what she calls “Dramatic Adaptations” of the
play. These “dramatic and musical adaptations,” she writes, “are the final avatars in the long
process of interrelated phases creating new works from the Sanskrit source,” and therefore, “the
very fact that these works had previous existence as translations and that they were rewritten for
the stage can certainly not be ignored.”” Her methodological approach to this section, however,
is suspect. The case studies she discusses—including Theophile Gautier’s 1858 Ballet-
Pantomime in Paris, Lugné-Poe’s 1895 Symbolist adaptation in Paris, Alexander Tairov’s 1914
symbolist adaption in Moscow, and a handful of operatic adaptations—cover a broad spectrum
of performance traditions each of which engages text in different ways. Moreover, her analysis
(where it can be found) is inconsistent: sometimes she addresses conventions of performance
alongside practices of literary adaptation, as with the Gautier’s Ballet; sometimes she writes only

of performance and ignores the translation entirely, as with Lugné-Poe and Tairov’s productions;

33 Dorothy Figueira, Translating the Orient: The Reception of Sakuntald in Nineteenth-century Europe (Albany:
State University of New York Press, 1991), 183.
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and sometimes her critique is purely literary, as with her account of Alfred Freiherr von
Wolzogen’s adaptation for which she mentions no corresponding production evidence. On the
whole this chapter reads more like a report of the many attempts made to produce the play
onstage than as a critical assessment of sZow those attempts were made, and more significantly,
how the medium of performance differed from that of translation.

Besides these book-length studies, there have been many essays dedicated to Shakuntala
published in academic journals and edited volumes, almost all of which are literary, occasionally
are philological, and rarely are concerned with the history or practice of the play in performance.
Two notable recent exceptions are Radhavallabh Tripathi’s essay “Abhiji! na"! kuntalam on
Modern Stage” published in N! tya"! stra in the Modern World, and Mandakranta Bose’s
“Staging Abhijn! na"! kuntalam” in the excellent, but otherwise predominantly text-based volume
Revisiting Abhiji! na"! kuntalam: Love, Lineage and Language in K! lid! sa’s N! #aka. Tripathi’s
essay, lamentably, falls victim to the same trend of reporting productions as we see in Figueira’s
chapter. The productions that Tripathi accounts for in this chapter are barely discussed beyond
the accompaniment of the occasional (and often un-cited) newspaper critique, and are as
dispersed temporally as they are geographically: he leaps from referencing Prithviraj Kapoor’s
1944 production of the play in Bombay directly to Jerzy Gratowksi’s 1960 production in Poland,
and then back to a 1939 production of the play at the Moonlight Theatre in Calcutta, with
absolutely no contextualizing or synthesizing analysis to facilitate the leap. At best, this essay
serves as evidence to the existence of a wide-ranging performance history of the play, but even
then its utility is undercut by inconsistencies in the scholarship. Many of the performances he

mentions, (including a tantalizing production of Jones’ translation in Calcutta in the year of its
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publication) are cited without any supporting evidence, and have not been substantiated by my
extensive research in tfield.>*

Mandakranta Bose, however, offers the rare example of an essay that foregrounds
performance as a critical lens through which to better understand KalidasaOs play. The essay is
admittedly performance historical, seeking to OdemonstrateStieitiftala was composed
with the stage in mind and understood to be so in the tradition of Sanskrit scholarship in the
performing arts ®While the period of performance that Bose is most concerned with is the pre
modern context of the playOs original comjmsishe supports her claim in part by referring to
a production from 1958 in which she herself participated. Citing a wide range of Sanskrit texts,
including theNatyasastra and R@havabhtaOs fifteenth century commentary on the play, Bose
argues thatte conventions dbkadharna, or naturalistic performance, andryadharm, or
stylized performance, for which Kalidasa envisioned his play, cannot be reconstructed or
discerned from one source alone. She appliesdsearch retroactively the 1958 prodction,
in which she played both Anasuya and the apsaras Sanumati, to demonstrate how much more
successful her individual performances, and the production on the whole, would have been had
she and her fellow performers been familiar with such resources. €® go a long way,O she
writes, Otoward recoveridgphij-anasakuntalamas a stage event by viewing textual obscurities
in light of the technical details of acting and stage presentation recorded by Bharata and his

successors’Orhe essay does not, untimately, penetrate much beyond the revivalist objective

34| should note that | even reached out to Professpafhi directly while | was in India doing my fieldwork. After

a series of emails in which | introduced myself and my project, and Professor Tripathi and | had attempted to find a
time to meet, | asked him if he would be able to provide me with more iafamrmabout this particular production

in Calcutta, or had any recommendations of resources | should to consult to learn more on my own. Professor
Tripathi never replied to this email.

% Mandakranta Bose, OStagighij-anasakuntalam@n Revisiting Abhijgnasakuntalam: Love, Lineage and

Language in KlidasaOs ftaka,edited by Saswati Sengupta and Deepika Tandon. (New Delhi: Orient Blackswan
Private Limited, 2011), 39.

% Ibid., 51.
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laid out by this work: Bose only briefly considers, for example, the possibility of staging
Shakuntala in an idiom besides this historical reconstruction. 3tél, essay makes a compelling
case foreclaimingtheater and performance as important fields of inquiry with regard to this
most famous text.

My dissertation, OSearching for Shakunteddkerefore the first comprehensive study of
Shakuntala to foreground the playOs history in performance, attending to how this work has been
imagined, produced, and received on stage as its primary obj&atigeurse, this work still
requires a certaiamount of literary critique, abe plays circulation asa dramausually
precedes its transfer to the stagewever, the literary history thaalddressn this dissertatiois
always contextualized by, and driving toward, titaaspositiorof the literary into the
theatricalN the movement of the play frometpage to the stage, to use the old adagen
Bose, whose essay advocatestfog play as a theatrical text nonetheless bdgams the
perspective of the text, asking how eanbetter read KalidasaOayto imagine it in
performanceln this dissertabn | work in the other direction. Beginning with specific
productions| askwhat these performancean illuminate about the community for whom they
were produced, the artists thiatlized them, anthe relationship they had to this fifdentury
Sanskit play.

My first chapter OShakuntalaOs Storytellers: Translation and Performance in the Age of
World Literature,@enters arounwVilliam PoelOs 1899 productionShizkuntala for his theater
company, the Elizabethan Stage Society, in Londibis was tle first production of the play
given by an English theater company in the city, as well as the first applicaiidifiiam JonesO
translation to the stageesbpiteits having been irirculation for over a centurAs an entry

point into this dissertatig©OShakuntalaOs Storytellegdluates the differences between
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translation and performance as ways of fashioning the foreign sethiee of global
canonizationHow, in other words, is curating a canon of world theater different than assembling
a canorof world literature? Supported by a theoretical framework of both translation and
performance studies, this chapter compares the interpretive choices coded into William JonesO
landmark translation with those made in performance by the Elizab®thge Soiety. In
juxtaposition with these two British productions of the play (one literary, one theatrical), this
chapter also considers a performance of actSka@funtala that was given by an Indian
ensemblBl the ParsVictoria Dramatic Compariy while they were on tour in London in 1885.
In reading the work of each theater compsmnd the reception that it got from a London
audienc@l | argue for the critical significanaef embodiment, or the lack thereof, in nineteenth
century constructions of universal humanidmanslation, circumscribed to words on a page,
facilitates a kind of cultural editing by which the foreign can seamlessly be made familiar.
Performance, on the other hand, is reliant on the bodies of actorsaatiiektention to issues of
representation and difference even in their omisdibis chapter engages with issues of cultural
ownership, the role of performance in colonial identity formation, and the power that owning and
telling stories can have to toémbolden and subverarratives of difference.

In chapter2, OSix Degrees of Shakuntala: Symbolism, Sanskrit Drama, aRd ¢t of
Modern European TheatOl shift focus to continental Europe. The central production in
question in this chapter isugnZPoeOs 18hakuntala at his symbolist theat, ThZ%.tre de
L® uvre, in ParisShakuntala, and Sanskrit drama, are not often, or ever, associated with the
origins of European theatrical modernity. And yet with this production LARp®/plaes
KalidasaOsl "aka on one of the most significant stages of the European-gaade in finde-

siscle Europe. Rathrethan chalking this up to coincidence, this chapter sets out to investigate just
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how Shakuntalgound itself as part of the Théatre de L’(Euvre’s repertoire. In order to
contextualize Lugné-Poe’s production, I examine the writing and artistic work of figures such as
Goethe, the brothers Schlegel, Stephane Mallarmé and Theophile Gautier, all of whom were
profoundly influenced by Indian literature, many of whom by Shakuntalalirectly. By
untangling the intellectual and artistic networks in which Shakuntalairculated throughout the
nineteenth century, this chapter demonstrates the degree to which romanticism, and subsequently
symbolism, were built on a foundation of what Raymond Schwab has termed the “Oriental
Renaissance.” Furthermore I propose that the influence of Indian art and literature on Europe
reaches an apotheosis with Lugné-Poe’s production, which can subsequently be viewed as the
immediate predecessor of the intercultural theater movement that was to follow in twentieth
century.

My third chapter, “Reviving Shakuntala: Inventing Historical Stage Practice in India,”
turns its attention to the domestic performance history of Kalidasa’s play. Having addressed the
influence that the discovery of Shakuntaléhad on nineteenth century Europe, I return to India to
investigate how the play’s re-emergence as a popular text translates into its production onstage.
As hinted at by Mandakranta Bose’s essay, theatrical revivalism—defined as a method of
production intended to replicate a historical or original stage practice—is the default register for
considering Sanskrit drama in production from a contemporary perspective. However, I contend
that theatrical revivalism itself is a modern manifestation, not evinced by the play’s performance
history until after India gained independence in 1947. Beginning from that end point, this chapter
compares a 1954 production of the play presented by the Brahmana Sabha at the First National
Drama Festival in New Delhi with a range of productions that preceded it in the years between

Jones’ translation and Independence. These examples—which include early attempts at the play
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in the high colonial theaters of Calcutta and Bombay, Balwant Pandurang Kirloskar’s Sangit
Shakuntal, and a production by Hindi cinema legend Prithviraj Kapoor—demonstrate an
incredible range of methods, aesthetics, and techniques which suggest a culture of theatrical
experimentation with the Sanskrit dramas in the early years of their return to the Indian stage. In
comparison, the 1954 Brahmana Sabha production marks a conscious return to, and search for,
conventions of original stage practice. Based on this comparison I posit that theatrical
revivalism—made possible in part by the publication of the aesthetic treatise The N! tya"! stra in
the early twentieth century—must not be understood as a default or exclusive register for
Sanskrit drama, but instead as a modern enterprise intended to align the plays with a particular
interpretation of Indian history.

If chapter 3 examines how the idealized, historicist production aesthetic for the Sanskrit
canon was constructed, then chapter 4, “Shades of Shakuntala: Genealogies of Theatrical
Performance on the Contemporary Indian Stage” argues for the deconstruction of that ideal.
Despite the wealth of scholarship on modern and post-independence Indian theater that has been
published in the last decade, discussions of contemporary productions of Sanskrit drama, when
they have been discussed at all, have remained limited to the revivalist mode described above. In
this chapter I look at productions by directors such as KN Panikkar, Rita Ganguly, KV Prasanna,
Rustom Bharucha, and Kirtana Kumar to illuminate how the play has been adapted to look
inward, and address issues of identity politics facing India as an emergent nation in the latter half
of the twentieth century. Taking up questions of women’s empowerment and representation,
religious and racial discrimination, and the contradictions inherent in being the world largest
secular representative democracy, these productions, I contend, rely on and reveal the long

history of the play both as a text and in performance, in order to suspect the myth of authenticity
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and singular origins established by revivalist nationalism. What has $ed@ntalaa

compelling text for contemporary theater artists, in other words, is not its rarified poetry, nor the
antiquated world that it represent®r the world historical prestige it has acquired. Rather the

text continues to resonate because of the manifold histories of India that it has enfolded, histories

thatare besteanimated in performance.
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CHAPTER ONE

SHAKUNTALA (3 STORYTELLERS :

TRANSLATION AND PERFORMANCEIN THE AGE OFWORLD LITERATURE (17891899)

The history of Kalidasa®@hij-! na'akuntla in translation isvell documentecndwell knowr

When it was first published in 1789, William JonesOs English language transl&fakohtala

was a revelation to its readers. As the first work of Sanskrit dramatic literature to be made
available to an international audience (and the third work clatiteraturein toto),
Shakuntalgorovided its readers a gateway to an entire tradition of theater and performance as
well as the ancient culture to which it belondestvertised by Jones as a Ofaithful translationO

of Oa most pleasing and authenfgik] picture of old Hindu manners, [and] one of the greatest
curiosities that the literature of Asia has yet brought to ligtigplay quickly made its way

across Europ&The fascination nineteenth century readers had with the play is encapsulated by
the verse composed in its honor by Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, who later used the play as a

model for the prologue to his Fadsthe playOs profound (and prolonged) influence on Goethe is

! Before Jones€hakuntalaCharles Wilkins had published English translation$te Bhagavad @ (1785) and a
collection of fables known as tltitopade'a (1787). For more on the conflation of these varied texts into the
singular classification of Oliterature,O see Vinay Dharwatdkéentalism and the Study of Indian Literature," in
Orientalism aml the Postcolonial Predicament: Perspectives on South adited by Carol Appadurai

Bredkenridge and Peter van der VéPhiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1993).

2 Sir William Jones, OThe Preface,Qacontala or The Fatal Ring: an Indi@rama by Calidas(Calcutta: Joseph
Cooper, 1789), iii.

® Translations of Jones® translation were published in German (1791), French (1803) and Italian (1815).
Additionally, three reprints of the English edition were issued over the course of its first seven years in print.
(Garland Cannon, OSir William Jonesl éime Sakuntala,@urnal of the American Oriental Sociét$ no.4 (1953):
201).

* OWouldst thou the young yearOs blossoms and the fruits of its decline and all by which the soul is charmed,
enraptured, feasted, fed, / wouldst thou the earth and heas#initsne sole name combine? / | name thee, O
Sakuntala And all at once is said.O Goethe, trans. E.B. Eastwick, Cit@®l as an epigraph for countless
translations of and essays about the play, GoetheOs name is perhaps even more indeliblgtigkedaiathan

that of Jones. The Elizabethan Stage Society used the verse to advertise their production of the play in 1899
(William Poel Collection, 18704950s, V&A Theatre and Performance Collections, Lohdbagore included it as

a framing device andpgraph for the essays OShakuntalaO (1902) and OShakuntala: Its Inner MeaningO (1920),
respectively; and translators from Sir Monier Williams (1855) to Arthur Ryder (1914) and Barbara Stoler
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further evinced by his infamous enthusiasm for expanding global literary circulation: when he
asserted, in 1827, that it was “time for the era of world literature and everybody must endeavor
to accelerate this epoch,” it isn’t difficult to imagine that he might have had Shakuntala in mind.’
Despite the play’s ready acceptance into the annals of world literature however, it was
much slower to gain currency on stage as a work of world theater. Nearly a century elapsed
between when Jones’ translation first brought the play west and the earliest theatrical
productions of the play, whether in England, France, or Germany.® In fact, even though it was
responsible for the play’s popularity in Europe, Jones’s Shakuntala was not performed in
England until a July night in 1899, when the celebrated Shakespearean director William Poel and
his company, the Elizabethan Stage Society (ESS), invited their patrons to the conservatory of
the Royal Botanical Society in Regent’s Park, London to see the play performed “for the first
time in English.”” The production was a benchmark for the company, for whom the 1899 season
marked an expansion of their repertoire beyond the titular Elizabethan plays, to include the
“classical masterpieces of [...] many ages and of many peoples.” This season marked, in other
words, a foray into producing plays of various global and temporal origins: an enterprise in
defining a culture of world theater. Over the years, this expanded canon came to resemble what
would now be recognized as a standard swath of European theater history: Greek tragedies,

English Medieval religious plays, masterpieces of the Spanish Golden Age, French Neo-

Miller(1984) have cited the verse to situate the play for their English readers. For more on Goethe and his
relationship to Shakuntala please see chapter 2.

’ Cited in Kate McInturff, “The Uses and Abuses of World Literature,” The Journal of American Culture 26 n0.2
(2003): 225.

® For a complete list of European productions of the play, please see Appendix A.

” Shakuntala Program, July 31899, William Poel Collection, 1870s-1950s, V&A Theatre and Performance
Collections, London. This is also, to the best of knowledge, the first performance of Jones’ text at all. Earlier
productions of the play given in India (see chapter 3), when given in English, had used a translation by Monier
Williams. I have not found any evidence to suggest that Jones’ translation was ever performed in colonial India.
¥ Elizabethan Stage Society 1899 Annual report, William Poel Collection, 1870s-1950s, V&A Theatre and
Performance Collections, London.
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Classicism, and German Romanticisthe presence @hakuntalavithin this repertoir8l and
its position for the ESS as anaugural text of their expanded, global misBlandicates that the
play had transcended its literary reputation and was part of artistic negotiations of global
theatrical canons as well as literary.

A foundational philosophical premise behind the moeettowards such world cannons
was the belief in an underlying universality of human existence despite complex strata of cultural
differences; a presupposition, as articulated by noted Indologist Ronald Inden, of Oontological
unityO that confirms the exsice of Oa single, uniform hunrature.3 As Inden notes,
however, this essential humanity was modeled on ARglmpean culture, such that any
deviation from the universal model found in works outsidéMestern canon had to be
neutralized to render @tktrange and incoherent [E] rational sormal.3° This was not always
an explicit project. In fact, Inden suggests that the practice of counteracting or domesticating a
textOs foreign components was built into the very fabric of Orientalist discoursasidering
works that were admitted into the humanist projects of world literature and world theater,
therefore, it is imperative to reassess their perceived universality. Are suchinhenently
accessible to a global audience, capable of transagndltural, national, and linguistic barriers
because of some intrinsic quality? Or is universality a product of interpretation, not inherent in
the work at all, but rather inscribed on top of it?

Looking to the Elizabethan Stage SocietyOs 1899 prodottimmesShakuntalan
London provides us with a unique comparative framework from which to assess some
fundamental differences between literature and theater as meditimesmaking of universal

humanism during the long nineteenth century (1¥892). The former, assisted by the act of

° Ronald IndenOOrientalist Constructions of India/@dern Asian Studie¥/ol. 20, No. 3 (1986), pp 444.
10 H
Ibid., 414.
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translation, achieves the illusion of cultural uniformity linguistically, while the latter must rely
on performance, a medium contingent on embodiment and theaterOs distinct tenfpachlity.
artistic expression ¥producea the noAnWestern text in questian its own way endeavoring to
renderit universal through strategies of domesticatiOn account of its dependence on the live
bodies of actors to manifest the characters in question, however, performance spotighgs era
more easily accomplished in translation, often revealing, rather than concealing, the power
dynamics inherent in projects of global canon format¥énkuntala occupies a privileged
position for such analysis. As one of the earliest works of Samnskré translated into English,
and subsequently embraced in global circulation, Jd&ftegtala Ohelped to establish a new
paradigm for OOrientalO translation,O one that, in Aakirf®Os estimation, demonstrated the
practiceOs efficacy at simultansly showcasing and codifying the image of India it presented to
a Europeamudience.™ It is alsoone of very few such works to have been afforded a rich
corresponding performance history, making it an unparalleled case study by which to assess
these duainodes ofroduction.*

| begin witha close reading ailliam JonesOs watershed English language translation of
the play,designed to excavate somiethe interpretive choices that code his translation and
thereby shapkthe WestOs introduction to Kalid&ss drama. Having articulated the influence of
translation on the cultivation of world literature, | then turn to performance with a comparison of
two theatrical productions: the aforementioned Elizabethan Stage SocietyOs in 1899 and that of
the Parsi Vitoria Dramatic Company on tour in Londonli@85. This pair of productior(dy an

English and an Indian theater company, respectively), and the reception each received from its

1 Aamir R. Mufti, Forget English! Orientalisms and World Literatures (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard

University Press, 2016), 1a02.

12\vith regards to the Sanskrit canon, Me:chaka"ika (The Little Clay Cart) has received occasional productions

in Europe, though its reputation as both a work of literature and as a work for the stage pales in comparison to that
of Shakuntala.
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London audience, illuminates the precarious balance that exists between representation and
agency in performance. By the end of the nineteenth century in London the stakes of this balance
were inextricably bound to the changing colonial relationship between England and India, a shift
precipitated by the Indian Rebellion of 1857. Under these circumstances questions of
representation—of which bodies can and cannot stand for an Other, (and, as importantly, can and
cannot stand for one’s self)—became particularly fraught, as England labored to sustain a clear
distinction between the colonial state and its subjects. Such inquiries, though unnecessary in
translation, are vital in performance—where an actor’s transformation into a character has the
potential to transgress racial, cultural, gendered, and socioeconomic divides—and drive to the

core of how world theater differs from world literature.

I. SIR WILLIAM JONES

William Jones was a barrister, linguist, and amateur scholar when he arrived in Calcutta
in 1783. Fully subscribed to Governor Hastings’s position that the best way to govern the
subcontinent was by learning the culture of the natives, Jones made a hobby of collecting
manuscripts and studying ancient texts, which he and his fellow Orientalists believed to be the
key to understanding India. According to the preface of his translation, Jones first became aware
of Shakuntalavhile he was on a quest to find examples of the Sanskrit sub-genre of poetry
known as n! "akas." The acquisition of Sanskrit texts in the earliest decades of Oriental
scholarship was a slow and often elusive enterprise, as the “very existence” of “Sanskrit textual
traditions [...] had been largely a matter of rumor and sometimes of wild speculation until

9514

then.”"” Jones, for instance, was first alerted to the existence of n! "akasin the letters of Jesuit

missionaries, who erroneously described them as a mixture of history and fable. Optimistic that

13 Jones, “The Preface,” 1.
' Mufti, 104.
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these texts might yield evidence of pre-Mughal Indian history, Jones pursued them in earnest
until a Brahmin named Radhakant identified the genre as analogous to the British dramas that
were performed in Calcutta during the cooler parts of the year. It was Radhakant who
recommended that Jones read Shakuntalas the exemplar of this genre, elucidating his
recommendation by way of the following verse: “The ring of Sacontala [Sic] in which the fourth
act, and four stanzas of that act, are eminently brilliant, displays the rich exuberance of
Kalidasa’s genius.”"> The facility with which Radhakant called upon this unattributed verse, and
the ease with which Jones procured a copy of the manuscript, suggest an indigenous tradition of
Sanskrit scholarship that had, based on its own emic criteria, venerated Shakuntalas
exemplary.'® And yet, Jones’s own commentary on the play reveals that such criteria were
neither of express interest, nor were they motivating factors for the fascination it generated in
him.

Consider, for example, the series of letters Jones wrote to his friend and former student,
the Second Earl Spencer, between September 4 and October 22 of 1787." Jones had
corresponded with Spencer regularly ever since arriving in Calcutta four years prior, using their
letters as an opportunity to showcase the cornucopia of novel information, texts, and experiences
he accumulated as he took up the mantle of Orientalist. In this particular set of letters, Jones
breathlessly serializes the plot of Kalidasa’s play in a manner Garland Cannon describes as

evocative of “an Arabian-Nights-Tales device [...] suspending the summary at a peak of interest

'3 Jones, “The Preface,” iii. Jones subsequently inscribed this verse in the front pages of the manuscript he used to
translate the play: Kalidasasyasarvasvamabhijiianasakuntalam | tattapicacaturthom ‘kastatta Slokacatustyam ||

'® The ease with which Jones was able to get the text copied for him suggests that the play was still in cultural
circulation, as does the proliferation of manuscripts and recensions of the text that have been catalogued since. There
are five major recensions of the Abhij-gnasakuntala Bengali, Devanagari, Southern, Mithila and Kashmiri. The
Bengali, from which Jones worked, differs from the other four most notably in the extended love scene between the
King and Shakuntala in act 3. (Somadeva Vasudeva, The Recognition of Shakunta@ew York: New York
University Press: 2006), 32-38.)

'7 Garland Cannon and William Jones, “Sir William Jones’s Summary of Sakuntala,” Journal of the American
Oriental Society83 no.2 (1963). These letters, the originals of which are held in the personal library of the Spencer
family, have also been published along with the rest of Jones’ correspondence in a two volume set titled, The Letters
of Sir William Jonesand edited by Garland Cannon.
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in order to hold at a high plateau what he hoped would be Lord Spencer’s absorption with the
story.”'® Despite brimming with enthusiasm, Jones’s summary of the play is incorrect in a
number of places: he begins by describing Shakuntala’s ancestry, prioritizing information not
given in the play until well into the first act; he recounts that, upon recovering his ring,
Dushyanta retreats to live like a hermit in the forest, contrary to the melancholy court scene of
act 6; and, most notably, in his telling it is Dushyanta, and not Shakuntala, who is the target of
Durvasas’s curse, and therefore she who cannot remember him."

One of the greatest discrepancies between Kalidasa’s play and the version of this story
told in the Indian epic The Mah bh! rata is that in the epic King Dushyanta doesn’t forget
Shakuntala, but rather knowingly turns her away. Kalidasa’s reinvention of that plot, through the
device of a signet ring and introduction of Durvasas’s curse, amends this critical flaw in the
story, thereby transforming Dushyanta into an eligible n! yaka,or hero, for dramatic
representation in a n! "aka This was an important standard of evaluating the play’s merit within
the Sanskrit literary tradition: the writings of the medieval philosopher Bhoja, for example, give
prominence to the changes Kalidasa’s made to the plot in order to remove this fault or do#a and
render the plot aucitya or suitable.”* Though it is unclear where Jones’s confusion regarding
this fundamental plot point originated, it reveals his partiality as the play’s cultural mediator.
That he could be so laudatory of the text on the one hand and so ignorant of its fundamental plot

structure on the other indicates that what impressed him about the play was not its language, nor

' Cannon, “Sir William Jones’s Summary of Sakuntala,” 242.

' The basic plot of the play follows Shakuntala’s first meeting with, secret marriage to, and separation from the
King, Dushyanta. When he is forced to leave the forest and return to his kingdom, he gives Shakuntala his ring,
promising that he will send for her soon. In the interim, Shakuntala incurs the wrath of the sage Durvasas
(preoccupied with love, she neglects proper hospitality), who curses her as such: that her beloved will forget he ever
knew her until she can procure an item that had once belonged to him. This curse sets off the action for the second
half of the drama.

20 For more on this please see: Sheldon Pollock, “The Social Aesthetic and Sanskrit Literary Theory,” Journal of
Indian Philosophy29 (2001): 216-219.
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even the story that it told, but rather the world that it told of, anddhmtive that said world
allowed him to imagine.

It is important to remember that Jones bec#tmevanguard for the nineteenth century
model of literary exploration. As the vehicle by which tHeypwvas propelleécross Europehis
translation ofShakintalawas instrumental in the vision of India that it helped to establish for
European readers. But what was the stor$hatkuntalahat Jones told through his translation?
Far from functioning asraimpartialintermediary, Jones as the translator mdaeoes resulting
in a text coded by his interpretation of the play, his cultural biases and preferences, and his
personal experience of India. These aesthetic choices become more significant when we
consider the reach and impact of JonesOs work. Tejaivénjana notes that Oas a translator
and a scholar, Jones was responsible for the most influential introductieextdi@ized India to
EuropeO becau€kis translations are said to have been read by almost everyone in the west who
was literate in thaineteenttcentury.G* In NiranjanaOs reading these translationith their
sizeable audien®econtributed Oto a historicist, teleological model of civilization that, coupled
with a notion of translation presupposimngnsparency of representationelps toconstruct a
powerful version of the OHinduO that later writers of different philosophical and political
persuasions incorporated into their texts in an almost seafathgs.G? To take a translation
as a transparent presentation of the original presaotasnly the possibility of an empirical,
objective interpretation of that original, but also the absence of any interpretive action on the part
of the translator, ascribing an unattainable and unrealistic degree of neutrality to that role.

Jones had nouglms about positioning himself as an authority. In an earlier letter to

Spencell dated merely ten days before Bleakuntalssummaries beg&hJones confided in his

2L Tejaswini NiranjanaSiting Translation: History, Postructuralism, andhe Colonial Contex¢Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1992), 12.
2 |bid., 13, emphasis mine.
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friend that his objective in learning the Sanskrit language was to Qkdiavbetter than an
European ever knew it,O through the accumulation of language but also, in hiiogsG?
Statements such as this betray the ambition of discovery at the core of JonesOs motivation: in
laying claim to this ancient text, Jones authorized himselhéwe the story @hakuntal&l both
the narrative of the play and his own (quasthropological) experience with®* Part of the
responsibility of knowing Olndia better than the rest of EuropeO was subsequently to play the part
of the colonial narratorral to report back on that expertise. Such Ostories,O in Edward SaidOs
words, Oare at the heart of what explorers and novelists say about strange regiomerkuf. @re
They are a means of bridging distance, rendering the foreign and perhaps incomgeshensi
accessible through familiar language, tropes, and characterizations. They are, in other words,
universalizing agents. Said argues that there is a power to narration, one fundamental to the
interplay of Oculture and imperialism;O he who tells the sbotyols the subject matter
describedherein.?® Neither a proper explorer nor a novelist, Jones makes the case for expanding
the repertoire of stories told in the service of colonial ventures, employing not th8l novel
through which Said argues this poweayplivas more commonly expresBedut the art of
translation.

OA translation always communicates an interpretation,O writes Lawrence Venuti,

resulting in Oa foreign text that is partial and altered, supplemented with features peculiar to the

2 Sir William Jones and Garland Canndihg Letters of Sir William Joné®xford: Clarendon Press, 1970), 751.
Emphasis his.
# |n fact, JonesOs chamization of India began over a decade before he ever set foot in the subcontinent, as
documented in some of his earliest writingsktrget English!Aamir R. Mufti pays particular attention to the 1772
publicationPoems, Consisting Chiefly of Translat&from the Asiatick Languagesnd the two essays appended to
the collection, OOn the Poetry of the Eastern NationsO and OOn the Arts, Commonly Called Imitative.O Collectively,
Mufti argues, the pieces contained in this volume contribute toward whaneeaethronotype of the
indigenou$l that is, spatiotemporal figures of habitation (in a place) in deeftiimat became canonical for
humanistic knowledge in the nineteenth centuryO (74, emphasis his). Thus, through writings that were based solely
on academic encounters with Indian cultiroen an immense geographic distance, Jonesilraddybegun to shape
and condition his audienceOs expectations.
ii Edward SaidCulture and ImperialisnfNew York: Vintage Books, 1994), xii.

Ibid., xiii.
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translating language, no longer inscrutably foreign but made comprehensible in a distinctively
domestic style. Translations, in other words, inevitably perform a work of domestication.””’
Given this interpretive function, a translation is comprised as much of the translator’s voice as it
is the original author—a multivalence that is often either obscured or intentionally overlooked.
The “translator’s invisibility” gives readers the impression that “the translation is not in fact a
translation, but the ‘original.””*® In the case of a translation such as Jones’s work with
Shakuntalathis authorial palimpsest produces a deceptive dynamic, wherein a text seems to
speak both emically and etically, both for and about, the culture by which it was produced. In his
colonial context, Jones’s translation of Shakuntalaenfolded what hehad to say about the distant
Orient, within an illusion of what the Orient had to say about itself.

That Shakuntalavas stylistically akin to the European stage play was a boon for Jones.
By emphasizing the play’s formal similarities to what he described as “Shakespeare’s fairy-
pieces,”” Jones guided his readers toward associating it with the classical pillars of dramatic
literature in the West, namely the plays of Shakespeare and those from Classical Greece.
(Bestowing the moniker “Shakespeare of India” on Kalidasa did not hurt this tendency either!)
To ensure this comparison, not only did the quality of the writing need to correlate to those titans
of European drama, but so too did the content of the story. At the same time, India could not be
lost entirely, as the exotic cachet of the play’s origins and history were equally important to its
fascination as a text. Thus, Jones faced the challenge of how to preserve the exotic ethos of
Kalidasa’s world without offending or alienating his readers. This struggle expresses the
dichotomy that Friedrich Schleiermacher laid out in an 1813 lecture addressing methods for

translation: “either the translator leaves the author in peace as much as possible and moves the

" Lawrence Venuti, The Scandals oj Translatiotowards an ethics of differen¢eondon: Routledge, 1998), 5.
¥ Lawrence Venuti, The TranslatorOs Invisiiby: a history of translationLondon: Routledge, 1995), 1.
¥ Sir William Jones and Garland Cannon, The Letters of Sir William Jong#6.
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reader toward him,O articulating a practice of foreignization by which the reader is transported to
the source culture, Oor he leaves the reader in peace as much as possible and moves the writer
towardhim,3° domesticating the work for its intended armtie. Whereas Schleiermacher
believed that only one of these two modes was possible in a single translation, JonesOs work with
Shakuntalgroves the contrary. Though he admits to having Odisengaged [the play] from the
stiffness of a foreign idiomO in tharslationOs preface, he also lauds it as Oa most pleasing and
authentick $ic] picture of old Hindu manners,O suggesting at the same time that his translation
left the original unaltered, resulting in a finished product that was both domesticated &g fore
approachable without losing its apparanthenticity.>* His work was performed in service of
both Shakuntal®3ndian past and Angl&uropean future, stretching JonesOs translation along
the tightrope line oEastern allure anwestern literary pregie.

In order to achieve the latter, Jones carefully eliminated the overt eroticism of Dushyanta
and ShakuntalaOs courtship, privileging a pastoral aesthetic o\eigre (erotic) modedy
which Sanskrit poetics classify tipkay.3? This was not the fst, nor would it be the last time he
amended the erotics of an Indian text to better accommodatéelsiern audience, sheltering his
readership from passages too far removed, in his opinion, from European sensibilities to be
successfullyassimilated.®* However, what is particularly striking about the way that Jones
disengages the OstiffnessSluikuntala@3foreign idiom@ not in the omission of the eros, or

k$ma, per se, but in the omission of the Indian body by which that passion is generated. Certain

% Friedrich Schleiermacher, OOn the Different Methods of Translation,OTiretnslation Studies Readedited by
Lawrence Venut{London: Routledge, 2000), 49.

%1 Jones, OThe Preface,Q iii.

%2 Formoreon rasapleaseseethe Introduction.

33 |n 1772 Jones had pustied a loose translation of a ghazal by Hafiz. A genre of devotional Islamic poetry,
Ghazals treat, among other subjects, all consuming and unconditional love. As this love was often figured as a
manifestation of the devoteeOs relationship to the diiaé@eioved in question was often described using-male
gendered pronouns. JonesO translation, however, amended the sex of the beloved to conform to unambiguously
heterosexual norms. Aft&hakuntalain 1791, Jones translated thé"t2ntury devotional am theG% Govinda

by Jayadeva and admits to having omitted Othose passages which are too luxuriant and eltdpeantasteO

(Sir William Jones and Satya S Pach@8iir, William Jones: a readgiDelhi: Oxford University Press, 1993), 150.
Emphasis 1s).
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tropesN particularly regarding woméhappear again and again across the corpsisigfiric

poetry: thighs that resemble elephant trunks, the heavy weight of a womanOs hips, or particular
attention to thgaghanaN an anatomical reference for which we havegraceful English

corollary, but is roughly located between a womanOs belly button and her pubic region.
Throughout his translation Jones excises KalidasaOs use of these Sanskritic erotic modifiers, thus
depicting Shakuntala and DushyantaOs love as muorgeéhan libidinous and stripping the

playOs romance of sexuality.

When, for example, in the playOs third act, Dushyanta seSluaksntalaand the two
consummate their love (an act which ultimately transpires offstage), the King makes his case to
Shakunala praising her beauty as the reason for his torment, the reason he cannot live without
her. Cunningly, he convinces her friends to give them some privacy and, once alone, he strives
to make her comfortable in his company. In one verse he offersltbemas her friends once
did, with fans made from lotus leaves, and then urges her further to rest hdikéofast on his
lap so that he may massage her Oelegihark thighs(karabhorii).3* JonesOs rendition of the
verse, though not lacking for teemhess and desire, utterly ignores the presensaakuntal®s
thighd\l elephantine or otherwiand Dushyanta mentions only the desire to press her feet and
relieve hepain.®® Earlier in the act, as Dushyanta searches in vaiSHakuntalan the forest,
he identifies her location by a line of footprints left at the gateway of a bower. These footprints
are distinctive for being lighter at the front of the foot, and deeper toward the heel, the result, in

36 s

KalidasaOs verse, of the Oheft agidht of Shakuntal®gaghana (jaghanagauravat).’®” | have

S Eull versekim sitalaih klamavirodhibhir ardravatan saiicarayami nalinidalatalavyntaih | anke nidhaya
caranavrtapadmatamrau samvahayami karabhori yathasukham te ||. Unless otherwise noted, verses cited from
JonesOs translation are taken from the manuscript of his translation, held at the Bodleian library at Oxford
University.

% JonesOs translation reads: OWhy should not I, like them, move a fanlefiatssto rise cool breezes to
dissipate your uneasiness? Why should not I, like them, lay softly in my lap those feet red-tibesaterd press
them, O my charmer, to relieve your pain®&dntala and the Fatal Ring, 63).

% Full Verse:abhyunnata purastadavagaadha jaghanagauravatpascat | dvare ‘tra pandusikate padaparnktirdrsyate
‘Dhinava ||
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mentioned already th@ghanais a word without an equivalent in English, and thus appreciate
the difficulty Jones faced in this translation. It is, however, an anatomically specific area of a
womanOs body one that can be easily approximated by describing her hips, stoonach
buttocks instead. Jones, however, shies away from the sensuality invoked by this most beautiful
and untranslatable of body parts, attributing the idiosyncras®isakuntal®s footprints to Othe
weight of her elegantmbs.G’

What we can see at work here is an erasure of Sanskrit erotics by way of the erasure of
the body about which those erotics were written: a shift ffétgbra rasa, a sentiment defined
by the sensual gsyment of love and passion, to perhaps an expressiemetia which more
accurately relates the emotion of love without its physical manifestation. Such expurgation was
quite common in translations of this periticrough their work on the Sanskrit lisgy canon,
Jones and his Orientalist colleagues sought to recuperate a mythic golden age of Indian culture,
modeled notionally on the kind of teleological evolution by which Europe had linked itself to
Greece and Rome, by curating the works they encouhteneflect their own perceptions.
Jones, writes Padma Rangarajan, Odid not want to reconstruct Mauryian India. He wanted an
exportable version of Indian poetry that would erase the embarrassing flaws of the original
versions.3® He wanted, in other word fashion Indian history according to his own standard
of how such a history should be. This enterprise to Oreveal the former greatness of India,O as
described bylrejaswiniNiranjana, thus Ooften manifest[ed] itself as the British or European task
of translating and therelpurifying the debased nativexts,3° In literature, bodies are

constituted by the words by which they are signified, and theraforeshift in language has the

37 JonesOs translation reads: OFor | discern on the yellow sand at the door of yon arbour some recent footsteps, raised
a little before, and depressed behind by the weaigher elegant limbs.G4¢contala or the Fatal Ring1.) In his

manuscript translation, Jones used the phrase Obeautiful body,O which he amended in the print edition.

3 padma Rangarajatmperial Babel: Translation, Exoticism, and the Long Ninete@ehtury(New York:

Fordham University Press, 2014), 133.

%9 Niranjana, 16. Bphasis hers. In JonesOs case this process can be taken quite literally: a lingiissendeih

both Greek and Latin, Jones rendered his English translation by passing th# 8aosigh Latin first, like a

linguistic filter.
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potential to alter a characterOs physiognomy; to OpurifyO a texgasahkefrom Opurifying®
the bodies described therein. By denuding Shakuntala of what he perceived as degenerate, or
distasteful qualitiesJones therefore reconstituted her body, constructing a modelofgaiern
Indian femininity according to eighteententury European tastes, and then retroactively
ascribed that femininity back onto the symbolic mothdndia.*°

Postcolonial scholars critiquing the OwomenOs questionGiimetieentrcentury have
done excellent work in deconstructing the conflabbidealized Indian womanhood and the
nation itself, and so | will not rehearse that argurhere*! | will, however, suggest that the
seemingly subtle alterations Jones makes to Shakuntala in his translation are an early
manifestation of this trend. Thadian feminist historian Uma Chakravarti asserts that Oto situate
the nineteentitentury historiography of the womenOs questionO is to understand the story of
Ohow the OAryanO woman came to occupy the centre of the stage in the recounting of Othe wonde
that waslndia.@? Commonly rendered in English as OnobleO or Orespectable,O and often used in
the substantive to indicate a person possessed of such qualities, theyaosdderived from its
use in the Vedic period agasignation for the nomadic peoplef central Asia who had
migrated to, and settled in, Northdmuia*® As an adjective, OAryanO connotes the upper
echelons of Brahmanical caste hierarcRiescultural purity that excludes both the indigenous

tribes of the subcontinent as well as anyifprgoopulations from subsequent conquests, must

“0 Figured by the mythology quite literally as the mother of the nation through her son, Shakuntala not only
belonged to but in many ways embodied the rarified past on which the Orientalists were saskeame;iBharata,

is also one of many indigenous names for the subcontinent and its people, a patronymic derived from BhartaOs
position as common ancestor to the warring clans dffdde bh! rata epic and their descendants into the common

era.

“*! For more a this subject please see OThe Nation and Its WomeFh@ hation and its Fragmenky Partha
Chatterjeeas well as Mrinalini Sinha@slonial Masculinity

*2 Uma ChakravartiEveryday Lives, Everyday Histories: Beyond the Kings and Brahmanas of @ oitgNew

Delhi: Tulika Books, 2006), 4.

3 Over the course of the nineteenth century the term OAryanO was racialized by certain European academics who
claimed that Aryan ancestry had given rise to all major world civilizations before being degrameddmnt with

native populations. The common usage of the term in European is, therefore, historically distinct from the way that it
signifies in the subcontinent.
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notably omitting any Islamic influence from its purview. Thanks to the reach of Jones’
translations, his sanitized Shakuntalavould have been, for most of Europe, their first encounter
with any portraiture of an Indian woman, thus establishing (the Orientalist interpretation of)
Aryan femininity as the standard to which Indian women were held in Europe over the course of
the next century.

This portrait, however, was not confined to the West. As Niranjana elucidates,
“influential translations” such as those produced by Jones “interpellated colonial subjects,
legitimizing or authorizing certain versions of the Oriental, versions that then came to acquire the

44
d.”"" Jones’

status of ‘truths’ even in the countries in which the ‘original’ works were produce
sanitized Shakuntala, in other words, not only came to model the Aryan woman for the west, but
was part of a more insidious practice by which she came to serve as a model for Indian women
as well. Chakravarti suggests that this model came to influence “the early Nationalist writers,
whose most enduring and successful construction was the image of womanhood in the lost past
as a counter to the real existence of women in the humiliating present.”* T address the caste and
class based hierarchies that shaped literary output and the integration of classical material during
this period more closely in chapter 3, and so will not dwell long here. However, it is worth
noting that the exalted image of the past woman that Chakravarti describes was based in part on
the purified translations provided by Orientalist scholars operating with a presumption of
transparency. She was invented, in other words, from a particular perspective on India’s past that
was far more recent (and far less Indian) that it seemed.

Still, Jones’s text was not without India. In fact, for all of the work that he did to

neutralize the Orient in his translation of the play’s heroine, Jones labored equally hard to

preserve the Indian atmosphere of her environment. Sanskrit vocabulary litters the landscape of

* Niranjana, 33.
4 Chakravarti, 5.
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his translation, curating an essence of India that is enticing without being overwhelming to a
Western reader. The first occurrence of a Sanskrit word in the text occurs in the benediction
(n! nd") to Shiva, not four lines in: OMay ISA, the god of nature, apparent in these eight forms,
bless and sustaiyou! ° #%, a word that can mean Supreme God generally or, as is the case
here, specifically Shiva, is understandably difficult to translate, and gsipegion may simply
reflect JonesO inability to think of a more appropdarallary.*” However, it may also have
been preservétland internally defined in that wBlyto emphasize thahis God was nohis
God, but rather the god ofture,of India, ofothea people. This kind of linguistic othering can
be seen throughout the text, particularly in establishing the place of the play as in an exotic
locale. Proper names of plants, for example, are always provided in Sanskrit alongside a generic
English classifiation, differentiating the flora of ShakuntalaOs world from his Kufia grass,
19%gud’ oil and&! m! ka grains are rendered as such presumably not because JonesO readers
would have recognized the specific genus of the plant or identified the qualitieslpato that
specific type of oil, but because it established ttiéference.”® The trees oShakuntal®s
hermitage are ngusttreesN they are mra or saptapar atreedN trees that exist in faraway
lands, without domestic referent, the names of which ignite the imagination.

In other moments, when a translation would perhaps not have done enough to preserve
said distinction, Jones created opportunities to insedksidamords backnto the text. His use of

svargaN a word that describes a concept of he&limna perfect example. Whenever KalidasaOs

“6 JonesSacontala and the Fatal Ring. In Jones® mascript translation the line is rendered thus: OMay ISA bless

and honor you, the power propitiously visible in these eight apparent forms.O The parenthetical definition Ogod of
natue,Owas therefore added later, in editing.

*"In seven subsequetranslaions | consultell both by western and Indian translaférsnly one preserves this

word in lieu of the deity specific OShivad or the more generic Englists®GHmhier Williams, the immediate

successor of JonesO Oriental legacy, preserves the Sanskrit term, and he provides a footnote to the wordOs meaning.
“8 Ibid., 92. Olt is thy adopted child, the little fawn, whose mouth, when the sharp paimsgfasshad wounded

it, has been so often smeared by thy hand with the healinglaijedi; who has been so often fed by thee with a

handful ofsyamacagrains, and now will not leave the footsteps of his protectress.O
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text speaks of the godddvas, Jones translated it as Othe gods of Sweigjad® His consistent
usage of thiphraseas a frozen epithefives the impression that it must be part of the Sanskrit
text and allows him to further situateese gods, and this play, in a distinctively Indian reise
scZne.For example, wheBhakuntal®s companion Anag describes her friend@arentage to
King Dushyantashe recountBow the gods, whose fear was animajéethfasnkair devair) by a
powerhungry sage, sent apsais (celestial nymphhamed Menakto seduce hinand thereby
void hispenance.>® There is no reference svargain the text the gods whom Anasuya describes
are not modified to identify their dwelling place or origin. However piesencef the added
word in JonesO translatiachieves the same estrangement as the proper names of plants
described above. It is as if EBwanted to ensure that there was to be no confusing these deities
or their heaven with those of tNéestern canon and of Christianity: they needed their own
names.

What | hope to have illuminated through this translational interrogation il oowa
linguistic leveN Jones began to codify théestOs relationship $hakuntalaand, by extension,
India itself. Reading a canonical translation like JoSésRuntalaDagainst the grain,O as
encouraged by Niranjana, makes evident Ohow translation is giwedysingrather than
merely reflecting or imitating af@riginal.@" To think of a translation as a production of a text
suggests fabrication: something that is manufactured, brought into being, created. It certainly
works against the fallacy that a translation simplyealsa fundamental truth concealed by
language, orttat the translator operates as a benign intermediary whose labor on the text leaves

it fundamentally unchanged. Especially because the translation in question here is of a dramatic

*bid., 22, 43, 46.

0 Full line: srpotu arya / pur kila tasya fijarserugre tapasi vartta@nasya kathamapizfasarikairdevairmenak
namapsarh niyamavighnadrini presita. The verse has been rendered here from the Sanskrit Chhaya for
consistency, thougim Jones® manuscripts line is inprakit. Even in theprakrt, however, there is no mention of
svarga.

*1 Niranjana 37, 81Emphasis hers.
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text, the use of this word also evokes the more conventional theatrical production—a
transposition from “page to stage” manifested through the act of performance.

Translation necessarily produces a new work of the same medium—which is to say, a
translation is always expressed through language. Moreover, the anti-corporeal proclivity of
Jones’ translation further fixes the text to a bodiless, literary world. Without incarnation, the text
is made mobile and malleable, qualities that facilitate universalization. In contrast, performance
produces what W.B. Worthen calls “an entirely incommensurable thing, an event,” the result of
the text having been “absorbed into the multifarious verbal and nonverbal discourses of theatrical

production.”?

These discourses—including, among others, temporality, music, tone, the bodies
of the actors, props and costume pieces— significantly complicate the process by which global
(read: non-Western) texts are rendered universal, by animating the racial, cultural, and linguistic
differences that are more easily elided in literature. Translations can pass as transparencies; but
how is universality asserted across the spectrum of theatrical signifiers—the verbal and
nonverbal discourses—through which performance communicates? The lag between the
publication of Jones’ translation in 1789 and the first professional production of that translation
in 1899, despite the warm reception the play received in England and across Europe, suggests a

clear distinction between canons of world literature and world theater, even when applied to the

same dramatic text.

II. WILLIAM POEL AND THE ELIZABETHAN STAGE SOCIETY
Founded in 1894, the Elizabethan Stage Society (ESS)’s expressed mission was to

“illustrate and advance the principle that Shakespeare’s plays should be accorded the conditions

2 W.B. Worthen, “Drama, Performativity, and Performance” PMLA 113 no. 5 (1998): 1100.
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of playing for which they were designed.” This revivalist objective governed the society’s first
five seasons until, in 1899, it expanded its mission to “give representation to classical
masterpieces of the periods of drama other than the Elizabethan, [...] embrac[ing] the foreign
drama (in English translation) of many ages and of many peoples.”* In this first expanded
season, the foreign classics Poel selected for the company were Calderdn de la Barca’s La vida
es suerio (presented as “Such Stuff as Dreams are Made of” and translated by Edward Fitzgerald)
and Jones’s translation of Kalidasa’s Shakuntala.”

Poel, like Jones, benefitted from being able to present this unconventional selection to his
audience within a familiar rubric. Writing about the production in hindsight, he explained this
potentially radical choice by way of comparison to Shakespeare: “Kalidasa, the greatest of the
Indian dramatists, and our own Shakespeare, are more closely allied as poets and thinkers than is
generally allowed by scholars,” he wrote. “Especially are they similar in their love of Nature and
their skill in describing it, in their affection for children, their reverence for women, and as poets
of love. It was but natural then, for the Elizabethan Stage Society to wish to introduce to the
notice of Englishmen Kalidasa’s masterpiece.”® Of course, the play had long been noticed as a
work of literature, and had just recently been included on Sir John Lubbock’s list of the world’s
best 100 books.”” Poel’s interest, therefore, was more than merely to bring awareness to the play,

but to curate a canon of world performance to accompany lists such as Lubbock’s. Over the

53 Elizabethan Stage Society 1896 Mission Statement, William Poel Collection, 1870s-1950s, V&A Theatre and
Performance Collections, London.

3% Elizabethan Stage Society 1899 Annual report, William Poel Collection, 1870s-1950s, V&A Theatre and
Performance Collections, London.

53 «“Wwilliam Poel and his Stage Productions 1880-1932,” William Poel Collection, 1870s-1950s, V&A Theatre and
Performance Collections, London.

> William Poel, “Hindu Drama on the English Stage,” Asiatic Quarterly Review 1 no.2 (1913): 319.

>7 This list, originally published in 1886 and reprinted in 1896, included such diverse texts as The Bible, The
Mahabharata and Ramayana, The Canterbury Tales, The Arabian Nights and Don Quixote. Though it is impossible
to know if this list is how Shakuntla came to Poel’s attention, he does cite the list in an 1899 flyer publicizing the
production (William Poel Collection, 1870s-1950s, V&A Theatre and Performance Collections, London), indicating
that popular regard for Lubbock’s selections would have galvanized interest in the play’s theatrical production.
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course of the next decade the ESS implemented this objective by rounding out their seasons with
other rarely performed dramatic classics, including the first performance of Everyman in at least
400 years (1901), The Bacchae (1908) and Alcestis (1911).”® While not pulled from Lubbock’s
list directly (though he does include Euripides’ Medea), these texts all possess a certain antiquity,
a degree of cultural diversity, and the common denominator of rarely—if ever—having been
performed on the London stage.

Though there is little documentation of Poel’s work with Shakuntala, his correspondence
regarding the staging of certain Greek classical texts provides helpful insight into his directorial
philosophy. In a letter written to the classicist Arnold Wycombe Gomme regarding his work on
The Bacchae, Poel describes how he was put to the challenge by a Mrs. Barker, who “told [him]
she wanted [him] to provide the play because her husband had refused the offer as an impossible
thing to do, but that if anybody could do it, it was Poel.” After reading the play, and impressed
with its potential, Poel agreed to the task, but only after insisting to Mrs. Barker that he “must
have a free hand in the matter.”® Poel’s decision to incorporate Greek classics into the ESS
repertoire seems, therefore, to have been motivated by the perceived impossibility of the task at
hand, as well as the presumption that, granted broad directorial license, e could accomplish
what others could not. In a later letter, in defense of what exactly such freedom would entail,
Poel rejects Gomme’s suggestion that his vision had somehow altered, or tampered with
Euripides’ work. It has merely, he writes, guided the plays toward contemporary relevance,

helping him “to make Euripides alive today.”®

*¥ Given the wealth of scholarship that suggests that Everyman might not have been performed when it was first
composed in English this may, in fact, have been the first ever performance of this play.

> Letter from William Poel to Arnold Wycombe Gomme dated January 8, 1909. William Poel Collection, 1870s-
1950s, V& A Theatre and Performance Collections, London.

80 1 etter from William Poel to Arnold Wycombe Gome dated December 9, 1909, William Poel Collection, 1870s-
1950s, V&A Theatre and Performance Collections, London.
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PoelOs mission with these #glizabethan masterpieces, therefore, deviates from the goal
of strict revivalism by means of necessity, but not necessarily in intention. With Shakespeare,
Poel writes, historical fidelity was both possible for the aatigtcomprehensible to an audience.
OYou could insist,0 he wrote to Gomme, Othat those who wisterstand his writing should
take the trouble to become familiar with the times in which he wrote and the theatre for which he
wrote. 3" As a revivalist director, he could feasibly undertake the research necessary to bring the
Elizabethan stage back tsimineteentlcentury audience and they, belonging to the same city
and the same society as Shakespeare himself, could rightfully be expected to accompany him on
his theatrical time travel. Those more remote classics, however, presented a unique challenge,
it was unreasonable, he continued, to Ocall upon playgoers to become familiar with an age that
ended 500 years before the Christian Era!,O let alone in a completely different coritexaf?

As the director, he very clearly positions himself here as an intefldreteneone with a
unigue ability to both understand such a remoteaedtrender that text accessible to his
audience without fundamentally altering it. Such an enterprise assumieNivemana calls Oan
essential meaningO at the core of the dramatic text: an invariable truth intended by the author, to
be exhumed to varying degrees of success in its subsenteemetations.®® In proposing that
his work with Euripides successfullydarght the ancient Athenian to life in nineteenth century
London without tampering with the play, Poel claims an authorial omnipotence similar to that of
the translator whose work on a text amounts to transparency. The audience is made able to
understand Eipidesthroughhim, as though he weeemidwife bringing the essence of the play

safely across the chasm of two thousand years.

1 bid.
%2 |bid.
% Niranjana, 55.
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Though this correspondence with Gomme took place a decade after the 1899 production
of Shakuntalait is not difficult to imagne that the motivation driving them would have been
similar. Another weHknown, but hitherto unperformed work of the global dramatic canon,
Shakuntalgpresented one more opportunity to bring an ancient and unfamiliar text to life in fin
desiscle London.A significant difference between these ventures, however, was the
contemporary relationship between India and England. In the intervening ¢ébeitween the
translationOs initial publication and its transfer onto the LondorNsEaglandOs relationship t
the Indian colony had undergone a momentous shift, precipitated by the Indian Rebellion of
1857. Led by a faction of sepoys, (Indian soldiers serving in the British East India Company
Army), this insurrection endured for eighteen months before thelBetreerged victorious.
However, the tenor of their presence in the country had been irreparably altered: the British East
India Company was disbanded and the administration of the colony restructured as the British
Raj, placing the colony for the first timander the direct rule of the British government and
constituting its citizens as subjects to the crown.

After the Indian Rebellion of 1857 the conflation between romantic perceptions of golden
age India and the current colony of India that had dominhgetrst half of the nineteenth
century was ruptured. As the relationship between England and India became increasingly
administrative (and in many cases more contentious as nationalist movements began to gain
traction), the facile fantasy of subcontinddife represented by works likehakuntalebecame
less and less tenable. Olt took an event such as the suppression of a rebellion of the scale and
intensity of the Great Revolt of 1857 for the various pieces of the colonial order properly to fall
into plece,O writes Partha Chatterjee. OThe rebels ripped the veil off the face of the colonial

power and, for the first time, it was visible in its true form: a modern regime of power destined
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never to fulfill its normalizing mission because the premise of iigepavas the preservation of

the alienness of the rulirgyoup.3* The political stakes of PoelOs directorial mediation with this
Sanskrit text, therefore, were far higher for this play than with those of the Greek canon, bound
as they were to the power dyn@s of an empire premised entirely on the innate superiority of

the colonizer. It was in this atmosphere that Poel undertook to bring India to the London stage in
the summer of 1899.

The production took place on the evening of Jilydh a temporary stage that had been
erected in the Botanical gardens of Regents Park in north London. Using the vegetation and
ambiance of the venue to his advantage, Poel configured the stage and its painted backdrop such
that Othe canvas and the reahys seemed so intermingledO that a correspondent frdfatibe
who was there to review the production Ocould not quite detect where the painting ended and
reality began.33® Oln the midst of tropical vegetationO wrote a critic fromVidraing Post Othe
illusion of the Indian forest was complete and sumptuous [E] the eye was pedaiisfied.(3°
The play was performed in eleven scenes, as opposed to the seven acts into which the Sanskrit
text is divided, and began with Poel himself playing the rolaexd!ttradh”ra, or director, in the
playOs prologue. The principal performers were all British, bedecked in costumes and
ornamentation on loan from a Captain Nath and Mr. Giyani, who are thanked in the program for

this contribution.®” Moreover, the correspdent from theEchoobserves that Othe ladies last

% partha Chatterje@he Nation and its Fragments: Colonial and Postcolonial Histoi&rinceton: Princeton

University Press, 1993), 18.

5 ODrama in London: A Picturesque Play in the Botanical GardEms,Bchp 1899. The Harvard University

Theatre Collection, Houghton Library,

 OThe Elizagthan Stage Society: Shakunt@@he Morning PosfLondon), Tuesday July 4, 1899.

" The bibliographic information regarding these two gentlemen and their relationship to Peeparduction is

limited to the minimabetailsprovided by the ESS program for the evening. Poel suggests that Giyani, whose first
name is not provided, was a student at OGrayOs Inn,0O one of the four Olnns of CourtO that provided education and
training inthe legal profession.
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night all had their skins darkened to make them look their parts,O an effect he describes as Oby no
meangleasing.3°

The actressesO brownface makeup was further offset but the presence of several Indian
men who took part in the performance in bit roles. Though there are no photographs of the
performance, Poel notes that the company also strove for authenticity in physicality, with the
aforementioned Mr. Giyani, giving up Oall his spare time to the coazhihg actors in [the]
most difficult task [of imitating] Indian pose agésture.3° The performance was underscored
by music, with three verses set to new compositions by Arnold Dometsch and played on
Elizabethan instrument§. In addition to this musjche program notes that Othe Bards [chanted]
their verses in the origin&anskrit,3" a feature that one reviewer described as Omonotonous and
nasal.& The audience numbered around three hundred Gaféshen and women in evening
dress, intermingled withumbers of swarthy Indians,O bedecked in a miXestern dress and
Otheir picturesque and brightly colored eastern vestments and turbans, with thekfellmnen
rich gauzes and silks of strangely bright hues, which looked in keeping with the palms among
which the audience weseated.(°

What comes across most clearly about the ESS performance from the available reviews is
the striking balance it preserved between the domesticated and foreign when bringing the play to
the stage, in many cases followingimilar pattern as that demonstrated by JonesO translation.

Despite promoting the play as being Oacted for the first tifBegiish,3* for instance, Poel

8 ODrama in London: A Picturesque Play in the Botanical Gardens.O
jz Poel, OHindu Drama on the English Stage.O
Ibid.
"> Shakuntala Program, Jul§? 3899, William Poel Collection, 187a950s, V&A Theatre and Performance
Collections, London.
2 OShakuntalaO, unattributed review, The Harvard Theatre Collection, Houghton Library.
3 ODrama in London: A Picturesque Play in the Botanical Gardens.O
4 Shakuntala Program, Jul§’ 3899, William Poel Collection, 187a950s, V&A Theatre ad Performance
Collections, London.
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added Sanskrit back into the script through the role of the Bards, much in the way that Jones
insetedsvargainto histransation.”” Then there is the setting: a botanical garden in the center of
London, where the audience could compare the specialized flora and fauna of JonesO translation
with the verdurous environs in which they were seated. Andwfkeothis staged performance

took JonesOs Opuirificationd of the playOs heroine (and most of the other characters as well) to its
logical conclusion by casting white British actors in the main roles. Theatrical production, like
translation it seems, demdreges a knack for what Said calls colonial storytelling,

participatind\ with a similar arsenal of techniquésn an economy of telling tales about

Ostrange regions of therld.3° The impact of this production, however, is fundamentally

altered by the medm of narration, no longer circumscribed by words on the page, but

transposed onto dancing, speaking bodies onstage; a shift that is animated by the act of
performance.

In playing the parts of Shakuntala and Dushyanta in PoelOs production, British actors
Imogene Surrey and Frank Dyall were given the precarious task of embodying Indians. Their
portrayals were, as noted above, facilitated through training in physical and gestural vocabulary,
the text itself, the costumes and jewelry worn,Numdthe case olMiss Surry at least
brownface makeup to appear of another race. And yet, these accessories could only have served
to emphasize at every moment their incontrovertible Britishness, especially when we take into
account the presence of the Indian men whoidged the stage as extras, providing a constant
counterpoint for Surrey and DyallOs characterizations. Such trappings are part of what Michael

Taussig describes as Othe fundamental move of the mimetic faculty taking us bodily into

> Though it is not specified in the production materials, | presume that these bards are the figures who entertain the
king with two verses at the start of act 5. We can perhaps further infer that the Indian corsulitia@tsroduction,

such as Mr. Giyani and Romesh Chander Dutt, who wrote the program note, would have assisted Poel in preparing
these passages in Sanskrit.

’® Said,Culture and Imperialismxii.
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alterityQ\ by impersonting another, in this case by playing a role, the actors put otherness into
and onto their bodies, thereby becoming alter, which is to say, that which they are not.

This move of embodying difference, Taussig argues, Ois very much the task of the
storyteller too. For the storyteller embodied that situation of stasis and movement in which the
far-away was brought to tHere-and-now.3’ Unlike Said, whose analysis of storytelling is
limited to the literary, TaussigOs understanding of the practice is bquerfioilonance: the oral
storytellers of antiquity, bards and poets, who narrate but also manifest the tales and characters
they convey. In this genre of storytelling, the-avay isnOt merely made familiar and
comprehensible, but is brought viscerally te tereandnow through the body of the narrator,
personified in theatrical performance by the actors. Thus, for this London audience, India was
made preseilt made alive, to use PoelOs t&rby both the British actors playing Indian
characters such as Surayd Dyall, as well as the Indian extras. Though not given the agency of
a central, or even speaking role, through their presence onstage these gentlemen (most likely
students who had come from India to London to pursue their educationdle@performing
Indian characters, stepping into a colonial perception of themselves. Like the flora of the
botanical gardens they were ornamental while further validating PoelOs claim to be able to bring
world classics to a London audience in a mode both accessibieagyichlly unaltered. In
lending their bodies to the performance, these gentlemen played the India that was dictated by
the colonial interpretive framework inscribed in JonesO translation, thereby reifying such cultural
productions, in NiranjanaOs wordstraths.”®

The ESSOs productionSiiakuntalavas, for all intents and purposes, a success: it was

well-received and weldttended, and the company even returned to it and performed the play

" Michael TaussigMimesis and AlterityNew York: Routledge, 1993), 40.
8 Niranjana, 33.
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again in1912.” Success, of course, is contingent on contexticSrisuch as that from the

Morning Postconcluded that OMr. Poel must once more be congratulated on presenting us with
a drama removed from the vulgarity of our everyday life, and poetical in the hilghesst G°

While this reviewesuggests that theroduction appealed the publicOs penchant for literary
quality and refinement of executionis mention of the OvulgarityO of daily life deserves a

second glance. It is possible to read this critique as a commendation of the playOs fantastical
subject natter, the whimsy of which extracts it from the gross realities of quotidian life.

However, it is also possible that the critic was not referring so much to pedestrian British life
here so much as the popular perceptions of Indian daily life that woutddeawn familiar in the
imperial capital, in which case he is not only referring to the subject matter of the play, but
alsdN and more importantly the depiction of India this production affordedit.her

introduction to the volum&he Politics of Interweang Performance Culturegrika Fischer

Lichte addresses the problematic assumptions underlying such definitions of success in the
practice of intercultural theater. Too often, she writes, Othe performanceOs primary purpose [E]
is to convey the given meangs of the text, to realize and bring it to life on stage. If it succeeds

to do so, it conveys the universal truth and values contained in the text to all of its audiénces.O
Though Poel and the ESS are not conventionally considered among the artistswatiokaid

the foundation for intercultural theater practice during the early decadestaktiteethcentury,

this tendencid to expect culture to be contained in féxtears similarity to PoelOs presumption

that the text contains some kind of OessentahingO to be unearthed by the artists who work

" This production took place at Cambridge, on AugfsThough the cast was different, the program note similarly
thanks Othe Indian students who have kindly consented to take place in the perfofBimatethan Stage Society
Program, William Poel Collection, 18709€50s, V&A Theatre and Performance Collections, London).

8 OThe Elizabethan Stage Society: Shakuntahe"Morning PosfLondon), July 4, 1899.

8 Erika FischetLichte, Olntroduction® The Politics of Interweaving Performance Cultures: Beyond
Postcolonialismedited byErika Fischeilichte, Tasten Jost and Saskya Iris JéNew York: Routledge, 2014), 9.
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with it. Universal truth, however, is a cultural construct, and thus success is stacked against a
textOs country of origin, determined instead by the hegemonic audiencevestheNeither the
content or laguage oShakuntalavas universal it became that way through the particulars of

this production. Other efforts were not so successful.

l1l. THE PARSI VICTORIA DRAMATIC COMPANY

Though Poel and the ESS were the first to mount an English language proddictio
Shakuntalan London, it was not the first time that the play had been performed there. Fourteen
years prior, in December 1885, the Parsi Victoria Dramatic Company (PVDC), a professional
company of Indian actors on tour from Bombay, had perforacet of Shakuntalan
Hindustani as part of their residency at the Galéigeter.® Founded in 1868, the PVDC was
one of the more prominent companies under the broad designation of Parsi Theater that
flourished in India during the middle of téneteenttcertury. The moniker refers to the
amateur and professional companies that took shape in Bombay (and the surrounding provinces)
in response to the popularity of English theater, to which most Indian residents of the city were
notadmitted.®®* OLike the Englisktage of the period,O writes Kathryn Hansen, the Parsi theater
Odepended on spectacle and melodrama to create audience appeal. Simultaneously, these

emerging theaters ushered in the conventions and techniques of realism, making the transition

8 Following the transliteration of Kathryn Hansen in her translation of Somngit08 monographhe Parsi

Theatre: its origins and developmd@alcutta: Seagull Books, 2005), | will be spelling Parsi as such. In historical
citation, however, | will preserve the transliteration as it was given.

8 Somnath Gupt dates the origin of this theatrical style to 1853, when Marathi, Gujarati and Hindustani plays began
to be regularly staged at BombayOs (at the time) only proper theater house, the Grant Road Theater, as its audience
shifted from British patins to native ones. He also observes that though Othe phrase OParsi TheatreO signifies the
playhouses built and operated by the Parsi community, along with Parsi playwrights, Parsi dramas, Parsi stages,
Parsi theatrical companies, Paris across, Parsitoisg@nd so on [E] also included are those playwrights and

actors who were not Parsis, but who worked on a salaried basis for the Parsi theatrical companiesO (Gupt, 23).
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from stylizedopenair presentations to a new urbdmma.(* This novel, cosmopolitan form did
not remain bound to its origins in Bombay. On the contrary, Aparna Dharwadker credits Othe
investment of entrepreneurial capitalO in these theaters and, significantluttieg
companies, with creating Othe first nationally visible popular theater that reached not only cities
and provincial towns but some rural areasO and, in the case of the PVDC, an international
audience awell.*

Just two years after the company ekshled a permanent home at The Victoria Theater
on Grant Road in Bombay (1870), the PVDC began touring this distinctive, hybrid form across
India. They were very much the cultural ambassadors that Dharwadker suggests: thétr 1874
tour, for example, whit brought the company to Delhi, Lucknow and Calcutta, made them the
first Parsi company ever to have performed as far east as the colonial capital. Based on a
comparison of the cast list printed in tinelian Daily Newsn Calcutta on May 12, 1875 and that
of the companyOs performance in London a little over a decade later, consistency among casting,
(notably Mr. C.M. Balliwalla in the role of Dushyanta), suggests that the portiBhakuntala
performed at the Gaiety had been within the companyOs repsitoi their early years, and
had long been used to introduce unfamiliar audiences to this newly minted sheatet®

The program that the PVDC presented at the Gaiety was broken down into four distinct
partdN the Hindustani operaolomonOs SwomhEnglishlanguage piece calléthe Fancy Ball

act 1 of Shakuntalaand the last scene fronhe Lady of Lyonsalso performed in Hindustdyhi

8 Kathryn Hansen, OForwardp(The Parsi Theatr&y Somnath GupfCalcutta: SeagliBooks, 2005), vii.

8 Aparna Bhargava Dharwadkdiheatres of Independence: Drama, Theory, and Urban Performance in India since
1947 (lowa City: University of lowa Press, 2005}43

8 According to Gupt, Balliwalla became the companyOs director in 488% was under his guidance that the

PVDC undertook first a tour to Mandalay in 1881, and subsequently the 1885 visit to London (Gupt, 121). For more
on this tour, see discussion of the PVDC in chapter 3.
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thereby framingshakuntalavithin a broad presentation of decontextualifregments.®’
Reviews of the production invariably concentrated on the eccentricity of the evening, describing
it as Oartless,O Oabsurd,© and Omonstrous drollO, extolling the beauty of the Osimply
indescribableO costumes while also bemoaning the duration of the pfdgramontrast to
PoelOs later production, the GaietyOs audience was not enrapt b$tsaieintalaonstage. A
review from theTimesnoted: Othe performance was not received with the gravity which should
surely be extended to a production claiming sutfgaity as is ascribed ®hakuntaléD citing
as an example the faGhat many of the audience could not repress their laughter during the
declamation of the sentimenfassages.(3°

One explanation for this outburst of mirth is that the distinctly Imgrformance
element8l lavish costumes, foreign language, Hindustani musical accompaiiment have
been too novel, appearing incongruous or out of place on a London stage. The Parsi Theater,
however, was not a standard classical or traditional Indiaorpesthce style. Just forgears
old at the time of this production, the genre of performance supported by Parsi theater houses
was modeled after English companies performing in Bombay, and operated under a strong
Western aesthetic. While the exact orignishese companies is difficult to trace, a common
source point for many directors and producers were the dramatic societies of colleges and
universities. These institutions, such as the Jamset Jeejeebhoy School of lAduaimg™ and
the Elphinstone dlege, were founded with the express mission of providing the native

community with Oa means of becoming acquainted with the English language, and the arts,

87 Gaiety Theater Program Decembel’19885. Wiliam Poel Collection, 1870$950s, V&A Theatre and
Performance Collections, London.

8 OParsee Actors at the Gaiéfjhe London Evening Standafecember 21, 1885.

89 The Gaiety.'The TimegLondon), Dec 21, 1885.

% Fun fact: Rudyard Kipling®s fath@ohn Lockwood Kipling, was hired as an instructor of architecture and
sculpture at this particular institution, intended to provide Othe education in Bombay of native youths in various
branches of the Fine Arts.O (From a letter from C Gonne, Esquineg Seicretary to Government, Bombay to the
Benefactor, 8 Feb 1865. Accessed at the Maharashtra State Archives, Mumbai.)

67



sciences, and literature of Europé.Before setting forth into the fledgling commercial theater

as fulktime professionals, the Indian students enrolled in these schools endeavored to experiment

with staging the dramatic literature they studied in class in the style of the English theater

troupes,training which ultimately prepared them to be the founding artists of the Parsi theater.
The PVDC had deep connections to these institutions: the chairman of the companyOs

managing committee at founding was none other than the owner of the Grdriltadre,

Jagannath Shanker Seth, whose deep pockets had not only rescued this venue from liquidation

but had also contributed to numerous organizationthe betterment of BombayOs native

population;®? the companyOs founder, Kaikhushro Navrojji Kabi@jivhom Gupt refers as the

OFather of the Nativi&tage,3° observed that O[the Parsi TheatreOs] first promoters were the

young Elphinstonians of those days [E] who were in attendance behind the scenes to give

necessary directions to the playetsahd Dr.Bhau Daji Ladd, who served as a member of the

companyOs managing committee, had also served as advisor and consultant to the Elphinstone

Kalidasa Dramatic Society on their 1867 production of KalidaSh&sintalato which Iwill

return inchapter 3Thus,the underlying structure and mission of the Pangateiwas

thoroughly conditioned by the English institutions in which its founders were educated, and to

which they aspired. Although the plays produced by such companies may have drawn from

Indian soure material for their content, the form was inarguable foreign.

L From Volume | of the Educational Department 1868, OMemorandum on the Elphinstone Institution and
Professorship Funds,O pages-@68. Accessed at the Maharashtra State Archives in Mumbai.

92 Jagannath Shanker Seth was a leading merchant in Bombay, who used his wealth, education and social standing to
endow local artistic and cultural institutions. At the closing of the Bombay Theat88%) $hanker Seth donated a

plot of land on Grant Road in what is now the Girgaon neighborhood of Bombay for the construction of a new

theater.

% Gupt, 50.

% KN Kabraji, cited in Sharada Dwivedi and Rahul MehroBambay: The Cities Withi(Bombay: Inda Book

House, 1995), 157.
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Even when productions began to shift away from English and into various Indian
languages (such as Gujarati, Urdnd Marathi), Kathryn Hansen notes that Othe Parsi theatre
perfected the art of projecting Englishness,O capitalizing on Othe allurdisii Eregropolitan
culture.(3° Its resemblance to mainstream British theatricals did not go unnoticed when the
PVDC brought this theatrical form to London for the first time. A theater critic focdhnelon
Evening Standardemarked that Otaking their abs@iousinessO as its stands, [The Parsi Victoria
Dramatic Company] would compare very favourably with the average of EnglishMstors
favourably, indeed, in all the conventional tricks, attitudes, and expressions that one must suspect
a careful English stagmanager has drilletiem.3° The entertainment provided by the Parsi
company at the Gaiety, therefore, was ultimatelytmatdissimilar to other forms that were
popular on English stages at the time. The humor and discomfort relajeeinews
therefore,reveal a deeper anxiety: that the subaltern bodies performing onstage were not
ultimatelythat dissimilar from those that habitually performed at the Gaiety or, even more
upsetting, those seated in the audience.

Foreign bodies on display were goptar source of entertainment in London at this time,
an economy in which the PVDC consciously participated: their residency in London included an
event called Olndia in London,O Oan exhibition of Indian arts, industries, and amusements[E]
held under theuspices of Lord Harris, Under Secretary of Statdridia. 3’ In Destination
Culture, Barbara KirshenblatGimblett writes about the phenomenon of such exotic spectacles,
explaining: Oit was not uncommon in the nineteenth century for a living humara ety

booked into a variety of venudsheaters, exhibition halls, concert rooms, museums, andizoos

% Hansen, Kathryn. "Language, Community and the Theatrical Ruiblimdia's Literary History edited by

Vasudha DalmigDelhi: Permanent Black, 2004), 67.

% OParsee Actors at the Gaiefih® London Evening Standard

9" Olnda in LondonOThe Era(London), Jan 16, 1886. Charles Dickens famously wrote on another such exhibition
which took place at the Egyptian Hall in 1847.
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in the course of several weeks or monthsaon(® However, the ethnological displays
described by Kirshenbla@imblett were always clearly situated with regard to London
societyN they were spectacles of primitive populations against which for England to distinguish
itself. In the case ddhakuntalaby the PVDC, that delineation broke down: bodies encoded as
novelties for voyeuristic consumption performed a venerated text of the global canon in a
legitimate, weHlestablished theater hall. The presence of a text is critical here: those companies
performng as part of an ethnological display were not expected to reveal and uphold some
universal truth enshrined in a play, but rather were relegated to the seemingly simpler task of
displaying a culturally specific truth. Such displays were, therefore, ncgiped as threatening
to a universality modeled upon Angluropean cultural hegemony.

As Sumita Mukherjee observes, the reception the production received revealed Oa
mixture of interest in the novelty of Indians on a British stage, but also defiasitreir
differences from the modern west,O a tension indicative of the P\i@G®ssion.*® As long
as Indian performers remain spectacles of difference, they are alluring. As soon as that
difference becomes too familiar, however, resembling too lgitisat which is held to be the
exclusive purview of the modekiest, as Mukherjee puts it, interest becomes disquiet, which
must be mitigated by ridicule and disdain. This reaction must, of course, be taken in the context
of post1857 Anglelndian relatims which, as noted above, had made preserving a distinct
hierarchy between the colonizer and the colonized essential for the preservation of the English
Imperial mandate. Far from a benign performance by a visiting theater troupe, the PVDCOs
interpretationof Shakuntalachallenged the colonial hierarchy, posing a direct threat to

EnglandOs authority in India and, by extension, its entire Imperial program.

% Barbara KirshenblatBimblett, Destination Culture: Tourism, Museums, and HeritéBerkeley:
Universty of California Press, 1998), 42. o
9 Sumita Mukherjee, OThe Staging of Sakuntala in London from 1885 to the 1928€xi(27 no.2 (2012): 75.
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The archival record does not, unfortunately, preserve a great deal of detail about the
production its#. Amidst a series of sensationalized profiles on the troupe and their presence in
London, formal analysis, or even a comprehensive description of what the performance entailed
is scant. Both th&ra and the_London Evening Standarémark on the companyOs
ornamentation, particularly on DushyantaOs Osimply indescribableO costume, a garish
composition of Ogold and gems and furs and silk all incladether. 3°° Neither describes
ShakuntalaOs costume, thoughBtedoes note her Oelaborate rosg,O and dor C.E.
PolishwallaOs impressive portrayal of the ferral®'** These lavish liveries stand in contrast
with the Ocomical scarecroW¥®f the hermits in their Obrown robes, unkempt beards and faces
daubed all over with sacred pooja mark8.The performane had musical accompaniment,
Onative in general, but with familiar efashioned English airs interspersed,O the latter of which
the author describes as particularly humorous inctiitext.!%* These details, however, are
largely overwhelmed by accountstbé audienceOs reactions to the performance, documenting
not what the company did, but rather how their work was perceived.

The theater critic from theondon Evening Standattegan his review by commenting
on the manner in which the performance was &@ntie writes:

The visit of the Parsee Victoria Dramatic Company to Europe was projected, we

understand, by the gentlemen who are establishing an Olndian VillageO at the

Portland Hall, Langham place, and in connection with that scheme their

appearance amgst us is quite reasonable. In such surroundings a Hindustani
play will be found very interesting, especially if not much be given at a time; but

19 Hparsee Actors at the Gaiefh® London Evening Standard
ig; OParsee Actors at the Gaiéfhe Era (Londn) December 20, 1885.

Ibid.
193 Hparsee Actors at the Gaiefh® London Evening Standard
194 |bid. The songs mentioned by the author of this review are two minstrel songs, OKing of the Cannibal IslandsO
and OLucy Neal,O the latter of which the authggests was played as King DushyantaOs entrance music. Prior to
their London tour, the PVDC had perform&dakuntalaand other plays from their repertoire, in Calcutta alongside
the renowned Minstrel performer Dave Carson, the influence of whom may bretfelse musical choices. For
more on this connection, please see chapter 3.
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four such artless compositions on an ordinary stage are too large a dose for any
audience, however good-natured and intelligent.'”

It is not the mere presence of the Parsi company in London, then, that inspires the review’s
umbrage, nor was it the fact of their performing a play: rather, the reviewer took issue with the
context of the performance and how it was presented. Even a spectator such as the critic from the
Era who had no qualms about the choice of material, writing that “as students of Oriental
literature [the item of the program to which] we had looked forward with most interest was an
extract from the ancient Indian drama Shakuntala,” was forced to conclude that though “the
language of Kalidasa’s drama is invariably imaginative, and in parts really beautiful [...] the
performance of the extract from the piece, which was given on Saturday night, was undoubtedly,
to our English notions, irresistibly amusing.”'*

Across the board, critics identified the actors and their distinctive performance style as
the primary cause for this derision. “Much of the recitative would be pleasing,” writes the Times’
critic, “were it not for the nasal intonation which accompanies the delivery.”'” When describing
the romantic portions of the scene, The Era’s student of Oriental literature concedes that the
production supplies some “exquisitely comic” moments, such as when Dushyanta, entering
valiantly to rescue Shakuntala from an aggressive bee, “entraps the insect in his handkerchief.”
He challenges the actor’s choice here, however, inquiring as to the appropriateness of his
interpretation regarding Kalidasa’s material. “We are rather inclined to doubt,” he continues, “if
the author of The Fatal Ring intended the part of Dushyunt to be played in a comedy vein, but

95108

this was certainly Mr C M Balliwalla’s reading of the role.” ™ Finally, the London Evening

Standard reported that when the King spoke, “the dull declamation continue[d] until English

193 «“parsee Actors at the Gaiety.” The London Evening Standard.

1% «parsee Actors at the Gaiety.” The Era (London), Dec 20, 1885.
107 «The Gaiety.” The Times (London).
198 «“parsee Actors at the Gaiety.” The Era (London).
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flesh and blood [could] stand no more of it. Ominous sounds of derision, quite distinct from
goodnatured laughter, [began] to rise and the stalls cleared with simgpikdity. 3°° The tenor
of these reviews reveals the locus of the PVDCOs failure in their imperfect mimicry of English
theater, highlighting failures of recitation and questioning the actorOs understanding of the text
and the playwrightOs intent (a critique that implies, of cotlvaethe British reviewer was better
qualified for such a task). Had the performers capitulated to expectation, demonstrating and
thereby confirming the audienceOs presumption of their difference, the PStiR(stala
might have registered as a novelgrijprmance, and been successful. However, because their
theatrical style resembled modéatfestern performance, and because they showcased that
performance in a higprofile venue, the PVDC was met with derision intended as
discouragement born both of thiscbmforting recognition of the self in the other, and the
political need to suppress the very possibility of such recognition.

In colonial Calcutta, theater producers faced a similar struggle, articulated by Sudipto
Chatterjee as the interaction betwé&senstern bodies and westeonds.3'° Using for his case
study an 1848 production @ithello,in which the eponymous Moor was played by Bengali actor
Bustomchurn Addy, Chatterjee addresses the deep discomfort and fear this performance elicited
in the colomal powersthatwere. Under the structures by which colonial Calcutta operated, it
was both Ounspeakable for the Other to represent himself,O and imperative that the he Ocould not
speak, even through the garb of theatrisisimilitude.3** Allowing for swch a transgression,
especially through a performance of Shakespéareose works represented the apex of British

cultural productiorfor the nineteenth centuiyhad the potential to Oobscure, if not erase some

199 OParsee Actoet the GaietfDThe London Evening StandartB85
10 5ydipto Chatterjedhe Colonial Staged: theatre in colonial Calcug@xford: Seagull Books, 2007), 41.
111 i

Ibid, 54, 65.

73



lines of differenchl racial, cultural and politalN between the ruler and theled.G** To
preserve said structure, and the hierarchies of representation permitted therein, the Other had to
remain the performative purview of the Obigmbed norOther/Self as the OOthéFdhis same
anxiety with regard toepresentation of Otherness in performance can be seen in both the ESS
and PVDC productions @hakuntalaJust as it was unthinkable for an Indian actor to play a
ShakespearearharactdX even one already coded as Ofhérwas likewise out of the question
for an Indian performance to theatricalize their mimicry of British stage practice, as we see with
the PVDC. The question of the text is likewise in play here for, as we hesuessdedShakuntala
may not have been written by Shakespeare, but it was written by the Shakespeare of the East,
and therefore the characters depicted therein, despite their Otherness, were elevated by the
quality of the literature to something ontologlgadbove the Indians that had the audacity to
perform them. Br such colonial performances to remain Htloreatening novelty acts the
authority to perform Indid to speakor andasIndiaNl remainednversely confined to the
performance of alterify the British actor embodying the British imagination of its colonial
subjectsbe it ShakespeareOs Moor or KalidasaOs héfoiné the Indian actor were allowed to
speak for him or herself, rather than being spoken for, the stories in question would no longer be
in service of explaining faraway peoples and lands, but would slip, as Said argues, and Obecome
the method colonized people use to assert their own identity and the existence of their own
history. G

Of course, as a text comprising a Western interpretafi@astern bodies and Eastern
words,the very presence &hakuntalan global literary and performance canons would have

been a constant reminder of this possibility. In this ®hgkuntalastood in stark contrast to

121hid., 64.
13 hid.
114 3aid, xii.
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other plays of the Victorian stage debed by Marty Gould in his booNineteenthCentury
Theatre and the Imperial Encountgilays that portrayed Oimperial characters, situations and
themes.3* Unlike this broader genre @ieater which may well have engaged in similar
demonstrations of draatic alterity,Shakuntalaalone could claim its origin in the Orient itself.
Therefore, to assert the play as an unmediated portrayal of India would not only have challenged
theWestOs dominion over such storytelling, it would have revealed the alehistories and
alternative voices always already in the text. Colonial storytellers of all genres had a vested
interest in preserving their prerogative, therefore while English and European literature
continued to be rife with depictions of the nativ@plations of colonial territories, the
characters in these works functioned as scripted simulacra: an ided&abttss it was desired
to be perceived, and not in simulation of a referent based in Indian reality. The voice of the
native remained silencefilled in for by the author, or parroted by the translator.

Gould cites a body of three hundred plays written and performed duringhéteenth
century which collectively Otestif[y] to the pervasiveness and popularity of imperial characters,
situatiors and themesO on the Victoreme.''® Having assembled a comprehensive list of this
canon, GouldOs project is to demonstrate how Othe theater served as a primary site for the
imperial encounter, providing dynamic representations of BritainOgrewvengterritorial
claims and giving concrete form to those remote peoples and placesO that had ostensibly become
a part of Britain and yet were, for most of its citizens, Oalien and only vamgagiped.3*’ In
his assessment of these plays, Gould confirms firesentational dynamics discussed thus far in
this chapter: that, as Englishness became an increasingly diffuse descriptor, national identity

became a rallying poirior the English to distinguish themselves from other subjects of the

115 Marty Gould,NineteenthCentury Theatre and the Imperial Encountidiew York: Routledge, 2011), 9.
116 |

Ibid.
" bid., 1-2.
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Empire; and that the stage was a critical venue for this public articulation and recognition of
difference.'"™ Poel’s Shakuntalatherefore, seems to be in good company—yet another
dramatization of alterity whereby British actors embodied the Orient in order to reinforce the
recognition of thatwhichwe-are-not However, there is one significant difference between
Shakuntaland the three hundred plays with which Gould is working: of that impressive body of
dramatic literature, each and every one was written aboutIndia without being from India.
Shakuntalaon the other hand, has a far more complex origin story. Though it had, as
discussed above, been incorporated into a rarified community of predominantly European
classical masterworks, it was also always inextricably bound to the county and culture that
produced it. Whereas the plays in Gould’s archive represented the Empire describing its far-flung
territories for those citizens at home, Shakuntaland the Sanskrit canon occupied the tenuous
position of those territories (seemingly) speaking for themselves. Gould cites Mary Louise
Pratt’s “notion of the contact zone,”—derived primarily through her work with imperial travel
writing—*“which she describes as the ‘social spaces where disparate cultures meet, clash, and
grapple with each other,””'"” In expanding her classification to include theater as well, Gould
suggests that the stage “offered Victorian audiences the illusion of unmediated access between

themselves and the imperial periphery,”'*

with only the physical fagade of the stage standing
between them and the “real thing.” I do not disagree with Gould’s assessment—as we have seen
in the cases of colonial exhibitions, there was certainly a fervor among English audiences to
experience the India of their imaginations beyond the intimate experience of merely reading

about it. I do, however, want to suggest a further dimension to Gould’s assessment, or perhaps

another degree of mediation to more accurately understand the position of Poel’s Shakuntala

18 1bid., 6.
19 Ibid., 15.
120 Ibid.
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among these other plays in performance. The India of Gould’s canon, in other words, is of course
still mediated by the British imagination; however, that mediation is obscured by the proximity
of the images enabled by performance. If travel writing offers a vision of Empire contingent
upon one’s ability to imagine, and British plays about Empire validate those impressions by
bringing them to life through the (less discernable) mediation of the stage, then an Indian play,
particularly one which, in production, continues to validate dominant perceptions of India, would
have provided its audience with the ultimate illusion of an authentic encounter of India—the
unmediated Orient onstage before their eyes.

Poel’s production differs from the works in Gould’s canon in another way as well. These
works, in his words, may not have been “serious,” but they were “incredibly—and
impressively—popular.”'?! Poel, on the other hand, was singlehandedly reviving the serious
theater for his audience: the classical theaters of England, Greece, Spain and, on this occasion,
India, presented according to the merits of the theaters by which they were originally conceived,
rescued from the pop cultural nonsense of melodrama and the bourgeois theater. By including
Shakuntalan his repertoire, Poel staked his claim on the legitimacy of the drama—on its value
as a work of art as well as the value of the world it represented. The authority afforded to the
play by the ESS could only further bolster a sense of authenticity in terms of its depiction of
India. Though Poel’s private philosophy on staging world classics varied in orthodoxy from his
work with the Elizabethan canon, to his more general public the governing mission of the ESS—
to produce Shakespeare’s plays according to historical evidence—would likely have been
perceived to extend to those lesser known dramatic works as well: Shakespeare as Shakespeare

intended it, Kalidasa as Kalidasa intended it.

21 Ibid., 9.
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Or course this is based in perception only, as PoelOs interpretive lens on (JonesO
interpretive lens on) Kalidasa renders this production anything but unmediated. However,
perception is significanwhen we attempt to reconstruct performance histosgeg/hat an
audience takes from a play need not align with a directorOs intefitiossegardless of PoelOs
objectives in bringing this play to the stage, the reception the production received suggests that
it, like William Thomas MoncriefOs hit playeCataract of the Gangesvas seen to Obring
India to spectacular life on the nineteentmturystage.3%In other words, hiproduction
exploited a work of the Indian imagination to authotlze performance afmperial narratives of
India. To use a text dhe culture in service of the colonial suppression of that culture was to
neuter IndiaOs representative capacity under the guise of that very functionality. OThe capacity to
represent, portray, characterize, and defi¢t&peakfor the Othell in SaidOs tms, was still
reserved exclusively for the colonial voice, even when that voice was concealed behind a false
Indian mask. In this way PoelOs productioBhakuntalgperpetuated the power of
Orepresentation itself [to keep] the subordinate subordinatieféniorinferior. 3>

SaidOs theorizing, however, was limited exclusively to written representation, and the
idea of the native generated thereby. Translations such as $baés@talaffect a
disembodied silencing, one that takes place by omissiotergaever see the Indian body, but
rather only ever that imaginary Indian written, or edited, fdfestern audience. What the staged
productions of the Elizabethan Stage Society and the Parsi Victoria Dramatic Company
challenge us to ask, is: what happevhen we add OperformO to SaidOs categories of active
subordination, speaking nfur the other, but actingsthe other? For an Indian actor to have

stood onstage and to hagperformedhis otherness would have granted the Indian body agency

1221hid., 35.
12 33id., 80.
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over not justhe representation, but over the idea of the other that representation generated as
well. Were such a performance allowed to transpire, the speaking, performing Indian
representing him or herself would have presented a formidable challenge to the lauthoariaf
men like Poel and Jones and, even more threateningly, suggested thdindiather silenced
regions of Empirl might have authorial voices of their own.

Performance, therefore, likewise functioned as a critical medium by which the Empire
policed the representation of its colonial subjects, ensuring that the agency to do so remained
firmly in the hands of the colonizers. In response to the P\YR@ose production engendered
discomfort not because of an empowered assertion of difference butfrathéhe uncanny
proximity with which the Indian performers Oplayed EnglishO to play their Indian chéacters
this regulation manifested in the derisive reviews and critical responses to the performance. As
with Bustomchurn AddyOs turn as Othglm perfornance that blurred the line between
colonizer and colonial subjéét so too did the PVDCOs dexterity with British performance
vocabulary obscure delineation by which the Indian actors were understood to be inherently
inferior. On the contrary, such concerid not attend to PoelOs British actors, who Oplayed
IndianO to the delight of their audiences, a double standard that reveals a fundamental inequity of
global performance: that while bodies racialized as OotherO are restricted to recapitulating
repertoires of their identities that do not threaten the status quo, the transgressive capabilities of
white performing bodies permit them a free range of representational options. Nowhere is this
bias more evident than in the ESSOs juxtaposition of Indian aisth Bdtors in their production
of ShakuntalaNot only is Indian otherness performed for these actors, it is performed in front of
them, a kind of embodied disenfranchisement, where the audience witnesses the Indian

performer rendered mute by the Englistoa playing Indian. The silent Indian actors onstage in
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the ESSOs production played an enormously important role in preserving the colonial authorial
voice. Present, but ngpeaking, their speechlessness served as a tacit endorsement of PoelOs
production by the India they were there to represent. Like the costumes, the flora, the physical
gestures, the Sanskrit chanting, these men leant their bodies to the OauthenticityO of the
performanceOs environment, an action achieved by surrendering the nayeatiyecé the play

to the British performers.

In the few instances in the performance where, from the newspaper reviews, it seems that
the Indian performerdid speak a line or two, the criticism is resoundingly similar to that of the
PVDC: OWe cannot brggard the introduction of real Indians to play some of the parts as a
mistake,O published tiorning Post OTheir broken English only moved the spectators to
laugh.3** However, the overall effect of this introduction seems to have been mitigated by its
marginality in contrast with the rest of the performance. Though Othere were real Indians taking
part in the performance,O wrote the critic fromRiéree Othe real thing was perhaps less
impressive than the acting of the English members of the sojistys the songs, sung in
Sanscrit §ic] [E] were less effective for the purpose of the play than the poetic lines by Mr.
Arthur Symons, set to music by Mr. Arndliblmetsch.3% The reviewer even went as far as to
suggest that PoelOs production redegheeplay for him, having seen the PVDCOs work years
earlier. He writes, Osome years ago | saw a performance of this same play at the Gaiety Theatre
given by a Parsee compahyvhich was going the whole hog, down to the last bifsthet |
confess that OSakualaOsic] was as good as new to me on Mondight. 3%

In comparison with JonesO translation, these two productiGhskdintalallustrate the

challenges that theatrical performance presented to the development of a world theatrical canon

124 OThe Elizathan Stage Societhakuntald. The Morning Pos(London), July 4, 1899.
125 ODramati & Musical GossifOThe Refereé.ondon), July 9, 1899.
126 |;

Ibid.

80



to accompany the nineteenth century drive toward world literature. JonesQOs translation of
Shakuntalaattained the international recognition titatid (and set the standard by which future
literary works would be evaluated) by strategically disengaging the play from those traces of its
source culture that would have alienated it from its intended readersig@act of
domestication disembodigke play, disavowing the discrete culturalization of its characters and
naturalizing them according to Anguropean norms. Theater cannot be universalized in this
same way, reliant as it is on the body as a vehicle for storytelling. Pl#ysWesterncanon
require no such disembodiment,the characters therein modbe hegemonic standards by
which universal humanism was historically defined. Thus the works of KalidasaOs counterpart,
Shakespearare often counted as the cornerstone of world theli@ys that originated outside
the global north, however, present a challenge. Either the theatrical performamamates
the very bodies erased in translation, (as is the case with the Parsi Victoria Dramatic Company)
or it addresses said erasur@bsentia, through the performance of alterity (as with the
Elizabethan Stage Society).

Performance is further contingent on the theatrical culture in which it is produced and the
audience for whom it is performed. Thus there was nohmetdod of produatin for Shakuntala
to emerge across Europe, spurred by a singular model, as we see with JonesO ttartsiation.
chapter we have looked at one particular British producti®@hekuntaladirected by William
Poel forthe Elizabethan Stage Society. Theywhat Poel negotiates with India in this
production is therefore particular both to his historical positioning in England at the end of the
nineteenth century and his artistic interest in recuperating original stage practice in performance.
As we turn nav to the playOs circulation in continental Europe, specifically in Germany and

France | hope to illustrate that the concerns that preoccupied Poel, and the biases betrayed by his
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audience, are not uniform or ubiquitous throughout this period. What doasreonsistent
across th&hakuntalaQeerformance history, however, is that despite claims to the playOs
universality,its everpresent Indian particularity is always in pl@glling our attention to the
presumptions of cultural neutrality that undeddine project of global canon formation, and

thereby undermining the notion of world theater itself.
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CHAPTER TWO

SIX DEGREES OF SHAKUNTALA :
SYMBOLISM, SANSKRIT DRAMA, AND THE ROOTS OAMODERN EUROPEANTHEATER

During the years between 1888d 1897AurZlienLugnZPoeOs ThZ%otre de liddein Paris
was at the center of the theatrical experimentation that has come to define modern European
theater. From its inception théheaterpresented itself as a pioneer, an Oagarde symbolist
theater that wanted to stir nésleas and seek artistiovelty G Its ambition was reflected in the
range of work that the theater produced. In addition to supporting the careersawbsedtl
symbolists such as Maurice Maeterlinck and Pierre Quillard, the theater also presented plays by
August Strindberg anHenrik Ibsen, as well as Oscar WildSakn¥ and a new translation of
John FordQ8Tis Pity SheOs a Whaked, of course, the theaterOs most infamous production
was the world premiere of Alfred Jarrydisi Roj remembered far less for the details @f th
production itself than for the hullaballoo it caudetlowever,LugnZPods symbolist repertoire
was not confined to European sources, and in 1895 he directed two plays from the Sanskrit
dramatic canon: Shudraka@schakdika (The Little Clay Cartjn January, and KalidasaOs
Abhij-#na%akuntalain December.

While The Little Clay Carhad been performed in the city once before, nearly fifty years

earlier? LugnZPoeOs production 8hakuntalavas the first timeheplay had been represented

! Frantisek DeakSymbolist Theater: The Formation of an Av&arde(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 2003),
185.

2 For a complete account of the productions given during this period, please consult Appendix A of Gertrude R.
JasperAdventure in the Theatre: Lugiioe and the ThZ%otre dé lL@re to 1899New Brunswick: Rutgers
University Press, 1947).

% This productionat the Odeotheaterin a verse adaptation by Mery and Nerval, took place on May 13, 1850.
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for a French audience Oin its exact foras,@uted byhe program notéEach production made
use of a new translation cotefed for the occasidhby Victor Barrucand and A.F. Zold,
respectivelN and employed popular artists such as Henri de Toulbastec and Paul Ranson
for the dZcor. Far from the historicist approach taken by William Poel and his Elizabethan Stage
Sociey (as discussed in chapter 1), these productions attended to the Sanskrit dramas as works
that illuminated the symbolist aesthetic as it was being conceived and defended in the theaters
and cafes of Paris. More than tRahey were successes for the theat@cording to Frantisek
Deak,LugnZPoeOdecision to prograrBhakuntalavas the result of the positive response given
to The Little Clay Carf while Jacques Robichez descril®sakuntalas ©Of the least disputed
successes of the ThZ%otre deuvéeOsarly years XHowever, when we think of modern
European theate§hakuntalds not often (or ever) a title that comes to mind. Which begs the
guestion: what were these preodern Sanskrit plays doing at the heart of the symbolist theater
scene in Paris dhe turn of the twentieth century?

In this chapter | propose that the production of Sanskrit dramas at the ThZ%otre de
L® uvre marks the culmination of a century of artistic, philosophical, and cultural influence
from and integration of what Raymond Sclwweas termed the OOriental Renaissance.O OAn
atmosphere in the nineteenth century brought about by the arrival of Sanskrit texts in Europe,O
according to Schwab, The Oriental Renaissance Oproduced an effect equal to that produced in the
fifteenth century P the arrival of Greek manuscripts and Byzantine commentators after the fall

of Constantinople/Q\lthough continental Europe did not participate in Indian colonialism to the

* ThZ%otre delL@vre program December 10, 1895. BNF Performing Arts Department, Richilieu Branch, Paris. A
Ballet interpretation of the play, adapted by TheopBiitier, was presented at the Opera in 1858, and will be
discussed in detail below.

° Deak, 223.

® Jacques Robicheke Symbolisme au ThZ%otre: LuBoé et les debut de 1OiuvRaris: LOArche, 1957), 315.

" Raymond Schwalf,he Oriental Renaissance: fpeOs Rediscovery of India and the East,-1880Q translated

by Gene PatterseBlack and Victor Reinking (New York: Columbia University Press, 1984), 11.
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degree or duration of England, it did participate second hand, via the spaitdy e
circulation of texts and ideas transported and translated from the subcontinent. The British may
have been the ones finding manuscripts, but once they arrived in Europe the centers of Oriental
scholarship were to be found in Germany and Frisbakuntala as the third such Sanskrit text
to arrive in Europe, was a major contributing factor to this atmosphenel. yet, despite a
general disciplinary awareness of the imperial forces actively shaping EuropeOs worldview
throughout the nineteenth aary, scholarship often portrays the history and evolution of
modern theater practice as having transpired in a Europe isolated from the rest of the world.
Inter-European exchange is accounted for (particularly in artistic centers such as Paris), but
Europe appears to be hermetically sealed from outside influence. Writing about the role of
English as a language of global literary circulation, Aamir R. Mufti remarks on the need to re
establish chronologies of encounter. Olt is a rather obvious and (ittee@elsincontrovertible
historical fact,O he assets
that the deep encounter between English and the main Western languages and the
languages of the global periphery as media of literary expression did not take

place for the first time in the postcoloniabglet alone in the supposedly
transnational transactions of the period of high globalizatiohat the dawn of

8 Though Germany had no direct colonial control of India, German scholars produced some of teaonostd
Indological scholarship of the nineteenth century. Many of these academics never traveled to India and conducted
their scholarship exclusively by reading and publishing texts that had been collected abroad and transported back to
Europe by othex. The French, on the other hand, had been involved with colonizing parts of India since the mid
seventeenth century, establishing their first port and trading post in pdege@ujarat in 1666. However, as a

result of continuous tension between Franug Bngland over the course of the eighteenth century, by 1793 France
had ceded all of its territories in India to the British. When some of these colonies (including Pondicherry) were
restored to France in 1816 the gesture was purely symbolic, as thb Reelonger had any political influence on

the subcontinent. Thus by the end of the nineteenth century India was far less present in the daily operations of an
Imperial France than it was across the channel in England, though it was still an activedfdahgecolonial

imagination.

® The French orientaligtbraham Hyacinthe AnquetDuperronhad, by this time, produced a French translation of

the Zoroastrian religious text known as #end Avestan 1771, the publication of which marked Othe first @gqi

to an Asian text totally independent of the biblical and classical traditions,O (Schwab, 17), as well as ftadit/pani
verses in a volume calldResearches sur IQInde 1786. However, as both of these translations were already once
removed from th textOs original languagenfjueti-Duperron read them in Persian, and not their original Avestan

and Sanskrit, respectively), they do not represent the same turning point for direct access to the texts of India as
Jones and Wilkins with their access @nSkrit directly.For more on this history of this translation, please consult
chapter 1.
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the modern era itse[E] But this fact has not been rigorously treated in the

contemporary critical discussion about transnational litexdations or, more

commonly, has been missing entirély.
Likewise | contend that the deep encounter between European theater practice and the theater
traditions of the global periphery, but in the case of the present study specifically India, can be
traced back to the onset of modernity at the end of the nineteenth century, a history of
intercultural exchange that has been unaddressed by our field td date.

In his recent work on performative scenarios, Leo Cabr&mast argues for @re
articulation @ the intercultural in which issues of representation and reception are expanded into
a wider recognition of the relational webs that make them tangible,O an interpretive shift that
works to accentuate the hybridity always already in play in intercuktsciiange? The
intercultural, his argument suggests, is always a facet of seemingly homogenous, often
hegemonic, cultural spaces, discernable not only in the overt examples of appropriation to which
we are accustomed, but also in the subtle adjustmem@tede and even rejections that follow
encounters with other cultural models. OAIl renditions of intercultural performativity,O Cabranes
Grant continues, Oneed to be conceptualized as narratives of coeval, and frequently evanescent,
networks. Our task aslsolars is to catch up with those networks, not to simplify theémtis

chapter is a first attempt to catch up with the narrative networks that surrdsinalaghtalan

Europe during the long nineteenth century. To extract and establish the threadsreftauwcks

10 Aamir R. Mufti, Forget English! Orientalisms and World Literatur@@ambridge, Mass: Harvard University

Press, 2016), 79. Emphasis mine.

™ n his study;The GermarGlt", Bradley L. Herling likewise remarks as to the oversight of this period of influence
in the field of philosophy. He writes: Othat major figures such as Herder, the Schlegel Brothers, Wilhelm von
Humboldt, and Hegel (among others) examined Indiamails an important and undesported fact within the
history of philosophy. In acknowledging this fact, contemporary philosophy has the opportunity to recognize the
diversity that resides within its own unfolding in the westO (Bradley L. HeflnggGema Qt": Hermeneutics and
Discipline in the German Reception of Indian Thought, 17881 (New York: Routledge, 2006), 2).

2 eo Cabrane§rant, OFrom Scenarios to Networks: Performing the Intercultural in Colonial M@kieate

Journal 63 (2011): 501.

2 Ipid.
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is a difficult, if not impossible endeavor. Even when the object of circulation is a physical text
this work requires an extraordinary amount of circumstantial evidence, attention to ephemera,
and exercise in educated guessing: how did cethiaiRdrs or artists first become aware of
certain texts? Whose translations did they read? What were their impressions? With whom did
they debate these works? When the object of circulation is itself ephemeral, as with theatrical
performance, catching up thithese relational webs takes on an additional degree of difficulty.
In illuminating the networks of interconnections that surrour8leakuntalawithin
European intelligentsia and artistic circles, | do not aspire to reveal an unbroken lineage of
textual transmission, in which we see the play pass from one significant reader or audience
member to the next. | hope, instead, to reveal an envirdrohartercultural trafficking in
which we can see theater artists, critics, and scholars drawing inspiration from India (or, more
often, from their impressions or ideas of India) to build their radical new models of modern
theater. The title for this chigy, OSix Degrees 8hakuntala) plays on the idea of interpersonal
interconnection by which all people can be linked to one another in six or fewer steps.
Throughout the nineteenth century, in the heyday of what Mufti calls the CBlgakohtala) |
maintain that EuropeQOs artistic and intellectual elite would have been within six degrees of
familiarity with KalidasaOs plBlywhether from reading it in translation, seeing it onstage, or
reading about it in someone elseOs work. These networks, when terciée @ourse of a
century from their first flowering amongst the German romantic thinkers to the symbolists in
Paris, reveal an evolving negotiation with and integration of Indian art and philosophy that not
only makes sense of the playOs having beengonoged at the ThZ%otre de u@e, but also
challenges us to rearticulate the origins and evolution of interculturalism within European theater

practice. For the romantics, the intercultural remainshiexind, contained and expressed within

87



the discrete aput of individual artist genius. By the end of the century, however, the
intercultural shifts from being a handful of exceptional texts to a nexus of ideas engendered by
and around those texts, but liberated from their literary provenance. This shifteftoto
performance, in turn lays the foundation for intercultural practice as it is to emerge in twentieth
century theater, in which the culture of intercultural becomes firmly associated with the body in

performance, thereby eclipsing its textual argyaltogether.

|. THE ROMANTIC NETWORK : SHAKUNTALA IN GERMANY 1791-1832

SituatingShakuntalan the artistic and intellectual landscape of-aighteenth century
Germany requires that we trace the network of Oriental influence that anticipatext@e te
arrival, in addition to that which it initiated itself. For, although William Jones and Charles
Wilkins are responsible for bringing India to Europe firand, Owith a stability of relationship
to an OoriginalO text or textual traditionO unlikehahyad previously reached the West, ideas
of India engendered by travelogues and reports from employees of the East India company were
well-established by the time those translations came to'pi@ithe Orientalist enterprise,O
writes Mufti, which is O often examined as a frstanding discourse and set of practices,
needs to be reexamined as part of larger cultural and intellectual configurations at the threshold
of the modern west.O A critical dimension to this reexamination, according to Muifti, is i
articulating Orientalism as more than Omerely the conduit for bringingviestern cultural
exempla to a European reading public (already) trained in histoNcieough it was also that.
More importantly,O he argues, Orientalism Owas in fagtdedon which such ideas could be

elaborated, tested, and contestedl®ere is an underlying reciprocity at stake in MuftiOs claim,

“ Mufti, 101.
15 Mufti, 59-60. Emphasis his.

88



whereby Orientalism is simultaneously the cause and effect of what he calls “the emergence of
philosophical historicism” at the turn of the eighteenth century. The rapid introduction of texts,
languages, and bodies of knowledge that characterized this period not only profoundly expanded
the horizons of European knowledge, it also fundamentally altered the process by which said
knowledge was processed, interpreted, and recapitulated to the public. This “early codification of
Orientalist knowledge” he reiterates, “is the very ground on which [...] new ideas of cultural
difference came to be elaborated, tested, contested and defended.”'®

Mufti cites the work of Johann Gottfried Herder and William Jones as models of this
early codification of knowledge at the end of the eighteenth century—writings that provided the
ground, as it were, for romantic interpretations early in the next century. Before Jones even went
to India he was responsible for engendering ideas of the Other in his writings, most notably in
the first published collection of his poetry, Poems, Consisting Chiefly of Translations from the
Asiatick Languages, published in 1772, and the two essays that accompanied this volume. Mutfti
describes this work, which is comprised of translations and adaptations from Persian, Arabic and
Turkish sources—as well as some of Jones’ own original compositions—as an “exemplary text
of pre-Romantic conjecture, in which entire bodies of ‘Oriental’ verse begin to be conceived of,
on the one hand, as the unique and spontaneous expression of the spirit, mind, or psyche of a
distinct people and, on the other, as marked by a spontaneity and authenticity of ‘expression.””"’
As a linguist, who was able to read these fragments in their original language (before editing,
condensing, and re-arranging them in his translations), Jones occupied a position of particular
power when it came to establishing new methods of interpretation to accompany the wave of

new texts.

16 Ibid., 74-75.
7 Ibid., 71-72.
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Herder, unlike Jones, never experienced Indiafiiesstd and was not himself a scholar of
the East, but he was acutely influenced by the writings that others had generated about the
subcontinent. Irnis work on Herder and the German romantic responseset®hagavad &',
Bradley Herling observes that HerderOs interest in India began manifesting in his writing decades
beforeThe Gt" was first published. These early impressions of Indian civilization were derived
in large part from the works of Anquetil Duperron and Voltaire, each of whom produced some of
the earliest writing on the subject. Duperron had in fact been to India, aneltinackd to Europe
with several Persian manuscripts including translations of¢inel AvestandThe Upar#ads,
which he later rendered into French. VoltaireOs writings on India, on the other hand, were based
on various British accounts of the countryr(malarly John Zephaniah Holwell(seresting
historical events, relative to the provinces of Bengal and the Empire of Hindastan
Alexander DowOEhe History of Hindostan; from the earliest account of time, to the death of
Akbar, as well as a now siireditecEzour Vedan®

Together, notes Herling, the work that Anquetil Duperon and Voltaire produced on India
established a certain mythology about the place which, in turn, evolved into Oimportant and
specific elements of the research agenda that tolokil HerderOs work and subsequently in the
German intellectual contextO at large. The most persistent of these elements was Othe myth of
paradise and degeneration,O a characterization of India (particularly the India of Vedic antiquity)
as a primordial @radise of arrested development in juxtaposition with Europe which, though
more advanced, was therefore also less Puf¢hat is most significant about this
characterization, however, is that it evolved seeloaad, which is to say that it was derived

from sources that were at least ommeenoved linguistically or stories that were at least ence

18 For more on this text please see Herling,-29in30.
¥ Herling, 61.
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removed from firshand experience. No direct textual evidence had yet to emerge that would
corroborate, and enhance, this foundational myth of the EastThethagavad &", The
Hitopadeta, andShakuntaldirst became available in the 1788s.

Jones and Herder are also figures to have been both famously influeriSleakioytala
and exceptionally instrumental in disseminating the text in Europe. Jones, of poodseed
the first translation of the play in a Western language, and Herder wrote an introduction to the
second edition of Georg ForsterOs German translation of Jones, which was published in 1803. By
the time each of these men encount&kdkuntalaheywere well into their respective careers,
having already contributed significantly to the foundations of the Orientalist enterprise. Thus, by
the time Jones translat8sakuntalaand Herder reads it (via Forster), not only has much of the
ground, that istte Oemergent ideas about historical and cultural particularity,O already been laid,
but has been laid by Jones and Herder thems€&lv@kakuntalaas a text, marks a critical
juncture where the OndMestern exemplaO obtained through colonial endeavots,ragad
affirms, the European cultural expectations engendered in absentia. It should come as no
surprise, therefore, that a contributing factoBtmkuntalaGsarm reception from its German
audience was the fact that the play Ofit the Othetydxd thavas beginning to adhere to Indian
culture,O meaning it matched the expectation of whanpoern India would be, that it verified
the myth of paradise and degradation. Perceived as one of the filsa$ext endorsements of a
burgeoning romantic formation of India,Shakuntalgproceeded to be used as evidence,

contributing toward Othe framing of other texts, especially other literary texts, that appeared after

% The translation history is complicated. Though Charles Wilkins® English editiorBiiay@ad G!t* was the

first Sanskrit text to be rendered directly into a Western language, it did not receive a corresponding German
translation until 1802. In contrast, JonesO translatiShakuntalavas the third direct English translation of a
Sanskrit text, but Georg Forster published his German edition in 1791, over a decad&tmfdrte was widely
available in German.

- Mufti, 75.
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it,® both affirming and perpetuating the perception by which subsequent Indian literaidre wou
be evaluated.”

Johann Wolfgang von GoetheOs celebrated paean to the play exemplifies the language by
which Shakuntalavas conflated with these overwrought ideas of India. Composed in 1792, the
year after he was put in charge of the new Weimar ThaatretheOs verse may well be better
known than the plaitself.?® It has been regularly invoked as shorthand to contextualize the
playOs importance for contemporary audiences, both in India and the West, and is often cited as
an epigraph to new translatioosin the directorOs notes of production materials. However its
contents are rarely scrutinized. Though brief, the quatrain immediately conveys the allure that
Shakuntalaheld for the romantic thiers, who sought in its image¢sind from India at largeggn
access point to the Oprimordial childhood of humanity,O in the hopes that it might Oserve as the
antidote to the oveintellectualized tendency of tt#nlightenment.3* The poem begins:

Owouldst though the young yearOs blossoms and the fruits ofiris, dex all by which the soul

is enrapture, feasted, fed [E]O an inquiry that conflates its object (the play) gatitmthe

natural world, but ambundant nature at that. The image of plentgllahat both captivates and
nurtures or sustains theid, hearkens to the characterizations advanced by the likes of Voltaire
who Orepresented India as an innocent paradise that had benefited from a propitious climate in its
production of culture,® where Onature provided a bounty of nourishmentO anda®iheverva

struggle forsurvival.3 In short, a kind of Edenic paradise. Goethe defers the object of desire in

the first line until the conclusion of the verse, posing one more riddle before revealing the source

of these fabled riches: OWouldst thou théhesnd heaven itself in one soul name comHine,

22 H
Herling, 93
2 For more on this period in GoetheOs lifagtesee chapter 2, OReorganization of the Theatre11930 in
Marvin CarlsonGoethe and the Weimar Theatithaca: Cornell University Press, 1978).
24 H
Herling, 56.
% bid., 60.
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name thee, Gakuntalaland all at once is said®Through this series of leading questions,
Goethe suggests to the reader that all of this bdltitg riches ascribed to the entirety of a
civilizationN can ke distilled from a single text, thereby establisttgkuntalaas synecdoche
for the India of the German romantic imagination.

The inspiration Goethe gleaned fr@hakuntaladoes not end with this early, but
enduring, enthusiasm for the play. It casoabe detected in his magnum opasist
particularly in the OVorspiel auf dem Theatre,O or OPrelude in the Theatre,O thaPamtcedes
One OWhereas KalidasaOs total influendeamsthas never been investigated,O notes Ekbert
Faas, Othe fact that Gaetirew orSacontalafor his Oprelude in the theatreO is one of the
ubiquitous, though for the most part unverified, commonplaces of Goethe scholafship.O
Composed up to a decade before the reBadaf One(and therefore much closer temporally to
GoetheOfirst encounter witfShakuntaly, this prologue betrays a number of structural
similarities to theprast van , or introductory dialogue, that precedes all extant Sanskrit dramas
from this same historical period. As discussed in the introduction, this fednees a brief
exchange between a character calledsth@dh! ra, (director) and aa#(actress) from his
company. Their dialogue is both expositional and thematic: while it provides some fundamental
information about the performance to take placel(uing the playwrightOs name, Kalidasa, and
the genre of play to be performeti#ka), it also foreshadows a key theme of the play (the loss
of memory) and relates information about the relationship between the spectators and the

performance. Once King Dushyanta enters in pursuit of the deet tthdh! ra andna#are no

Zwillst du die BIYthe des frYhen, die FrYchte des spSteren Jahres,

Willst du, was reizt und entzYckt, willst du was sSttigt und nShrt,

Willst du den Himmel, die Erde, mit Einem Namen begreifen;

NennO ich, Sakuntala, Dich, and so ist Alles gesagt.

Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, 1792. Translated by E.B. Eastwick

27 Ekbert Faas, @Hst and Sacontala,Odomparative Literatur&1 no.4 (Autumn, 1979): 376.
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longer a part bthe world of the play, and do not factor into the performan&hakuntala
again.
GoetheOs prologue is similar, though not identical to, KalidasaOs model. The relationship

of the prologue to the rest of the play is the same: it exists in betweeprdeoivthe audience
and the world of the play itself, comprised of characters that represent the theater management.
However instead of a director and an actress Goethe gives us a manager, clown, and poet, who
debate one another about what constitutegpeting drama. They do not introduEaustas the
ultimate object of the performarigen fact, the poet of the prologue seems not to have written
the playto-be-performed just yet, and much of the debate that takes place amongst the three men
is intended tencourage the poet to take up his pen and write something. Unlike Kalidasa, whose
gl tradh'ra has nothing but reverence for his audience, describing thalvhaspa, wise or
learned, the figures of GoetheOs prologue are decidedly less impressed byrtimsi®p
OConsider the people for whom you write!O the manager laments to the poet:

OneOs here because heOs bored, another

Comes stuffed from eating a sevesurse dinner,

But worst by far are the ones who come to us

Straight from reading the latest paper

The crowd arrives here distracted, distrait,

Thinking of this and that, not of a play,

The reason they come is mere curiosity,

The ladies exhibit their shoulders and finery,

Put on a great show without asking a safdry.

Yet these differences do niodicate an absence of influeft&oethe and Kalidasa were, of

course, writing for very different audiences. In fact, given that Goethe did not write this play

% Kalidasa Abhij-" natakuntala,edited by Narayana Balakrishna Godabole and Kasinatha Panduranga Paraba
(Bombay: Nirnayasagara Press,1883), 1. ¥headh’ra then goes on to corge to thena®that he cannot consider a
performance a success until this learned audience of critics are satisfied.

29 Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, OFaust, A Tragedy: Part One,O translated by Martin Gredftteelprion
Anthology of Drama, volume onalited byJ. Ellen Gainor, Stanton B. Garner Jr., and Martin Puchner (New York:
W.W. Norton Company, 2014), 1674®&71.
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with the intention of it ever being staged, the metatheatrical purpose of the piblogue
transtion the audience into the world of the diagakes on more of a philosophical and less of a
practical urgency.

Still, both prologues have an edificatory intent, designed to instruct their audience in the
art of poetic affect. ishakuntalahes! tradh'ra directs thenat$to sing a verse about the arrival
of summer. While this verse is explicitly intended to gratify its audigm@es’(dang simply by
hearing it, the thematic work that the verse does is to introduce the emotional landscape of the
summer sason in which the play is to proceed. The objective being that while the audience is
distracted by the technical perfection of the actressO song, they will absorb somasaf the
foundations that will allow them to better savor the play itself. Hesevisr so successful that
when she finishes singing the audience of the prologue (which is not the same as the audience of
the production) is spellbound: their thoughts have been so fully arrested, ncldsattiie’ ra,
that they resemble a paining in thgitiness.*® Thes! tradh'ra himself is transported,
momentarily forgetting where he is and what he is doing. Though he quickly regains his footing
and gets the performance back on track by announcing DushyantaOs immanent arrival, the
sl tradh'raOsesponséo the song demonstrates the affective potential of theatrical performance
and the emotional instruction it can provide for the audience of the production. The prologue, in
other words, provides the playwright an opportunity to hook his audience by wot onl
foreshadowing the content of the play, but the experience of the play as well: if a single verse has
the power to befuddle the senses, how much more effective could an entire production be?

Likewise, GoetheO Poet advocates for his skills as the on@tehch[es] humankind

feeling.O In a series of rhetorical questions intended to illuminate the range of the writerOs

%0 KalidasaAbhij—' na%kuntalg 2.
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dexterity, he argues for the soul of poetry and makes his case to the manager for a theater that
exceeds the lowly expectations that hesme to accompany the form:

Who calls each mute particular

To sing its part in the general chorus

In a glorious concord of myriad voices?

Who links our passions to wild tempests,

Our solemn moods to fading sunsets?

Unrolls before the feet of lovers

A lovely carpet of spring flowers?

Twines green leaves, ordinary, meaningless,

Into a wreath to honor the meritorious?

Assures us thereOs an Olympus, gives order to itSl gods
That revelation of manOs powers, the poet, Hoes!

There is much to distill from thigassage. As an endorsement of dramatic poetry, the PoetOs lines
suggest that only through this form, wielded by Othat revelation of manOs powersO can an
audience perceive and appreciate the breadth and complexity of human experience and human
emotion. Moeover, these lines recast the profundity of that experience as expressions of the
natural world, describing passions as tempests, glories as leaves, young love in a profusion of
flowers. The whole world, GoetheOs Poet seems to say, can be conveyetaiimahdecause it
can be expressed in terms of the conditions of humanity itself. The final lines of the prologue
further advocate the immeasurable breadth of the drama this time in the words of the manger,
who encourages the poet to let his imaginatioenenmbered by concerns of budget or
practicality, run wild:

Hang out heavenOs big and little lamps,

Scatter stars over the canvas sky,

LetOs have fire and flood and dizzying steeps,

All sorts of birds and beadtsdo the thing liberally.

And thus on aarrow platform youOre able

To go all the way round CreationOs great circle

At a brisk enough pace, yet deliberately as well,
From Heaven, through this our world, down to Hell.

31 Goethe, OFaust, A Tragedy: Part One,O 1671.
%2 bid., 1673.
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Faas goes on to compare this premonition of Oan uncommon cosmologicalepdotéhe
n! nd", or benediction, that precedes the prologushiakuntala®® A prayer dedicated to Shiva,
this text enumerates the elements as expressions of the eight embodied forms taken by the deity.
Though then! nd" is not formally a part of the prajjue, and serves a distinct dramaturgical
purpose, it is likely that Goethe would not have been able to distinguish the two, and therefore he
may well have read this benedictory verse as part of the overall material of the prologue.

These lines, but particularly those of the poet, betray the most conspicuous evidence of
GoetheOs having been influenced by Kalidasa who, in the great tradition of &bwngkrit
(poetry), is an absolute master at representing human emotional stateb theoogetaphor of
nature. In act 1 dbhakuntalawhen the audience first meets our heroine, she and her friends
Priyamvada and Anasuya are watering trees if¢ttaama In this opening exchange, which
Dushyanta watches from a distance, Kalidasa establiblae Shakuntala is on the verge of
romantic maturity; that she is ready, in other words, to be courted and seduced by the king. This
sensitive characterization is achieved through natural metaphor, specifically in the comparison
between Shakuntala angasmine vine winding its way around a mango tree. OWhat could be
more fitting than the mingling of this pair: the tree and the vine,O Shakuntala observes. OThe
young vine, Moonbeam of the Forest, is newly flowered, and the mango blossoms are ripe for
herenjoyment.O ODo you know why Shakuntala stares unceasingly at this vine?O Priyamvada
riddles to Anasuya? OAs the vine is wed to the tree, so Shakuntala thinks O10d like a husband like
that of my own.3Bhakuntala does not yet possess the maturity ekselfledge to articulate

this sentiment on human terms, yet her attention to the intimate expressions of the natural world

* Faas, 377.
34 Kalidasa Abhij- natiakuntala, 9.
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subsumes her withinfit revealing her emotional state to be a mirror of the pure and uncorrupted
forest. The play is overflowing withufther examples of human experience expressed in natural
terms, a metaphorical mode so prevalent within the genre of Sanskrit drama that, in the playOs
critical reception in Paris at the turn of the century (to which we will turn our attention shortly),
Nature itself is perceived as the primary entity of this dramatic canon.

| will end my comparison of Goethe and KalidasaOs prologues with Faas, whose
contemporary assessment of these two works will bring us back to the early nineteenth century
reception otthe play, as it reflects what | perceive as a{stamnding practice of avowing, while
obscuring, the influence Indian texts had on scholars and artists like Goethe. For Faas likewise
perceives the correspondence in how Goethe and Kalidasa representmtteir respective
plays, providing as evidence a comparison of the moustape from the last scenekaust,
Part Twoand DushyantaOs description of MarichaOs cellestiala at the beginning of act 7.
However, when Faas articulates this similaritg does so with a slight, but significant, inversion
of sources. OHow closely,O he remarks, OKalidasaOs art of capturing the dynamic life of nature
resembles Goethe33iGiven that Kalidasa never read Goethe, and that Kalidasa wrote his play
a good fourten hundred years before Goethe, to not only fully capture the similarities in these
passages but tcknowledgehe intercultural influence of one author on another, Faas would do
better to express his sentiment thus: Ohow closely GoetheOs art ofgcHysuymamic life of
nature mimics KalidasaOs!O

If FaasO observation were taken on its own, my insistence on reversing his equation might
seem pedantic. However, | contend that the casual inversion of influence implied by his analysis
falls into a long ad continuous tradition in EuvAmerican scholarship of dismissing as

coincidence what is, in reality, the result of deliberate interaction with and incorporation of the

% Faas, 390.
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Indian literary texts that flooded Europe in the nineteenth century. Faas compktabdésa
for coming remarkably close to GoetheOs gBhiugosition that acknowledges his talent while
simultaneously reinforcing his inferiority to his European counterpart. The roots of this kind of
critigue can be found in the writings Atigust Wilhelmand Fredrich Schlegel, central figures
within the Jen&chool anl close acquaintances of Goethe. According to Elinor Fuchs, it was
Friedrich Schlegel (together with Novalis, Schleiermacher, Schelling and others) who Oclarified
and pushed forwardO the OromanticO values Siuime und Drangnovement, and who
elevated e inward, subjective to a transcendental principle.O His elder brother, August
Wilhelm subsequently undertook the systematic Oapplication of romantic theory to dramatic
literature [E] in the famous Vienna lecture cycle of 1808.8ach Schlegel brotheras,
therefore, instrumental in articulating the particular aesthetic of romanticism and, perhaps more
importantly for the present study, applying that aesthetic to dramatic literature. Each brother also
wrote critically abouShakuntala

According to Sctvab, Friedrich Schlegel first Odiscover&ti@kuntalan 1791 at the age
of nineteen, while a student at the University of LeipZigjis enthusiasm for Oriental studies
took him to Paris in 1803, which was quickly becoming the institutional center farchsand
study of Oriental languages and literatures on the continent. He went to Paris with the intention
of studying Persian witAntoine-LZonard de ChZZ However, he soon abandoned Persian in
favor of Sanskrit, which he was fortunate enough to stuttyone of the first scholars of the

language to have returned from India, a member of the Asiatic Society in Calcutta and a

% Elinor FuchsThe Death of Character: Perspectives on Theater after Moder(B&omington: Indiana

University Press, 1996), 25.

37 Schwab, 69.

3 de ChZzy, who according to Schwab Oset out to learn Saesiitse of his love f@hakuntalzD (68) would go

on to publish a grountreaking new French translation of the play, the first to be done in the language directly from
Sanskrit.
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contemporary of William Jones: Alexander Hamilton.” F. Schlegel was a skilled and diligent
scholar, and although he “lectured in Paris on topics in European literature,” he confided to
prospective publisher Georg Reimer that “the most important yield” of his time in Paris was the
work he was able to do on Indian sources.*’ His most comprehensive work on the subject, titled
On the Langage and Philosophy of the Indiamsa sweeping overview which does not dwell
on Shakuntalanuch beyond a brief assessment of the play’s recapitulation of the theory of
reincarnation.”’ However, in lecture five of Lectures on the History of Literature, @ant and
modern (which, though not published until 1815, was likely based on the notes from the course
he taught in Paris), Shakuntalazets a brief, but dense, paragraph of literary analysis. Nestled
between a discussion of the Sanskrit Language, sat!, and the Glta GovindaF. Schlegel
introduces his readers to Shakuntala:‘Of all Indian poetry with which we have become
familiar,” he begins, “the Shakuntalgtranslated by Sir William Jones with the utmost fidelity),
is the most calculated to impress the student with a sense of the peculiar beauty of that branch of
Eastern literature.” He continues, “Tenderness of feeling, genial grace, artless beauty pervade the
whole; and if, at times, the fondness for an indolent solitude, the delight excited by the beauty of
nature, especially the vegetable kingdom, are here and there dwelt upon with a profusion of

imagery and poetic ornament, it is only the adornment of innocence.”**

3% Alexander Hamilton the Sanskritist was cousins and contemporaries with Alexander Hamilton, the American
Statesman. Stranded in France in 1803 as a result of the rupture of the Peace of Amiens, Hamilton was considered a
paroled prisoner in the state. Still, because of his academic connections, (and thanks to a personal letter from his
cousin the American Statesman to the diplomat Charles Maurice de Talleyrand-Périgord) he was not only permitted
to teach Sanskrit, but was given a job cataloging manuscripts in the Bibliothéque National de France. For more on
Alexander Hamilton the Sanskritist please see Rosane Rocher, “Hamilton, Alexander (1762-1824), Orientalist” in
Oxford Dictionary of National Biographyirst published in 2004, online ed. Jan 2008,
https://doi.org/10.1093/ref:0dnb/12044.

* Herling, 130.

*! Friedrich von Schlegel, “On The Language and Philosophy of the Indians” in The Aesthetic and Miscellaneous
Works of Frederick von Schlegednslated by E.J. Millington (London: H.G. Bohn, 1849), 476.

*2 Friedrich von Schlegel, Lectures on the History of Literature, ancientdanoderntranslated by Henry George
Bohn (London: Bell, 1880), 118.
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So Friedrich Schlegel, like Goethe, reflects on the lush natural world described in the
play, and the innocence of the age that is reflected both in the qualities composition and the
world that composition portrays. | am particularly struck, however, by the parenthetical defense
of JonesO translation with which Schlegel begins this review.anskritist himself, Schelgel
was able to report on the qualities of JonesO translation in a way that evaded its average reader.
And, as we have seen in chapter 1, JonesO translation does not always betray the Outmost fidelityC
to its source. Schlegslfsistence here, that Jones was faithful to the OoriginalO reinforces the
position thatShakuntalabe read as a Ocanonical vehicle of authorial intention,O with an inherent
value that is unperturbed by cultural or linguistic translatfoBy lionizing he play in this way,
however, SchlegelOs praise writes over théigtery of the playOs arrival in Europe, reframing
its appeal as inherent exceptionaliShakuntalaGsontinued allure to its growing European
audience, he suggests, stems from its caledlrepresentation of the poetic genius being
discovered in the East, rather than, as Herling asserts, from its having been used to affirm the
myth of paradise that preceded its translation.

Moreover, if we accept HerlingOs assessment that the edrlyositive, reception of
Shakuntalacontributed to the way subsequent Sanskrit texts were interpreted, could we further
argue that the very standards by which Schlegel evaluates the play as remarkable derive from its
having been one of the earliest worksvihich a textbased India was introduced to Europe?

With no disrespect meant to the merits of the play (the emic veneration of which, as noted in
chapter 1, most certainly contributed to its having come to JonesO attention in the first place),
Europeansmthe whole had a very limited, and particular context by which to appraise this work
in the early years of its circulation. The foriNealso the more common narrative of the playOs

worthN would therefore suggest that the play was possessed of a singlilrdarimpervious

“3W.B. Worthen ODisciplines of the Text/Sites of Performal&d39 no.1 (1995): 14.
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to sociecultural constructs. The latter, however, suggests that therseived genius of the play

is no more than the result of its status as the measuring stick for all subsequent Indian literature
within European criticism, a statitsacquired, at least in part, simply by virtue of having being
first.

Friedrich SchlegelOs parenthetical defense of JonesO translation can also be read in
dialogue with some of his elder brotherOs writings on the play. Published in 1809, August
Wilhelm SchlegelQsectures on Dramatic Art and Literatulié&ewise gives a brief analysis of
Shakuntalarepresenting all of Indian dramatic literature, as part of a broader philosophical
project to define drama and theater. Of the play he writes,

the delightfll ShakuntalgE] not withstanding the foreign coloring of its native

climate, bears in its general structure such a striking resemblance to our romantic

drama, that we might be inclined to suspect we owe this resemblance to the

predilection for Shakespeagatertained by the English translator (Sir William

Jones), if his fidelity were not attested by other learned orient&lists.

The attempt, in this quotation, to domesticglmkuntalaCGatistic merits, is the precursor to

FaasO analysis, and demonsiratev critical reception of the play, even when positive,

succeeded in glossing over the magnitude of the its influence on Europe. Here Schlegel justifies
ShakuntalaQesemblance to the romantic genre by way of Shakespeare, the similarity noted as
coincidental at best, the effect of careless translation at worst. In so dismissing the playOs own
distinct dramaturgical merits, and all of its qualities that fall too outside the pale as mere Oforeign
coloring,O AW Schlegel contributes to a cultural climatetiich any inspiration derived from

the play, or any artistic experimentation therewith, could be credited back to the European canon

first, thus obscuring EuropeOs obligation to an Indian source text.

4 August Wilhelm Schlegel,ectures on dramatic art and literatyreranslated by John Black (Londd®: Bell and
Sons, 1892), 33.
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August Wilhelm Schlegel was not the first Europeaticcof Shakuntalao draw
comparison with the bard of Avon: Jones, of course, classified Kalidasa as the OShakespeare of
India® in his original preface to the play and compared it to one of his Ofairy piecesO in his
earliest letters about the wotkHowever, within the context of Germany in the early nineteenth
century, comparisons to Shakespeare took on a particular significance. For Goethe, Herder,
Friedrich and August Wilhelm Schlegel, OShakespeare [w]as the emblematic OromanticO poetO
the emblemtic talent of whom, Oaccording to [AW] Schlegel, was characterizdfidmO
compare Kalidasa with Shakespeare in this context, therefore, was to afford him the grandest of
compliments, as Shakespeare was the model against which romantic playwrightstteuised
own dramaturgy. OQuoting Goethe,O Fuchs writes, OSchlegel links ShakespeareOs brilliance in
characterization with the admired quality of inwardnessO that elevated individual subjectivity as
a subject worthy of dranmig.In his 1815 essayghakespear®nce AgainGoethe reiterates his
position that OShakespeare is a very modern writer,O despite having written his plays over two
hundred years prior. ShakespeareOs success with characters, Goethe asserts, comes from his
miraculous ability to balance thesestial difference between ancient and modern drama. OThe
primary conflict in ancient literature,O Goethe writes, Ois the one between moral obligation and
fulfillment,O whereas in modern literature it is the one Obetween desire and fulfiffingviha
Goethe sees in Shakespeare, which he advocates his readers aspire towards, is a reconciliation of
desire and moral obligation achieved through the integration of opposing forces in the

characterization of a discrete human at odds with his world. Shakespezaed@ters are acted

> Sir William Jones, OThe Preface,8acontala or The Fatal Ring: an Indian Drama by Cali@@alcutta: Joseph
Cooper, 1789), iii. And Sir William Jones and Garland Caniibe,Letters of Sir William Joné®xford:

ClarendorPress, 1970), 766.

5 Fuchs, 26.

" Ibid.

8 Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, OShakespeare Once Again,O translated by Ellen von Nardroff and Ernest H. von
Nardroff in Theatre/Theory/Theatre: The Major Critical Texts from Aristotle and Zeami to Soyinka and Havel

edited by Daniel Gerould (New York: Applause, 2000), 281.
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on by forces larger than themselves, and yet they react to those forces based on a subjective
cocktail of their own emotions and desires.

What are we to make, then, of AW SchlegelOs observation? He does not compare
Shakuntaldo Stakespeare directly, but rather through the common orientation point of German
romantic drama which, as we have seen, was avowedly modeled on ShakespeareOs dramaturgy.
Can we then, by the transitive property, infer that the same qualities which drew #reicsrto
ShakespeareOs plays likewise drew them to Kalidasa? The tumultuous romance of the leading
coupleN thwarted, as it is, by what could easily be described as a conflict between moral
obligation (the KingOs duty to his kingdom, ShakuntalaOs resjigrisiliurvasas) and
desird\ would certainly qualify it for the same reading that Goethe grants Shakespeare.
Presumably as well, the subjectivity so revered in ShakespeareOs plays, and the primacy of
characterwithin the structure of the drama, would neszegy be in evidence in KalidasaOs
works in order to merit such a decisive comparison from the likes of AW Schlegel. And yet, the
hint of incredulity in SchlegelOs observation of the simifdritych that he admits wanting to
explain it away as a byproduat JonesO translatférikewise suggests that Shakespeare and
Kalidasa were never going to be treated, or acknowledged, as equal contributors to the evolution
of the romantic aesthetic. Shakespeare was the model, Kalidasa was his inexplicable
doppelgangerand therefore any qualities of interest derived f&makuntalacould easily be
explained as having likewise been drawn from Shakespeare and, more to the point, having been
drawn from Shakespeare first. Thus, as Herling points out, acknowledging thecpres&xts
like ShakuntalaandThe Bhagavad &' in this critical moment for philosophical development
broadly, and for the interest of this chapter in theater and the arts specifically, gives us the unique

Oopportunity to recognize the diversity thaides within [the fieldOs] own unfolding in the
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west.O However, Herling urges that we not stop there, for Othese figures also contributed to the
positioning of Indian thought such thatiuld be displaced from the philosophical agentfdtO
has certainlyjpeen displaced from the theatrical one.

Nonetheless, we can discern one final correspondence between the romantic affinity for
Shakuntalaand Shakespeare in GoetheOs 1815 essay. Having first discussed Shakespeare as a
poet, and then in relation to thecgent and modern authors, Goethe provides his analysis of
Shakespeare as a playwright, concluding that his poetic genius is ultimately incompatible with
the limitations of the stage. The theater, for Shakespeare, he concludes, was a device to enable
his aeativity, for Oby presenting everything in the form of a stage play, Shakespeare facilitates
the task of our imagination, for we are more familiar with the Ostage that represents the world®
than with the world itself®However, to actually produce hisagk onstage in the present day
would be both incompatible with audience expectations for the theater and modern theatrical
technology. There is, in other words, a disconnect between the superior artistry of ShakespeareOs
literature and the rudimentary ttecal culture for which he wrote. The power of the former
endures while the latter, he writes, would be Odifficult to returt! #n@ so, he maintains that
even if all attempts at producing Shakespeare were to cease, this outcome would Onot be as
deplomble as it may sound because the reader, in private or in the company of others, would
delight in him in an even purer way?O

Perhaps this is why, despite all of the textual intereShakuntaladuring this period, the

play was never actually pohstage® Goethe apparently considering producing it at the Weimar

“9Herling, 2. Emphasis his.

0 Goethe Shakespeare Once Agai285.

*! |bid., 286.

*2bid., 287.

3 The earliest staged productionSfiakuntalan Germany took place in 1877 at the Court Theat@tuttgart. It

was later produced at the Weimar Court Theatre in 1884 in an adaptation by Paul Felix Weingartner. For more on
nineteenth century productions of the play in Europe, please see Appendix A.
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Court Theatre with a new translation in which, accordingitmla Savaresehe intended to

render the playOs numerpuaki t dialogues into various German dialettdnfortunately,

neither this translation nor the production ever transpired and, aside from the traces of influence
we see irFaust GoetheOs affection for the play has been preserved exclusively in
correspondence and personal writings. His partner in the movement knownnaar\Wei

Classicism, Friedrich Schiller, likewise contemplated basing a new work on the play, but in a
letter to Goethe confessed that Ohe had given up the idea because its fragility and lack of action
seemed to him to be an insurmountable obstatleri@drichSchlegel also once harbored

desires to produce a new translation of theglag intention he had shared with his brother in a
letter from Paris that, according to Schwab, was the subject of conversation at a dinner party
hosted by Goethe in the springl@04 at which the celebrated playwright Ludwig Tieck was

also in attendanc®.Yet this project, too, was never completé&or the romantics Kalidasa,

like Shakespeare, was a poet first and foremost, whose literary genius was bound to a simplistic
stage pactice that was antithetical to its merits as a text. For all of its appeal, poetically, visually,
and philosophicallyShakuntalaherefore remained a means by which to test new ways of

thinkingtheater, but not new ways @bingtheater. That task thegft to the symbolists.

** Nicola Savaresd&urasian Theatre: Drama and Flermance Between East and West from Classical Antiquity to

the Presenttranslated by Richard Fowler (Holstbro: Icarus Publishin Enterprise, 2010), 192.

*° |bid., 195.

5 Schwab, 69.

°" Dorothy Figueira suggests that, at least in SchlegelOs case, teetdaioduce this volume was the result of his

own ineptitude with the language. Olt is clearO she writes, Ofrom a reading of [SchlegelOs other] translations that [he]
did not have a deep or comprehensive knowledge of Sanskrit. He must have realiped shise his much

heralded translation of Kalidassé8bsmkuntalanever materialized. He explained this fact by noting that KalidasaOs

play was too lengthy to be included in his proposed volume and that it contained too much Prakrit and prose. Since
SchlegéOs writings betray a fascination with the play and with KalidasaOs artistry, these are indeed feeble excuses.O
Dorothy FigueiraTranslating the Orient: The reception '#fkuntalain nineteentkcentury EuropdAlbany: State

University of New York Press,9P1), 20.

10¢



Il. THE NETWORK EXPANDS: SHAKUNTALA IN MID-CENTURY PARIS

If Jones and Herder represent the conceptual ground on which the romantics
experimented wittshakuntalaand the other Indian texts that followed in its wake, then the
work of the romantics, in turn, becomes the ground for the symbolists at the end of the
nineteenth century. However, whereas the romantics worked on relatively stableNabgirg
reception band reactions to India confined to literathrim the intervening century what Mufti
describes as the tangible ground of explicit engagement with foreign texts and ideas had evolved
into a more pervasive ether. Thus, we might say, that the romanticaates@ much the ground
on which the symbolists stood, but the atmosphere in which they created. To return, for a
moment, to CabrandSrant, this shift can be attributed to two distinct expansions of the
Shakuntalanetwork during the nineteenth century. Tinst is an expansion of content. No
longer an isolated example of far away lands and ancient civilizaBbaguntalas quickly
joined by a wealth of Indian texts concerning all manner of subjects and literary genres. Not
only, then, is there more ofantextual grounding for the dramatic texts, but there are also more
dramatic texts against which for KalidasaOs play to be evaluated. The second is an expansion of
participants. Whereas the German romantic engagement with the play is confined pramarily t
writers, philologists, and philosophétén other words, academilighe late nineteenth century
sees these works infiltrate the output of visual and theater artists who, through their distinctive
mediums, begin to liberate the play from its literarinessaAesult of this expanded network of
circulation, by the end of the nineteenth centaimakuntalas no longer circumscribed to the
archive; rather the archive has engendered a kind of embodied cultural knowledge that then
manifests itself in the way ththe play is performed (as well as the very choice of that play in

the first place!)



As the nineteenth century progressed, and more of textual India was consumed by a
curious and enthusiastic European audience, we can see the ideas introduced bytshose te
simultaneously enriching the ground on which they were read, to use MuftiOs metaphor, and
becoming increasingly detached from a the sources by which they were introduced. Put another
way, the religious and cultural particularities of India, which veeree obscure, opaque, and
difficult to access, had become part of popular knowledge, relayed in short hand as opposed to
through the translation and publication of individual source texts. In this way, knowledge of
India transgressed the disciplinary bosimd Oriental scholarship, making its way into a much
broader swath of European culture. Consider, for example, the case of poet, aspirant playwright,
and pillar of the symbolist community,ZBhaneMallarmZ In his early twenties, Mallarh
experienced ap@riod of severe depression and ill health,Owhat according to Joseph
Cermatori,Ofamously accompanied by analhsuming spiritual crisis that had been
culminating gradually over months and yeafs\MllarmZ outlined this experience in April
1866 ina letter to his friendHenri Cazalis, wherein he Odescribes having gained a despairing
insight into Othe void,® obtained Owithout any knowledge of Buddhisiis.@6rief mention,
but one that reveals two significant details regarding Maf@srelatnship to the philosophies,
religions, and overall cultural influence of the East in the middle afitreteenthcentury.

The first is simply to corroborate the proposition that there was a popular awareness of
Eastern culture and religidn circulationthroughout thaineteenttcentury. MallarrZ cites
Buddhism to Cazalis here as part of a conventional converSatiemelies on it as a reference
point that he is confident his reader will recognize. This recognition, of course, does not signal a

profound understanding of the tenets of Buddhism necessarily, but rather suggests a shared

%8 Joseph Paul Cermatofiraditions of the Baroque: Modernist Conceptual Stagings Between Theory and
PerformancegDissertation in Theatre, Columbia University, 2016), 122.
59 i

Ibid.
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cultural shorthand of its apprehension. Thus, even though Maligleims in this letter to have
encountered Othe voidO without recourse to Buddhism, the very fact thavkéhato
Buddhism is the proper reference tokman such a situation indicatdse prevalence of Eastern
philosophy circulating in Europe. The second, arate significantdimension of thissidefor
our purposes is Mallards impulse to cite Buddhism ayed to claim the effects of that
philosophical practice as his own discovery. He acknowledges, on the one hand, that Buddhism
could havebeen his access point to the void, but goes on to insist that he arrived there of his own
volition, on his own termsThis subtle move of incorporation is indicative of EuropeOs
overarching modus operandi in regards to influences from the East: a process whereby Europe
benefited immensely from the bounty of the Oriental Renaissance and its-bacahd
disseminations, angket repudiated those influences with claims to having attained those benefits
independently.

Unlike August Wilhelm Schlegel, whose claims to serendipity are undercut by the fact
that he read Sanskrit material firsthand,NtllarmZ the illusion of havingencountered the void
on his own is slightly more credible, if only because of the cultural climate in which the claim is
made. If, as | assert above, Buddhism had become a kind of cultural shorthand for what
MallarmZ calls Othe void,O thetallarmZ would not necessarily have had to read any Buddhist
texts in order to make this reference; he would merely have had to cite the popular culture.
Therefore, his sense that this discovery had been made without the assistance of a formal
introduction to or educatioin Buddhist philosophy may not be entirely unwarranted, despite its
dismissive tone of cultural superioritiallarmZ0Os anecdotal use of Buddhism in this letter
simply reflects how the increased circulation of new works arriving from India were digested

metabolized, and incorporated into the body of European knowledge.



The mediums in which India was available had also multiplied during the early decades
of the nineteenth century. Performances and ethnological displays (of the variety discussed in
chapter 1) had begun to transport an embodied India to Europe, the ifnwaattocannot be
measured by tracking translations or formal essays alone. The influence of this kind of cultural
display must also be sought in the subsequent incorporation of those performances and
presentations back into European artistic practice.j&st as the arrival dhakuntalaand other
Sanskrit texts at the end of the eighteenth century arrived to seemingly validate the mythology of
India that preceded them, so too did the living displays of India on tour further corroborate for
their Europan spectators the image of India engendered by those texts. TheophileNGautier
painter, poet, playwright, and essalfistas one of the most prolific authors of the Eastern
imagination in the middle of the nineteenth century. OAs a poet,0 Schwab writéer OGau
contributed greatly to the diffusion of the oriertaeésencesurrounding othepoets with familiar
images [E] even his incongruous images, his Indian, his Persian, and especially his Chinese,
entered into the composition of a philter that would tashe unconscious of the century in the
works of MallarmZ and his success®%.The incongruous India to which Schwab refers was
regularly featured in GautierOs literary output as well as famously in his 1858PRalietime
adaption ofShakuntalaand,while he certainly took part in the literary circulation of Indian
exotica, he also derived inspiration for this philter of the East from a performance of South

Indian temple dancers he had seen in Paris in ¥838.

®Schwab, 413.
®1 Theophile GautierOs Baleantomine adaptation Shakuntalgremiered at the Imperial Opera House in Paris
on July 14, 1858. The ballet featured choreography by M. Lucien Petipa and original music by Ernest Reyer.
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The performance of these dancersBayadsres, in Paris at the ThZ%otre de ¥as is
Oone of the first documented appearances of performers from the East on the Europen stage.O
Gautier himself compared the excitement surrounding@#yaderesperformance Oto what a
visitor might feel if the mpenetrable doors of a harem were suddenly flung open in front of
him.3® The overt feminization of the Orient implicit in this comparison reflects what Edward
Said discerns in Edgar Quinet@sG/nie des religion§1832): a Opicture of a learned Westerner
surveying as if from a peculiarly suited vantage point the passive, seminal, feminine, even silent
and supine East, then going oratticulatethe East, making the Orient deliver up its secrets
[E]O®* A contemporary of Quinet, Gautier positions himselfifrinat same vantafjethe
Western spectator finally permitted to view the secretive mysteries of the East. GautierOs
enthusiasm for, one could even say his hunger for, a physical reference point to the oriental
presencas described by Schwab, signals aitgrpoint in his artistic output. Whereas GautierOs
earlier influences were drawn from literary sources alone (most notably the comprehensive notes
to Antoine-LZonard de ChZ£¥s translation &hakuntal} GautierOs audience with the South
Indian dancersat only provided the illusion of unmediated experience with India, but also
tantalizingly illuminated a sense of its fundamental incomprehensibility.

GautierOs esshgsBayaderes which he wrote after witnessing their performance,
documents thiencounter and (not unlike Artaud in the century to come) emphasizes the esoteric
language of the dancerOs botfi€sThe dancerOs moveméntse describes, af&p fast and
abrupt as to seem like the starts of lost gazelles rather than human attitugesdlidieus looks,

where the blacks and whites of the eyes disappeared in turn; the savage unigueness of the

%2 savarese, 19900. This performance was made possible Othanks to the efforts of a French merchantO that
Savarese does not name, who financed the dancerOs journey from Pondicherry to Paris.

%3 Savarese, 19900.

 Edward SaidQrientalism(New York: Vintage Books, 1979), 13738.

% LesBayadsreswas published in a volume call€@price et Zigzagi Paris in 1852.

111



costumes, amazed the public, who was astonished rather than encAa0teesl @ thedancersa
woman bythe name of Amani, had a prolonged influenn GautierOs worRinita Mehta even
goes so far as to assert that from 1838 on, in GautierOs world @/siaiia, and all the
female characters in his novels and short stfwese] modeled after her,0O including
Priyamvada irhis 1848 novela Partie cariZe and, of courseShakuntaldn his ballet’

Nowhere is that impact more evident than in the costumeshfmkuntaladesigned by
Alfred Albert [Figures 1 and 2)n figure 1 we see a woman wrapped in a whitefSsirnilar in
the style of its wap to that depicted in an 1838 sculpture of Amani by-2emyuste Barril and
bedecked in jewelry likewise evocative of the sculpfiigure 3]°® Though the figure in the
costume rendering not dancing, her slanted postuesembleshetribhangaposition
commonly seen iBharata Natyanor Odissidance today. The name of this posture, which is
also common in temple sculpture and Hindu iconography, literally means three breaks, and is so
called because of the bends in the knees, hips, and neck thatdetrahterOs body a distinctive
curve. Not only does this position contrast with the symmetrical body of the European ballet
dancer, but it alsaccentuatethe dancer(sng, bare midriff. Gautier had remarked on this
region of AmaniOs body Bayad res,where he describesas Ofair and golden, so smooth and
so taut that one would mistake it for a satin cor¥et€eems thatfter two decades AmaniOs
bare torso still so captivated GautierOs imaginatioméhatodeled theostumes for his ballein

the BayadresOsecital.

% Gautier, cited in Savarese, 200.

*7 Ibid.

% This sculpture, according to the catalogue note from a 2009 SothebyOs auction in whicpttite s@s up for

bid, Gtands in fascinating contrast to his enduringly popular depiction of the-loweh ballerina, Fanny Elssler.
Fanny's European decorum in tightly corseted lace and satin, with figured stockings and tiny slippers finds in
Amany its otic counterpart. Heavily bejeweled and barefooted, as Gauthier wrote "There could not be a more
adorable pendant to the delightful figurine of Fanny Elssler.00

% Gautier, quoted in Mehta, 158.
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Lowpagued de Dacountale

FIGURES 1 AND 2. OSACOUNTALA: 10 COSTUME SKETCHESO (18B)
(From the collections of BFN Gallica)

The transition that GautierOs PantoraBaéiet marks within his discrete body of work
reflects a broader cultural shift between a romantic and symbolist engagement with KalidasaOs
play. Visually the production conforms to the portrait of the rich, pagdikimage of pre
modern India established by the German romantics. InNaetHich contained all of th& rama
sceneBl Morin and LintonOs scenic design depicts a dense androven jungle thicket, with a
canopy of trees providing shelter to a small sh(inavhich rests a seated deity with four
discernable arms) and a bevy of tutaaring ballet dancers [figure 4]. GautierOs own description

of the scenery calls for the theater to display
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a sacred forest, not far from the Himalayas, on the banks of tha.Ntas

formed of Banyan, Amra, Malica, Madhauvi trees that are paired with vines. To the

right, there stands a small pagoda, to the left one perceives among the foliage the

reed huts of the rishis. In the background, marble steps descend to a sacred

pond.”®
The production, in other words, paid an incredible amount of attention to reproducing a visually
accurate, or OauthenticO, depiction of the balletOs Indian setting. (The attentioantesgéor
example, was likely sourced from @hZzy4dranslation of the play, which is accompanied with
comprehensive contextual notes). The choice of Ernest Reyer to compose the music suggests that
the productionOs drive toward authenticity was expressed sonically as well. Dorothy Figueira
remarks that Resr, Owho had composed dances depicting Arab desert life, was expected to bring

to Sacountala his Oprofound sense of oriental melodies, i.e. strange timbres, imperious rhythms,

bizarre cadences, and songs of savage grace.00

FIGURE 3. OAMANY OBY JEAN-AUGUSTE BARRE, 1838

Bronze

® Theophile GautieBalletPantomime en deux actes tirZdhame Indien de Calidas@®aris: Chez Bonaventure
Et Ducessions, 1858)-Book available through Project Gutenberg.
" Figueira, 184.
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However, Gautier is far less wedded to or protective of the text of the play itself. In fact,
the scenarios for his ballet display significant deviation from his source material. For example,
Durvasas does not curse thedes offstage and without their knowledgbe encounters the two
lost in a passionate embrace and though Ohe bows several times to the loving couple,O they Odo
not take care of him and remain as though lost in their own ecStByr@asasO curse causes
theking to lose his reason along with his memory, and it is Durvasas who steals the infamous
ring from ShakuntalaOs finger, tossing it away into the offstage sacred tank. Perhaps most
dramatically, however, Gautier-merites the resolution of the play withn@arexecution of
Shakuntala at the hand of DushyantaOs spurned first queen, here called BlArteati of
executioners, instructed by the Queen to construct a funeral pyre, lead Shakuntala offstage. Al
hope seems to be lost when suddenly the ringgtodered, as in Kalidasa, in the belly of a fish,
and Dushyanta regains both his memory and his sanity. OAt this moment,O writes Gautier,
Ocelestial music can be heard. The Apsarasa Misrakeshi descends from the sky, and at the back
of the theater we care Shakuntala on her pyre, the flames of which change into flowers under
the powerful influence of the Apsarasa.O The stage is engulfed by Otorrents of light swirling with
beneficent spiritsO as crowdsapsaraseslescend on the palace to celebrate. Mt
Shakuntala saved, but she in turn is magnanimous toward the vengeful queen Hamsati, granting
her amnesty despite her actions. Shakuntala throws herself into the KingOs arms and he, contrite
and forgiven, replaces the ring on her finger before bovaridisrakeshi. The host @ipsarases

then returns to the sky, and the lovers perform a pas de deux to bring the ballet td“a close.

2 Gautier Ballet-Pantomime en deux actes tirZ du drame Indien de Calidas%o.

3 In KalidasaOs play the spurned queeh,ddmdika, is never seen onstage, but rebukes the king in a verse heard
from thenepathyaor green room, for turning his affections to yet another woman, Queen Vasumati.

" Gautier,BalletPantomime en deux actes tirZ du drame Indien de Calidas%o
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FIG URE 4. SCENIC DESIGN FOR THE FIRST ACT OF THEO PHILE GAUTIEROS

BALLET -PANTOMIME OF SHAKUNTALA
(From the collectionsf BFN Gallica)

The magnitude of these plot changes indicates an underlying liberation of the play from
the masterpiece status that it held early on, and a transgression into a new mode of cultural
circulation. Gautier is not precious about Kalidasaidg st characters, nor is he undertaking his
production as an authentic reproduction of a masterpiece text or ancient theatrical style.
KalidasaOs inimitable genius, in other words, is not what is at stake for him, but rather an
authentic demonstration afparticular romantic perception of the India in which the ballet is set.
In fact, many of the changes that Gautier made (including the addition of a corps de ballet of
Bayadreswho surround the king in the second act) reflect what Binita Mehta desasibes

FranceOs desire to Orecapture their past glory in India [E] through literature,O and, in this case, in
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performance. Thus, she continues, Othe India that was portrayed in French fiction and theater in
the first half of the nineteenth century was notgh#osophical and spiritual India of the past,

but the India of exotic vegetation, funeral pyers, and espebayigc res 3> While GautierOs

ballet marks deviation from the romantic engagement with India on two ftowsiely by

enacting the play in perforance, and by liberating the play from its inalienable status as a
masterpiech it still remained bound to a particular investment in India as a subject unto itself,
using the play as a vehicle to stage the East. This latter proclivity was far less oéandorthe

symbolists who followed in GautierOs stead.

[ll. THE SYMBOLIST NETWORK : SHAKUNTALA IN LUGNf-POE-L AND

The grand spectacle of GautierOs Blpstrticularly its lavish costumes and set piétes
betray a specificity of mimetic intent incompatiléh the symbolist aesthetic. Breaking with
both the penchant for realistic scenography as well as realism in the actorOs performance that
typified European theater at the turn of the century, the symbolists sought a theater able to call
forth on the stagéhe unseen, unseeable reality that pulses underneath the illusion of daily life,
and certainly underneath mimetic theater. The turn toward symbolism thus marks what Elinor
Fuchs describes as the Odeath of the subject,O one of the means by which tisésssonigbit
to distance themselves from the lestgnding attention to interiority that had dominated
nineteenth century dramaturgy and had recently attained its apotheosis in the form of
psychological realism® The origins of symbolist thought can baced back into the middle of

the century (the French po€&harles Baudelaire, is often credited as being the movementOs

5 Binita Mehta, Widows, Pariahs, and Bayses: India as Spectaclgewisburg: Bucknell University Press, 2002),
156.
® Fuchs, 29.



immediate predecessdr)However, the term itself was coined in 1886 by critic Jean MorZas,
who defined symbolism as that which Oseeldothe the Idea in a tangible forff.Osing a
delightful metaphor in which the Idea quite literally steps into the characterOs place (and clothes),
MorZasO pronouncement decisively displaces the subject, together with any interest in
individuality, rephcing it instead with a theater of ideas. The difficulty, of course, with a
dramaturgy that disavows the primacy of the subject, is that it must then account for the
subjectivity borne onstage by presence of a living actor. Some playwrights and directors
eliminated this tension by doing away with the actor as well, preferring instead a puppet theater
to best articulate and expradesasin performance, while others sought new dramaturgies, new
modes of acting, and novel implementation of stage desighellast decade of the nineteenth
century, no theater in Paris was quite so committed to such experimentation a$begrs’
ThZ%otre delL@vre.

It is possible thatugnZPoe was introduced to the Sanskrit drama by wafyntife
Faguet, a popular literaryitic and his former teacher at the LycZe Condorcet in Paris. A
favorite among Lugn®oe and his classmates, (including the future leader of the Nabis art
movement Maurice Denis), Faguet was Oeffective in arousing [his studentsO passion] for
symbolism andor the performing arts in generd’®egardless of whether or not Faguet was
the first to bring these plays to LugRBeOs attention, however, as his student LRgaZvould
likely have been familiar with FaguetOs theories and perspectives on theatgahisdramatic

literature as preserved in his writing, particularly the 1903 collection of his Rropos de

" Baudelaire was, perhaps unsurprisingly, heavily influenced by GautierOs works, and in 1857 dedicated what has
become his most famous wotles Fleurs du Mato him. OTo the impeccable poet,O the dedication reads, Oto the
perfect magician of the French tarage, to my very dear and most venerated mentor and friend, Theophile Gautier,
with expressions of the most profound humilityO (Charles Baudetlasd;leurs du Ma(Paris: PouleMalassis et

de Brosie, 1857), 1).

'8 Jean MorZas, cited in Fuchs, 29.

9 Bettina L. KnappThe Reign of the Theatrical Director, French Theatre: 18924 (Troy: Whiston Publishing
Company, 1988), 82.
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ThZ%etréAbout Theater). This volume contains eight essays on popular authors and genres
ranging from Aristophanes to Shakespeare to Racink,ong norEuropean chapter dedicated
to theThZ%otre Indie@riginally published in August 1888 this essay functions nominally as a
review of two Indian plays HarshaCRriyadar ik" and Bhavabhuti®4'lat#n' dhava that
had recently been translated by GeBy. Already, then, the essay is positioned quite differently
from the romantic writingsliscussed above, wh&mhakuntalavas, according to AW Schlegel,
Othe only specimen of [Indiads] plays (nataks) hitherto kifdwagbet demonstrates his
familiarity with the corpus by reviewingriyadarl ik" andM" lat#n" dhavaby way of citing
ShakuntalaandThe Little Clay Cartin addition to the established practice of comparing
Sanskrit plays to European examples.

His treatment of the plays is at times jocular: @td@ns, | donOt need to tell you this,O
he confides in his reader, who he assumes has some degree of familiarity with the genre, OdidnOt
know drama such as we understand it, and Aristotle would astonish them as much as they would
astonish Aristotle, whashOt astonished by anythiffgte proceeds with a taxonomy of plays
based on length, maintaining that the Sanskrit drama can be short or long resulting in Oa bucolic
drama such aBriyadariik",0 or Oa style like a fairytale melodrama,O respectivelysitir a
drama,O he continues, the playwrights Ocontent themselves with a simple and easy plot, even
childlike; and when the drama is long it is the same thing, but with a prodigious pile of
whimsical incantations and sorcery to fill in the gaffsHdwever, leneath his condescending
humor there is a trenchant critique of Sanskrit dramaturgy predicated on his analysis of its

characters. OWhat is missing from all of this [E] at least to our Occidental eyes,O he proposes,

8 August Wilhelm Schlegel, 33.

8 fmile FaguetPropos de Thatre (Paris SociZtZ Franeais DOImprimerie et de Librdi@93),47. Translations are
mine unless otherwise noted.

8 bid., 48.



Ois Man,I(homme) to put it simply,O aentity he goes on to define as one possessed of Oat least
two or three emotions, if not contradictory, at least different,O and Otwo or three aspects of moral
existence, otherwise known as a kind of disposition.O Such a being, he proclaims Ocannot [be
found] in the Indian drama®®

On the contrary, Faguet perceives the characters in the pages of Sanskrit dramatic
literature as uniform in their experiences of and means of interacting with the world: they are all
motivated primarily by love, they all love the same way, and they express that love identically,
down to the metaphors by which they designate their belovedOs beauty. Faguet is particularly
fascinated and irked by the owase of the lotus as a metaphoric reference, quipping to his reader
as he reounts various expressions of sentiment: Ol forgot the lotuses. | beg you to believe that
they [the Indian dramatists] never forget thethH& goes on to contend, however, that in a way
that is unique to this genre, characters in the Sanskrit plays cah @affee simplistic, as they are
ultimately not the focal point of the drama, but rather are there to conjure up the main event:
Nature. Far from simply resting as the background or dZcor, Nature, he tells us, pervades the
drama in such a way that the ttezdtself Ois NatureOs houseO and the characterOs chief
responsibility is to evoke nature and make it tangible to the spettator.

Faguet is not incorrect in identifying that character in Sanskrit drama operates differently
than it does in Europe. The chaters that populate Indian dramas are classified by types, the
combinations of which determine the genre and arc of a given drama. Chapter 34 of the
N tya"! stra, (a comprehensive treatise on dramaturgy and stagedeift)ls the qualities
ascribed to &ch category of character, which range from the hero and heroine to jesters,

members of the royal harem, craftswomen, maids, ministers, soldiers, judges and courtiers,

8 bid., 51.
8 bid., 53.
8 bid., 56.

12C



numbering thirtytwo in total.2® These types are not driven by psychological complexity or
distinctive individual pursuits, but rather are expressions of the overarching sentinmass afr
the scene and of the play. Within this dramaturgical model, therefore, characters are \@hicles f
the transmission afisa the intangible byproduct of discrete stage action. They are not
allegorical, which is to say Shakuntala does not embody loveidhakadoes not embody
humor, and the King does not embody heroism. However, as dramatisfigayeare governed
by objective ideas of emotional states, rather than subjective perceptions thereof, a functionality
that echoes Gustave KahnOs claim that the Oaim of [symbolist] art is to objectivize the subjective
(the exteriorization of the Idea) tesd of subjectivizing the objective (nature seen through an
individual®Os temperamerft.O

FaguetOs analysis thus betrays remnants of the romantic interpretation of an Edenic pre
modern India, as well as the nascent symbolist distaste for the subjectireenia and the kind
of atmospheric consumption of Indian philosophy demonstratédiaiigrmZ The former,
reminiscent of GoetheOs @agoregrounds the natural world as an indication of a culture rich in
resources that has yet to experience conflict oragdtagion. What makes FaguetOs assessment
unique, however, is that he argues that the role of negptacesthe role of character as the
central event of the drama, a claim that seems to recommend the play to the symbolist agenda.
There is, of course, amportant sociecultural dimension to this critique: the characters of the
Sanskrit plays that Faguet reads as overly simplistic and devoid of emotional complexity are
Indian characters, thehild-like behavior of whom provides further evidence to hislthat
this dramatic canon lacked any discernable representatioaroflTo characterize the Oriental

Other as infantile or primitive was de rigueur during the nineteenth century: Schwab reminds us

8 For the complete list of characters d&yadstra chapter 34N#%yavstra ascribed to Bharatamuni, translated by
Manomohan Ghosh, Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series: Varanasi, 2012.
87 Gustave Kahn, cited in Fuchs, 29.
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that Herder, in his passion for the Olink with the auihémdiaO provided bghakuntala

Ospread [..] the idea of placing the cradle of the divine infancy of the human race in India,0 an
idea he no doubt received from the likes of Volatire and Anquetil Dup&fme perception of

these works as artless contried significantly to their appeal to symbolist artists, whose very
mission was to seek those Omany regionsO of manOs soul Omore fertile, more profound and more
interesting than those of his reason and intelligence,O to quote the playwright Maurice
Maeterinck.2® Baudelaire, too, had been drawn toward this more OnaturalO state, remarking that
Othrough their innocent yearning for the sparkling, for variegated feathers and shimmering
materials, for the superlative use of artificial forms, the savage andlalisplay their disgust

for the real; thus they unwittingly prove the immateriality of their solflén@ontrast to the

overly intellectual European, in other words, the Indian represented seductive sifdgitity
anti-subject to be used to clothe thegald in MorZasO terms.

What | hope to have conveyed through this analysis of FaguetOs writings alongside some
of the other foundational voices of symbolism is that in produthegLittle Clay Cartand
ShakuntalaLugnZPoe completes an intercultural feadk loop by uniting, through
performance, the text of Sanskrit dramad the abstracted artistic proclivities made possible by
the ideas engendered by their translation and circulation throughout the nineteenth century.
Faguet would not, for example, haveen well versed irasatheoryN certainly not enough so to
make a salient critique of the play employing its own poetic system. However, he was certainly
familiar with a broader spectrum kifvya or poetry, than his romantic predecessarsl would

therdore have had the opportunity to read more extensively willisnoverarching esthetic

% Schwab, 569.

8 Maurice Maeterlinck, OThe Tragical in Daily Life,O trans. Alfred Suffbéatre/Theory/Theatred. Daniel
Gerould (New York: Applause Theatre & Cinema Books, 2000), 389.

% Baudelaire, cited in Schwab, 407.
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tradition. As a result | suggest is tliais possible for him to hatesimply through exposube
become more competent in reading Sanskrit literature for its intgusiities than his
predecessord.hus, when Sylvain Levi published his monograph,ThZ%otre Indiém 189N
the first work in French to recount some of the contents dfitiga"! straN his work appeared
to justify what the symbolists belied¢o have conceed all on their own. This work, which
provides a systematic overview of Sanskrit dramatic aesthetics, often rely8tgpkuantalgor
examples, Oseemed to have come,O writes Jacques Robichez, just in time Oto bring arguments to
thedefenders of Symbolisrama. 3" LeviOs work would have been available to Leigo&.
Robichez further suggests that Oif Lugne didnOt read LeviOs book,O himself, Ohe would certainly
have known the content of itO through his association with A.F. HZrold whose translation of
Shakuntala thetheaterused.®* However, despite its availability to him, there is no evidence from
the production itself that LugrZoe referred to, or had even read, LeviOs work. The symbolist
aesthetic he was cultivating at his theater was interested in f@nihe content or context of
the play, and therefoifghakuntalaand theThe Little Clay Cardid not need to be situated in any
kind of Indian miseen-sceneto fit the spirit of the theater.

LugnZPoe was catholic in his choice of tekts the new symbolist enterprise at the
ThZ%otre delL@vre.In cataloging the plays produced between 1893 and 1897, Frantisek Deak
notes that they fall into three distinct categories, which he terms the Scandinavian repertory
(including plays by both Ibseand Strindberg), the Oprogram of theatrical reconstruction,O (a
new dramaturgical program intended to expand the symbolist repertoire beyond contemporary

texts, specifically to plays of the Englifenaissance and Sanskrit cana@md the French

1 Robichez, 309.
% bid.
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repertoy, being Othe least artistically interesting and subsequently the shtiriést.@ivergent
qualities of these three categories indicate that for LRp®, symbolism could not be bound to
context, by which | mean it was an aesthetic achieved in produetioer than in the text, thus
allowing him to select plays broadly, from contemporary plays written intentionally for the
symbolisttheater to plays written centuries prior, in foreign languages and foreign coutitries
The Little Clay CarandShakuntalatherefore, were prooted only insofar as they met the
symbolist criteria, and the ThZ%otre deuy@e was not concerned with contextualizing the
Sanskrit dramas for its Parisian audience. According to Deak these productions were Onot
preceded by any spéici statement concerning Indian theater on the partofuvée, 3° and
though the program contains a lengthy note to the audience, the information it provides is
restricted to Kalidasa®®graphyand the translation/produeh history of the play to daf&.
Unlike Gautiertherefore for whom the ethos of the Oridiithe content of the pldy
was its primary allure, for LugrZoe and his burgeoniraymbolist theater it was thefsrmal
correspondences that meritsbdakuntaleandThe Little Clay Carinclusionin his repertoireas
vehicles to Obroaden the concept of symbolist theatre futfhEm, the title for this sectidh

an allusion to the notorious project that the ThZ%.trd devt€undertook one year after

% Deak, 186.

% In his unofficial capacity as literary advisor to Lugde, Maurice Materlinck introduced the Opaogof

theatrical reconstruction,O which began in the ThZ%.trk dereOs second season, as a deliberate turn toward the
past. OLast year,O he writes] Qiv@ was looking exclusively to the future [E] This year it will turn its attention
more toward theast, and we will be able to admire, from these striking examples, variations on humani$adness
sadness which is nowhere else more precisely expressed than in the theatreO (Maeterlinck, cited in Deak, 218).
Though it seems that this preoccupation with sadiwas more MaeterlinckOs predilection thathtseds per se,

it is indicative that his explanation for diversifying the companyQOs repertoire makes no mention of how the plays are
different(ie, Ogems of Oriental literatureO) and is predicated omWere they aralike (theatrical demonstrations

of a particular emotional state).

% Deak, 221.

% The closest the program note comes to addressing any kind of historical performance culture or method of
production for the play is to remark thath@ Ringof Shakuntalas given as the model drama by authors of treatises
on Hindu drama; and we know that in India, everything was subject to strict rules. TShekuintalgpasses for a
model, we know that the rules of the theater, as conceived by the Hanesstictly observed iBhakuntala®

(ThZ%otre delL@vre program, December 10, 1895).

" Deak, 218.
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Shakuntal&l refers to LugnPoeOs use of therSkrit drama not to make a play about India, but
instead to lean on India as a convenamniplaceoutside the confines of European convention
that could therefore be stretched to encompass the range of new theatrical conventions practiced
by his symbolistheater. As Alfred Jarry sett#bu Roiin a Poland that is designated as such with
the intention of invoking anyplace and no plam®we could say that LugiiZbe sets his
production ofShakuntaldn the symbolist vacuum dfugnZ-Poe-Land.?®

The irony isthat this symbolist vacuuis by no means devoid of intercultural influence
and, more to the point, exists as an artistic concept becatrsesgmbolist inheritance from the
romantics and the Oriental Renaissameevaluating the details of the prodioct that are still
available in the ephemera that survive]dm the ThZ%otre dd Li¥re, we can see how LugnZ
Poe endeavored to divorce his production from any realistic depiction of India, on the one hand,
and how present IndiaOs influence remained asugimsedly neutral symbolist aesthetics on
the other. As this is a project &inakuntalan performance, | will be focusing primarily on
ephemera of that production ovErme Little Clay Cart However, it bears repeating that LugnZ
PoeOs use of both ofsbeplays, and his decision to stade Little Clay Carfirst, both refutes
the case of exceptionalism made &rakuntalan the first half of the nineteenth century and
reinforces the fact that by the end of the century there has been an increasé cultdteon of
Sanskrit texts beyon8hakuntalaalone.

Only the most basic facts about theeTThZ%otre delLavreOs production &hakuntala
can be derived from its progranreBentedn December 10, 189%) OAnneau deakountala

conZdiehZrosqueen 5actes et TableauX®was directed by Lugnoe himself, who alsplayed

% My thanks to Kellen Hoxworth for his invaluable insight as this chapter came together, and for this most apt of
puns.
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the part of thes! tradh"ra in theprologue.®® The performance text was a new translation by the

amateur Sanskritist A.FHZrold Paul Ranson executed the scenic design, and Pierre de BrZville

composed original musid@he program makes no note of costume design, though in his review

of the production in thercure de Francédenri Albert notes that in act 1 the ascetic women

wore @raceful [E] white dresses,O with no further remark on if these garments were European

or Asiatic instyle'® Albert also notes that, much to his chagrin, Lugaé Odeleted the

ravishing scene of the portrait from the sixth act,O though he concedeBahatetgst of the

play starts to languish towards the end,O deeming the cut ulti@aipéyative. 3% Besides this

one definitive cut, however, it is unclear how else LuBo# structured the performance.

KalidasaOs play has seven acts and not fivaylaitel LugnZPoe may have arrived at that

smaller number by combining the action of multiple acts or streamlining scene changes, these

adjustments have not been noted in the program or in HZroldOs translation. Likewise, without

further commentary, it is ditult to discern what would have been included as the seven

tableaux, and how these would have been distinguished from the remainder of the production.
A review inLe Tempseveals that the actors performed their parts with a distinctive style

of recitaton evocative of maastic chanting thatehlambasteds both distracting and ebutting.

Ol would dare to say,0 he writesO that if one wanted to ptddioeeau deakountalait is

necessary to play it and not to intone it. LugtegOs actors officiateese old works in a manner

of OplairchantO as if they had chanted some of the High Mass and the other Webpets?

This method of recitation is a tactic that symbolist directors used to circumvent the subjectivity

% From newspaper reviews it appears that the production was performed on December 16 as well.

1% Henri Albert, OThZ%otre de LOTuvre: LOAnneaakimintala,™ercure de FrancelJanuary 1896, 126. BNF
Gallica.

%% pid., 127.

192 Chronique ThZatrale.© TempgParis) 16 December 1895. BNF Gallica.
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of the actor in his or her enactmefiideas'® By alienating the play text from emotion in this
highly stylized delivery, the actors likewise alienated themselves from any identification with the
text, rupturing the illusion that the text was a reflection of individual subject as opposed to a
more abstract concept. Claude Schumacher notes that this Omonotonous deliveryO and a
corresponding Ogplervasive atmosphere of unrealityO were central components of thenmise
sceneLugnZPoe developed in his work at ThZ%otre Heukf@'°* Nonetheless, thcritic atLes
Tempswas less than pleased, conceding that while Othis diction astonished at first, then it
annoyed,O and Oit concluded by becoming unbeat%ble.O

In contrast to the atonal delivery of the playOs spoken text, \RamZommissioned an
original piece of music from Pierre de Brevitl The piece, OSong of the Forest Deities,O
accompanies a verse from act 4 in which offstage voices$ifi@untala blessing as she
prepares to depart for DushyantaOs palace. In KalidasaOs text (as welcddQrs kznslation)
the moment is not described musically, nor is it characterized differently from othesthgek
or off-stage utterances. Composed in thpag harmony (first soprano, second soprano, and
contralto) with Soprano and Tenor solo linesmfing above the chorus, De BrevilleOs music is

lilting, tender, and mysterious. The critic who reviewed the playtier Stagelescribed the

193|n his 1914 production of the play in Moscow, the Russian symbolist Alexander Tairov similarly had his actors
perform with a Ostyle of speech that was somewhat between prose read and verse, melodramaticndaathmatio
singing,O a style that Marilyn Levy notes was Oto become a OsignatureO for the Kamerny Theatre.O (Marilyn
Elizabeth LevyQShakuntal@:a reconstruction of the first production of the Kamerny Theatre by Alexander Tairov
(Dissertation in the GraduaBzhool of Arts and Sciences, New York University, 1978), 8.

194 Naturalism and Symbolism in European Theat@501918 ed. Claude Schumacher (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 196), 94.

195 Chronique ThZatralel® TempgParis).

1% pe Breville was a mmber of the Schola Cantorum, a private conservatory founded in 1894 as a challenge to the
Conservatoire Nationale de Musique. The ScholaOs original purpose was to teach and promote religious music and,
as Jane Fulcher argues in her bdaiench CulturalPolitics and Musicit became a center of nationalist artistic
expression during the turn of the century. She notes that De Breville was one of many musicians and artists who
signed Ligue de la Patrice FraneaisO petition in opposition to Les Dreyfusaechiotorious Dreyfus Affair. For

more on De Breville and the Schola Cantorum, please see: Jane Hateheh Cultural Politics and Music: From

the Dreyfus Affair to the First World WéNew York: Oxford University Press, 1998).
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piece as Ocharming [and] illustrativ&’ @hile Le Matincharacterized it as Oveiled,O adding to

the Olascivious ndorO of the production overdlf. The song®s minor key lends it an ethereal

melancholy that suggests both the hope and heartbreak that Shakuntala experiences as she

prepares to leave her childhood home, her family and friends. It does not, howevetheteixe

as intending to imitate or evoke either of the major Indian schools of music, or any other non

Western affectatior’® Thus in these aural compondiit® the recitation of the text and its

musical accompanimeltLugnZPoe endeavors to elevate the pwiihn to a level of pure

representation that would permit his audience to see beneath the facade of subjectivity.
LugnZPoeOs choice of Paul Ranson for the stage design imbricates this production with

belle-Zpoque trends in visual arts and, despitéabe of RansonsO designs, offers us one of the

more tangible traces of this fascinating production. Scenic design attained new significance

among the symbolists wha) addition to their search for alagters free from subjectivity

likewise sought a scenmaphic practice whose objective was to strip back the trappings of reality

in order to enhance the Idea of the work. In the program nage File aux main coupZeene

of thepremieresymbolist productions of the Parisian art scene (1891), playwngheRuillard

set out to introduce the audiencélZ %.trdOAr{the immediate precursor to ThZ%otre de

L uvre)to hisnovel take orstage aesthetics: OWe have rejected the imperfect illusions of

dZcor and other material means,O Quillard proclaims tedders. OSuch devices are useful if

you want a precise depiction of contemporary life. They are useless in OdreamO works, that is to

say, in works ofeal truth3*° A few months after this production, Quillard doubled down on

197 OThe Paris Stagelfie Stag€London) 19 December 1895.

198 BLes Theatresl® Matin(Paris) 11 December 1895. BNF Gallica.

199 Descriptions of the music are based on a recording performed for the author by the pianist Steve Beck, based on
sheet music from the BNF Musical arclsvie Paris.

10 Quillard, cited in Claude Schumachiagturalism and Symbolism in European Theat&501918(Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1996), 87.
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this sentiment, publishing assay entitled OOn the Absolute Pointlessness of Pkisisen
SceneQin which he proclaims the painted canvas to be an impediment to the imagination, adding
Oin most cases, a backdrop and a few moveable drapes will suffice to give an impression of the
infinite multiplicity of time and placeE&* The ymbolist stage, therefore, was to be a space of
suggestion, in which setting was established by the performance, but was explicitly not to be
made manifest in any way that aspiredésisimilitude with regads toOreal life.O

LugnZPoe, like many of his contemporaries, addressed this shift in scenographic practice
by employing visual artists who shared a similar artistic outlook to bring their productions to life.
For LOAnneau deakuntalathis job fell to tke artist Paul Ranson, a member of the Nabis
movement (lead by LugrZoeOmngtime friend Maurice Den)s The Nabis, who took their
name fom the Hebrew word for Prophet adicew their primary inspiration from the pest
impressionist legacy of Paul Gaguproducedwvork thematically similar to the symbolists,
governed by a desire to represent the world by means of metaphors and siRatsdsiOs non
theatrical work was prolific and so, although his designSFakuntalaare no longer available,
it is still possible to gain an overall sense of his aesthetic by considering other works of his
completed in the same perid@lanson, like many other Nabis artists and symbolist thinkers of
turn of the century France, had been enamored of a Theosophical text.eal®dandes InitiZs
by fdouard SchurZ*? Published in Paris in 188this text establishes some of the foundational
theories of the Theosophical Society, namely the underlying universality of all world religions

and the evolution of religious practice anigting in the Vedic hymns through the cults of

1 bid, 90.0De LOinutilt absolute de la mise en scene ex@etas originally published iha Revue dOart

dramatiqueon May 1, 1891.

12 Founded in 1875, the goal of the Theosophical Society was to advance the belief system known as Theosophy, an
esoteric mingling of mystical traditions from across the scope of world religions. Their offidiabs#aines sacred
iconography from Hindu, Buddhist, Egyptian, Judéristian sources.
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Dionysus and Krishna to ChriSt RansonOs works of this period are rife with amalgamated
spirituality. In the 1890 paintinBaysage Nabiqy®u le Nabi(Nabic Landscape, or the Nabi),

for example, Ranson dey$ a world rich in colofFigure 5] The landscape of the title is divided

into three horizontal bands: the basement is a deep green ornamented with abstract, geometric
flowers; the central panel moves from rich reds to light yellows as it ascends,esgrand

shrubs silhouetted in corresponding shades; the topmost panel presents a mountain range with
two snowcapped peaks opening onto a green sky in which a single star and crescent moon are
rising. The borders between the panels are broken by twesigiiie Nabi, who crouches in the

left side of the frame and picks a flower from the basement panel; and a woman riding a winged
bird who hovers between the mountains and the sky. The art historians Janine MZry and Brigitte
Ranson Bitker perceive this icography as directly imported from SchurZOs work, identifying
Othe main figure as the Hindu god Rama, rather than a Onabi,00 and Othe female figure in the
upper left [as] Sita, wife of Rama, returning to eari.@ we embrace MZry and BitkerOs

reading ofthe painting, we see Ranson grappling with the aesthetics of the Nabis movement as
part of the Theosophical project of collapsing world religious systems into a single genealogy.
India is part of, but not the focus of, this portrait, which instead seekptesent a common

origin (however fancifully derived) for all of SchurZOs Aryan nations.

13 schureOs thesis, derived in part from the work of Fabre dOOlivet, claims a common Aryan ancestry in Europe for
what had developed into Iranian, Greek, Hindu and Eamsivilization. The first section of the book, named after

the Hindu deity and hero of tfi®& m! yana conceives of a mythical European founder by the name of Ran who

aided by spiritual guidance by a deity knowrDeva Nahushdthe Sanskrit which, he dtas, evolves through time

into Dionysusi conquers the peoples of central and south Asia, unifying the white and black races under a common
worship of fire and ancestors. (Edu&churZRama and Moses: The Aryan Cycle and the Mission of |draek.

F. Rothwell (New York: The Theosophical Publishing Co., 1910)).

14 Mery and Bitker, cited in Deyadfrench Visual Culture and Olndochina®: Modernism, Primitivism, and
Colonialism 18891931 (Dissertation in the Department of Art, Art History, afidual Studies, Duke University,

2007), 87. In SchurZOs mythology, Rama is not only the Hindu protagonisRofnthy@naand seventh incarnation

of the god Vishnu, but he is also the forebear of the Aryan race, a Druid who lead a march into Asiafan@lynite

clan, tribe, and all the nations,O on the Earth in worship of Othe visible fire of theSaher®, (Rama and Moses,

36).
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FIGURE 5. C(PAYSAGE NABIQUE OBY PAUL RANSON, 1890
oil on canvas

Ransons8ippogriphe painted a year later, features the mythical beast of the title in a
setting similar to th&®aysage Nabiqum coloration as well as contejftigure 6] Here the
subject of the painting occupies nganalf of the space of the frame, seated beside a giken h
that recedes into a green sea with a yellow sky in the distance. The Hippogriff has three faces
that we can see, suggesting a fourth that looks out to the horizon and away from the viewer. OThe
symbolism,0 Deyasi notes, Ois again overtly esot&HEL® titular figure is depicted atypically
with the fourfold faces of the Hindu god Brahma and a body which, on account of its

anthropomorphic faces, more closely resembles an Assyrian Lamassu than a traditional

15 Deyasi, 88.
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Hippogriff.''® At the creatureOs feet reclindsraale figure, naked from the waist up, whose
lower body is that of a snake. Deyasi suggests she might represent the goddess Melusine, a
figure from European folklore similar to a mermaid, though she may equally be inspired by the
n! gasN a serpentine serdivinity of Hindu and Buddhist mythologi€$’ Deyasi asserts that
through works such @aysage NabiquandHippogriffe, Ranson Ohas synthesized Western
modes of perspectival representation with the visual form of Oprimitive art,0 through a
Gauginesque mode style, [cementing] the synthesizing primitivism of his image with overt
references to obscure esoteric symboli$thtdis aesthetic, in other words, played on a popular
homogenizing sensibility that was and was not directly influenced by India and sought,

ultimately, to generate its own Nabic landscape governed by the esoteric theories of Theosophy.

FIGURE 6. (HIPPOGRIFFE OBY PAUL RANSON, 1891

oil on canvas

18 The Hippogriff, first mentioned by the Latin poet Virgil, is a creature whose front half is an eaghénazlf

is a horse. The Lamassu, often found at the threshold of prominent buildings, is either a winged bull or lion with the
head of a human male. Lamassu are often found at the entrance to Parsi or Zoroastrian fire sanctuaries, another
prominent wold religion that was subsumed under the tenets of Theosophy.

17 Deyasi 88.

18 |bid., 87-88.
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This is the landscape in which LugRBeOShakuntalavould have been presentéa.
additionto monotonous delivery, Schumacher asserts that Ostylized (almestisiemt)
decorsO characterized LugPdeOmise-en-scene.'*® Henri Albert is the only critic | have found
to have made note of the set, and his brief comih#mt ShakuntalaOa ply of great spectacle
[in Germany,] must content itself, for its premiere production in France, with the incredibly
modest misen-scene of the ThZ%.tre dé ILOre,®l seems to verify SchumacherOs
description.?° Thus, we can perhaps infer that whatever Rassset®were, they did not deviate
too dramatically from what critics and audiences had come to expect fioovitgd

Earnest though LugaZoe may have been in his presumption that a symiSbistuntala
could be produced without attending to the playsrewf origin, there is no such thing as the
symbolist vacuum of LugnoelLand. Paul RansonOs body of work is just the most visible
(because it is visual) manifestatiohthe pervasive history of cultural borrowing that defined
artistic production in firde-siscle ParisHis use of chanting as well seems derived from a pan
thastic understanding of religious incantation, perhaps in homage to Christian monastic practice
but also very possibly derived from what Europe had come to understand about Vedionecitat
A vacuum, of course, suggests emptiness, an aesthetic derived from nothing. For the symbolists,
the objective of such a void was to lay bare certain fundamental truths, a feat they perceived as
possible only in the absence of anything that would rdrttiry audience of their immediate
reality. As the manifold layers of RansonQOs iconography reveal, however, the void sought by the
symbolist aesthetic was anything but vahah the contrary, it was charged with an excess of
ideas and perceptions recycledm the Oriental Renaissanc®, to use MuftiOs metaphor, it was

built on Orientalist foundationgiowever, in the tradition of thelieosophists, whose work

19 5chumacher, 94.
120 Albert, 126.
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engendered a false genealogy that ultimately permitted them to appropriate the worl&ast the
without questions of cultural proprietigy the time symbolists came to these recycled notions,
they had been so thoroughly absorbed as to be rendered domestic and, if not void of character,
then certainly of the intercultural interactions from which tbaginated.

And that is, unfortunately, the extent of what we know (or can extrapolate from) the
ephemera that remains of this production. However, given how quickly this production followed
The Little Clay Cart(and that none of the critical reactidoghe production suggest a major
deviation from that or others in thelLGvreOs repertoire), it may be possible to apply certain
anecdotes from that production to better appreciate the overall approach of the ThZ%otre de
L® uvre to its Sanskrit plays. Theeis one in particular that | would like to address here,
pertaining to the haphazard costumes with which LtRp& adorned his actofEhe Little Clay
Cart ends with a massive crowd scene in which all of the playOs characters reunite at cremation
groundsfor the execution of (the wrongfully accused) Charudatta. According to Gertrude R.
Jasper, LugnPoe staged this scene with approximately fifty actors and extras, an Oamazing
spectacleO that she notes Ogreatly overshadowedO all of the other designoélgragay>*
Dressing all of these performers turned out to be an impossible task for the young theater
company, who could not afford to have costumes made for each performer, nor even to purchase
them secondhand. LugnZPoe Os solution, according twbiRhez, was to embrace a fully
theatrical hodggodge, with everything from ORussian scarves, Romanian scarves, Algerian
bedspreads, Japanese robes, some armor, [and] some carpets from ClichyO even managing to
include, he notes with a winkydian scarvs. OThis Hindu crowd,O he continues, Oseemed to
have crossed space and time by looting, overlaid with pinched tinsel, to Carthage, Rome, Tokyo,

Constantinople, Seville, Chez Liberty and MalatPiete, to the flea markets and in the streets of

121 jasper, 201.
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Cairo from tle last Universal exposition.O The one quality that united the crowd was Othe yellow
color of [their] skin,O courtesy of a Otruly synthetic ochre matadne. G2

| mention this detail about the ThZ%.tre deu@Okittle Clay Carthere because it
affirms the broad eclecticism that characterized these productions. The list that Robichez cites,
enumerating the many and varied cultural reference points alluded to by the costume design, is
the sartorial equivalent of RansonOs visustigiee: a sweeping amalgamation of many-non
European styles and narratives invoked as a means of accessing the intangible reality that throbs
beneath pedestrian reality. Unlike William Poel (chapter 1) whose aspirations toward
authenticity drove him to boyw costumes from Indian students living in London, who had his
actors train in Indian dance to better embody their characters, {R@mnand his symbolist
theater show no interest in depicting an authentic India. On the contrary, his productions of
Shakutala andThe Little Clay Cartshift the foundation once again, this time laying the
groundwork for the kind of experimentation with foreign ideas, texts and, most importantly,
performance traditions, that will take us well into the twefirst century. For, in the ThZ%otre de
L® uvreOs productions of the Sanskrit dramas we can see the beginnings of process by which
Europe (and later the USA as well) reads whatever it wants into and onto India, the iconography
and characters of which become symbols forteder that partidar EuracAmerican artists
wishedto see in them.

LugnZPoeOs production was thus intercultural in more than just his choice of play. By
applying symbolist aesthetics, made possible in part by the translatrakdéntalaand the
circulation of texts and knowledge within the Oriental Renaissance, back to the text of
Shakuntaldtself, LugnZPoe reunited the play with these second and third wave manifestations

of its influence, thus folding the convoluted networks connecting Europeéisback in on

122 Robichez, 313.
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themselves. It is a production that was made possible, to use CaBramé®s terms, by the
Oheterogeneous historyO of Paris at the turn of the twentieth century, a history Ounintentially
repress[ed]O by critical modes which Oposit hyprdgitareffectof intercultural encounters,

never as its sourcé?®in order to fully appreciate the crucible of theatrical modernity that was

Paris at the end of the nineteenth century, therefore, we must begin to recuperate the fundamental
hybridity of the cityOs cultural landscépa hybridity that was much more than the result of
inter-European exchanges of arts and ideas, but that was critically engaged with the arts and

ideas of the East as well.

IV. LUGNf-POEG NETWORK : SHAKUNTALA INTO THE T WENTIETH CENTURY

The network engendered Bhakuntalahroughout the nineteenth century, discussed
above, was by and large an intellectual network, consisting of texts shared, translated, and
reflected upon in writing amongst a particular erudite community. Evem wie network
expands halfway through the century to include the artists who would eventually produce the
play onstage, the evidence of this network is still primarily confined to the archive, in a very
traditional sense of the word. The published wolddsers, journals and other remnants by which
the cultural conversation surrounding a given subject are preserved give us the illusion that we
can at least partially reconstruct, and thereby comprehend, the process by which a work like
Shakuntalebecomes gart of popular knowledge. Yet there are many other dimensions to such a
network of which there exists no record, no tangible evidence, that nonetheless may have had a
tangible effect on the workOs circulation, on its incorporation into the cultural viNblat
exactly, for example, did Goethe, Tieck and A.W. Schlegel speak about at the dinner party cited

by Schwab, during which Schlegel supposedly mentioned his brotherOs interest in translating

123 CabranesGrant, 500. Emphasis mine.
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Shakuntal Did Charles Baudelaire see his friend TheophaetierOs Ballet adaptation of the
play, and did that experience encourage him to read the play himself? Besides the members of
the symbolist community who we know for certain worked on Leo20s productions of the
Sanskrit plays, who else might have éethe audience to experience those plays in
performance first hand?

It is to this, more diffuse kind of network, that | would like to turn to conclude this
chapter, as we consider the aftermath of LugoZ0ShakuntalaLugnZPoeOs theater was a
critical fulcrum in the evolution of the European avgatde. The audience for his plays would,
therefore, have been composed from the matrix of artists and thinkers who were the ThZ%otre de
L® uvreOs community and beneficiaries, many of whom went on to paglpides in
defining and characterizing modern European theater. How might this production have resonated
with these figures, and what conversations might they have had in the days and weeks after
seeing it?

StZphane MallarrdOs attendanet the ThZ%otde LO uvreOs Sanskrit plaigsirrefutably
attestedo by his collected correspondendgallarmZwas a fiend, colleagugand confidanto
manyof the artists in the broadeyrabolist community, including Lugroe Alfred Jarry, and
A.F. HZrold,andthese lettersevealhis central role as sounding board, trusted critic, and revered
audience membeit the ThZ%otre dd Lif¥re. After seeing LugnPoeOs take on the Sanskrit
dramas, Mallardpenned a netto each translator (Victor Barrucand in the cdsehe Little
Clay Cart and HZrold foShakuntal} congratulating hinon both the text and its corresponding
production. Ol finally have the volume,O he writes to Barrucand during the summer of 1895, Oand
| thank you for such a memento: it drove off tlael uck of this winter and revived the

production here, just for me.O He goes on to commend Barrucand on the success and timeliness



of his production, claiming that Oeven a hundred years ago, for example, [the play] would not
have murmured and thunderedtwihe same miraculous relevance,O with which it resonated that
winter in Paris®* The language that Mallarme employs here to articulate the impact of
BarrucandOs translation on him is significant: reading the translation revived the production and
made itpresent for Mallardonce more.

Performance, in other words, had become entangled with text, the continued circulation
of which prolonged the ephemeral life of the former. He expresses a similar sentiment to HZrold
upon having received the text of Ia&untalahalf a year later. OAs | enthusiastically told you
at the end of the performance,O he writes, Ol was utterly delighted by what your translation of
The Ring of Shakuntalenparted to me; it revived this ancient text with clarity and passion,
impresing me exquisitely, and for this | thank yotf¥t is difficult, from the scant contents of
these missives, to discern what MallZs opinion of Sanskrit drama beyond these two
particular translations might have been, although his response to bothdgdréormance in
these letters is nothing but positive. By the time Malasaw and was so impressed by the
Sanskrit dramas at the ThZ%otre deul@ he was at both the end of his life, and the end of his
careeN he died just two years after seelBigakutala. Thus much of the work for which he is
remembered predates his experience of these prodydaimhsve are unable to know how, if at
all, they would have influenced his artistic outgdowever, althougiMallarmZis one of the
only members of the banler Symbolist artistic community in Patti&t we can place at these

productions for certain, it is unlikely that he would have been the only spectator to walk away

124 st7phane MallarmZorrespondance VII: Juillet 189BZcembre 1895ed. Henri Mondor and Lloyd James

Austin (Paris: Gallimard, 1959) 227.

125 5tZphane MallarmZ,orrenspondance VIII: 189&d. Henri Mondor and Lloyd James Austin, (Paris: Gallimard,
1959) 3435. Also in this note MallarmZ remarks that he hasgulahe translation @hakuntalan his library with

its friend, Oyour familiar and suave Gospel of Mary, which has the charm of a very old book, born yesterday.O This
is the volume on which HZrold collaborated with Ranson (see FN 130). Also of iNtétestext letter after this in
Mondor and AustinOs collected volume is from MallarmZ to Jarry, thanking him for sharing the Sagsaof

Antichrist and lauding the poetOs ambition and creativity.
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feeling moved by the performances, to have them return again and again upon subsequent
enaunters with the translated play text. Who else might have been in the audience for these
productions?

Alfred Jarry, for example, was not hired to be the ThZ%.tré devte®s secretary and
stage manager until mitB96 (one season peSiakuntala), but by1894 he was already an
integral member of the broader artistic community that the theater séNegjether withPaul
Ranson and AndeEerdinand Hibld, Jarry was a member of the Nabis Theater, an amateur
puppet theater whose experimental productions per®rmed and rehearsed in HZroldOs
MotherOs attit?’ Jill Fell dates the projects of this company to 1894 which suggests that, at the
time HZrold and Ranson were working togetheSlfkuntala, they were already well
acquainted with Jarr{?® Moreover, inthe wake of de iGuvreOgroduction ofUbu, Jarry and
the Nabis Theater reformed as the stigeid ThZ%otrdes Pantins, this time a commercial
venture convened for both JarryOs artistic and financial bEndtite theater only managed
three productions tiere being forced out of business by prohibitive censorship laws: HZroldOs
adaptation of a mystery play by thé™@entury German nun Hrotsvit of Gandersheim entitled
Paphnutius; FaneNohainOgive la France!; and JarryOs owWbu Roi, performed as he had

always intended. This production &bu, which ran for seven performances despite heavy

126 According to Frantisk Deak, Jarry had also been ateohpresence at the ThZ%otre Heulzf@ as an audience
member since their first season in 1894, reviewing two of the theaterOs early prddudsiopsnannQsnes

Solitaire and lbsenQ&e Master BuilderN for the publicatiori’Art littéraire (Deak,Symbolist Theater, 228).

127 3ill Fell, Critical Lives: Alfred Jarry (London: Reaktion Books, 2010), 116. An amateur Sanskritist and student of
Sylvain LZvi, HZrold was likewise deeply connected within the Symbolist community, having attended the LycZe
Condorcet (ugnZPoeOs alma mater) along with Jarry and Quillard.

128 3ill Fell, Alfred Jarry: An Imagination in Revolt (Madison: Fairleigh Dickinson University Press, 2005), 154.

129 Fell suggests that, on account of JarryOs falling out with LRg@adver Ubu, Owhelnet Nabis invited Jarry to be
manipulator for their relocated and renarféd %.trdes Pantins, [E] the venture was conceived as a commercial
one, for his financial benefitO (Fellfred Jarry: An Imagination in Revolt, 155).
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censorship, featured JarryOs voice as the eponymohgr@mtand brought two key members of
Shakuntala’s artistic team together to bring the workitie.**°

Other posible spectators include Maurice Maeterlinck who, as LtRpeOs unofficial
literary advisor, would likely have attended all of the ThZ%otrd devi€Ds productions.
Moreover, as a close friend and collaborator of Lugog&0s, it is possible that MaeteKin
might have rea8hakuntala in advance of the production, perhaps at the suggestion of his
colleague. Emile Faguet, whose critique of Sanskrit drama is discussed above, also published a
comparison oBhakuntala with MaterlinckOBellZas and MZlisande, which was the very first
text produced by th&hZ%otre delL@vre. This play is considered a masterpiece of the symbolist
drama and, after its premiere in 1893, was touted by Mallasn®the paradigm of the theatre of
thefuture 3% Though | have been unabtelocate a copy of FaguetOs review, it isnOt difficult to
see where he might have discerned suctnaparison.”*? In the playOs second scene, Golaud
discoveraMiZlisandeweeping by a forest stream, a tableau evocative of DushyantaOs first
encounter with Shakuala in act 1. To make the comparison complete, Whélisandeasks
him how he ended up in the woods he replies: Ol am sure | do not know. | was hunting in the
forest. | was on the track of a boar. | lost way.3** Replace OboarO with OdeerO and this meet
cute is strikingly similar to Dushyanta who finds himself led to KanvaOs hermitage while
distracted by his hunkZlisande like Shakuntalais given a ring by her husband that is

subsequently lost in a body of water. Though ShakuntalaOs ring is lost by accident (and without

130 HZrold and Ranson were alsmilaborators outside of the theater. Concurrently with the ThZ%otre deréOs
production ofShakuntala, Ranson illuminated a sacerdotal project of HZroldOs ewiétlelre de la naissance, de

la vie et de la mort de la bienheureuse vierge Marie. (The book of the birth, life and death of the Blessed Virgin

Mary). Although RansonOs historiated initials are limited to black and white line drawings, they betray not only the
same complexity of design as the paintings considered above, but also the saragdnfaith occult symbols and
sacred iconography.

131 Knapp, 102.

132 FaguetOs review is cited in Deak, 221, who says it was publishe@dnue Littéraire et Critique in 1893.

133 Maurice MaeterlinckPZllas and MZlisande, translated by Erving Winslow (MeYork: Thomas Y. Cromwell &
Company Publishers, 1908), 24.
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her knowing it at the time) arldZlisand®s is lost in an act of recklessness (as she plays catch
with it at the edgefaa well), the loss of each ring propels necessary plot developments in its
respective play. Finally, each play ends with the birth of a child and a shift in focus from the
romantic follies of the parents to the promise of the next generation.

August Stindberg was also living in Paris in the early 1890s, and was in the city in
December 1894 when Lugii?be directed a production of his plElge Father In her biography
of the playwright Sue Prideaux notes that though Strindberg himself was Ofar too tervous
attendO the performance himself, Oit was a brilliant affair with Rodin in the audience and
GauginOs long goatish face taking in every nuance beneath an astraki&milia® Butler
Yeats was, unfortunately, not in Paris in 1895, returning onlybgfsireUbu, in time to pen his
famous reflection on JarryOs play. Had he been in Pa8&déuntalawho knows what he
might have written. Short of discovering a ledger from the theater detailing who purchased
tickets and was actually in attendance oy gimen night, we must content ourselves with
speculation, imagining who else might have seen the symbolist Sanskrit plays. We cannot argue
definitively that any of the gentlemen suggested above were in attendance or that, if they were,
they were definitiely influenced in any way by LugrZoeOs production 8hakuntalabut we
also cannot prove that they were not. Given the consistency with which artists and thinkers of
this period glossed over or intentionally diminished the degree of influence Indratuie and
philosophy had on their work, finding tangible proof of the extent of this network may never be
possible. At the very least it requires a great deal more research, across European languages, to
scour correspondence and journals, to read conmgelyafor hints of inspiration. The

connections are thexewe only need to start paying attention to them.

134 Sue Prideawstrindberg: A LifgNew Haven: Yale University Press, 2012), 207.
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Fromthese connections to the inner circle of the ThZ%otré devteda world of
possibilities opens in terms of assessing the prolonged influgnegnZPoedShakuntalaon
Euro-American theatel®®> As | lack both the time or space to address them all, however, | would
like to end this chapter with a brief discussiordatonin Artaud. Artaudvho namel hisown
shortlived theater after Jarry, anéniormed his first role as a professional stage actdres
Scruples deignarelle directed by Lugn®oe at his rdoranded ThZ%otre dé lL®re. ArtaudOs
Orientalism is mostommonlytraced to 1931, when he witnessed the performance of a troupe of
Balinesedancers at the Colonial Exhibition in Paris, and the significance of this experience for
him cannot be denied. But, rather than leaving it at this single point of contact, what if we
consider ArtaudQOs artistic legacy,gasampat , to use a Sanskrit tefrand the artistic
predilections that would have primed him to see what he saw (whartedto see) in that
Balinese dance troup€he wordparampat in Sanskrit means an uninterrupted row or series,
and is used to convey that which is received by tradition. A student, for example, belongs not
only to her immediate teacheg@sampat , but to her teacherOs teacher, etc., etc. Thus, if Artaud
claims Jany as his inspiration, and is mentored by Lugro in the early years of his career, to
consider his artistic and intellectual genealogy is to consider theirs as well.

In her essayArtaudOs Poetics, ot 'Mat!stra and Posnodern Theatr®Lyne Bansat

Boudon marvels at the similarities between ArtaudOs reading of the Balinese dance and the

1351f | had more time and space to pursue this direction, | would discuss the potential influence of the play on
August Strindberg, for example, particularly in the revisions madeliream Playbefore its world premiere in

1908. In addition to being part of the ThZ%.tre denx® community at the time of LugiBbeOShakuntala

Strindberg also encountered the plagotigh his tumultuous relationship with the actress Harriet Bosse, who played
the titular role for the Royal Dramatic Theatre of Stockholm in 1905. In a letter to Bosse from the spring before her
performance, Strindberg describes his experience of retidingay and in so doing compares the Oremarkable
storyO of the drama to his and BosseOs own love affair. (Carlafaiat, Bosse: StrindbergOs Muse and
Interpreter(Carbondale and Edwardsville: Southern lllinois University Press, 1990), 208. Thaldatier can be

found inAugust Strindbergs Brev vol 1&dited by Tosten Eklund, (Stockholm: Bonniers, 19763482 The use of
IndraOs Daughter as the protagonisafBrream Play as well as his dramaturgical addition of a prologue (a move

that we hae seen before) feels too coincidental to not have an underlying relationship to KalidasaOs play. However
further investigation into this connection is unfortunately beyond the scope of this chapter.
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fundamentals of Indiadrama as laid out in Bharata®sya'! stra. Isolating passages from
ArtaudOs collection of essayhe Theatre and its DoublBansatBoudon performs a
comparative analysis structured to emphasize ArtaudOs uncanny ability to distill rdldnnia
philosophies of performance from a few hours of demonstration. Frommithizal exposure
she writes, OArtaud has grasped the mainrieafithe Balinesetheatre: it is total theatre, as
Indian drama also i a concept that, from now on, Artaud will make his own, and which he will
try to put into practice, as well as will also his Opustiernd followers®When he saw the
Balinese troup perform, in other words, Artaud recognized what BaBsatdon describes as
Total TheateX in which text and acting are accompanied by song, dance, and musical
elementBl and then went on to 4ierand that practice in a way that has resonated strongly with
postmodern theater artists and scholars. This performance, however, would not have been the
first time that Artaud had encountered something like a total theater in ElMajermZOs
Book, WagnerGBesatmkunstwerlandthe symbolistOs theater of the Id#leambitiously
postulated a theater that was the sum of a great variety of constituerit pattheater that
usel a myriad of techniques and forms to Ocall forth the miracl®/@larmZOserms, of the
otherwise dormant stag&

All of these models tit would have grounded ArtaudOs understanding of the Balinese
total theater were developed on the fecund grounds of the Orientalist imagination in the

nineteenth century. Wagner, likéallarmZ, had a fondness for Buddhjdmt he also possessed

136 | yne BansaBoudon, OArtaudOs Poetics, BlyAk!straand Posmodern Theatre,O Ii #/a"! stra in the Modern
World, edited by Radhavallabh Tripathi (New Delhi: Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, 20568, 57

137 amentably unfinished, MallarA©s magnuapus, which he referred to ke Livre (The Book),Osought to turn
theater and theatricality into the service of a modern, revolutionary religion of art. With all the various forms of
performance and art it attempts to synthesize (ritual, dance, mime, gesture, tone, poetry), and in its totalizing
ambitions The Book was indeed an attempt to outdo Wagr@@e€amtkunstwerla different vision of the artwork

of the future, and a means, potentially, to rescue the social organism from its alienation and disenchantmentO
(Cermatori, 157).

138 stZphane Mallarmbivigations translated by Barbara Johnson (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2007),
108.
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a deep curiosity for Hindu texts and mytholdggnd interest indulged by none other than Judith
Gautier, sister of Theophile. In 1876 Judith sent the composer copiesBifahavad &", the
Bh'gavata Put#a and theMah' bh'rata as m@rt of his continuing education in Indian teXts.

Thus in all of ArtaudOs artistic influences he was certainly within six degrébalafntala

within six degrees of an intellectual and artistic genealogy steeped in intercultural exd¢hinge.
possiblethat, as BansaBoudon conjectures, the close correspondence between ArtaudOs analysis
of Balinese dance and Indian dramatic aesthetics are all the Omore remarkable inasmuch as he
knew little or nothing about Indian dramatic theot§f @fter all, none of s writings turn to

India, nor does his Tuvre possess a distinctly Eastern or Oriental tenor beyond his reading of the
Balinese dancert is alsopossible, however, that the theatrical environment in which Artaud
developedhis craftin earlytwentiethcentury Paris had been so infused by the tantalizing ideas
that circulated a century befdtevith JonesShakuntalan partas their cataly$t that seeing the
Balinese dancers was a kind of deilfilling prophesy for Artaud, who saw what he wanted to

see inthem because of what he haldeadybeen taught to look for

139 5chwab, 444.
1490 BansatBoudon, 55.
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CHAPTER THREE
REVIVING SHAKUNTALA :
INVENTING HISTORICAL STAGE PRACTICE ININDIA 18551954

In 1954the newlyformed Sangeet Natak Akademi (the National Academy for Music, Dance,
and Drama, henceforth SNA) sponsohediaO&irst National Drama Festival in New Delhi.
Seven years after India gained independence from Britain and was partitioned fromnPthksst
governmentsponsored festival was designed to celebrate the history and diversity of theatrical
performance that characterized tlevly formednation.The program featured twenrtywo plays
performed in fourteen different languages produced Isycaganizations from across Indand
was inaugurated by a productionAtfhij~ na'akuntala® As the festival®s opening act, this
production was positioned to Osymbolically [highlight] the diversity and range of modern theater
activity in India,O as ibtsuggest that from these Sanskrit roots stemmed all of the subsequent
Indian drama to be showcased over the duration of the évéhe producing organization
selected for the honor of presenting this symbolically loaded play before a national atlthénce
included Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru himself was the Brahmana Sabha of Bombay, a group
of Sanskrit scholars and aficionados committed to the promotion and preservation of Sanskrit
literary culture.

Unfortunately ery little documentatiosurvivesof this national showcase &akuntala
It was performed in Sanskrit, and was the only production of the festival not to use a modern
spoken languag&rom the production stills it appears to have been scenographically lavish,

striving towardverisimilitude with copious tree cutouts standing in for a forest, vines and

! The langages represented were: Assamese, Bengali, Gujarati, Hindi, Kannada, Malayalam, Manipuri, Marathi,
Oriya, Punjabi, Sanskrit, Tamil, Telegu, and Urdu. (G.S. Khosla, OA Brief Survey of the National Drama FestivalO
in Theatre in Indigd UNESCO: Paris, 1956),7-18). Of these fourteen, Hindi, Bengali, Marathi, Kannada, Telugu

and Punjabi were given the OprivilegeO to Opresent two plays each.O According to the Sangeet Natak Akademi
annual report, these twentyo productions were culled from a total of nine hwtdapplications received.

2 Ssangeet Natak Akademi Annual Reports 12988 pages 2738.
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branches suspended from thi&do give the impression of a lush thicket, and even a small
threedimensional ascetic dwelling, raised from the stage deck by a short set dfgiaps 7. >

The costumes range from simple, in the case of tteenadwellers, to ornate in the cask o
Shakuntala and the King, the latter fully bedecked in a cosjemwery crown and arabands.
Shakuntala and her companions wear garlands of flowers around their necks and bound in their
hair, while Gautami, an older ascetic woman, is draped in a simiscshawl. The production

was directed by Daji Bhatavadekar, a celebrated Marathi film and TV star who is credited with

stimulating Sanskrit and Marathi theater performance in Bombay.

FIGURE 7. THE BRAHMANA SABHA PERFORMS SHAKUNTALA AT THE FIRST

NATIONAL DRAMA FESTIVAL IN NEW DELHI, 1954
(Photo Credit: GS Khosla OA Brief Survey of the National Drama Féstival

3 Descriptions of the production are based on photographs held in the collection of Natarang Pratishthan in New
Delhi.
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Though minimal, these details suggest a production geddny a project of theatrical
revivalism,by which | mean, an attgrhto replicate, through the style and aesthetiakesign
and directionthe historical methodsf productionfor whichthe play was originally written.
use this phrase, Omethods of productionO as a unifying designation for the range of interpretive
elements that comprise the vocabulary of a given a theatrical performance. It includes, therefore,
acting style, scenic design, costume elements, use of mask or distinctive makeup, the role music
and sound, even the performanceOs relationship to its audisrcBrahmanical organization
establishedor the preservation and promotion of Hindu culture, the Brahmana Sabimethod
of productionframes the plajn accordance with the organizatior®slusive historical, caste
based interestather than fromhte perspective of theatrical adaptatidrhis is indicated clearly
by the groupOs decision to perform the play in Sanskrit, as opposed to one of the more popularly
spoken languages of Bombay (Marathi, Guja@tieven Hindi). Particularly on a national
platform such as that of the 1954 festival, performing in Sanskrit is an aesthetic elhgéceral
audienceeven one with a moderate familiarity with Sanskrit literatwe,ld likely not be able
to follow or comprehend the dense poetfKalidasaOsiraka. The decision to present the play
in its Ooriginal text@lso suggests an overdiferenceo fidelity that transcends accessibifity
the OauthenticityO of the producti@king priority over other artistic concerns.

The Brahmana SabhaOs productioShakuntala, in other words, promoted the particular
interests of an elite cultural organization on the national level, equittgntala in
performance with the renactment of an antique theater practice. Its posititimeifiestival
lineupN as the fandational text from which the Orange and diversityO of modern Indian theater
was premised to have emandiidabth corroborated the Brahnmana SabhaOs interpretation, and

further isolatedShakuntala, and Sanskrit drama, from the theater of IndiaOs preserglajhe



was honored as the source of theatrical practice in India and produced in an attempt to replicate
that history, before making way for IndiaOs theatrical present. It was framed, in other words, as
the fount of modern theater, but was not itself paedito belong to that same category. Under

the curatorial guidance of the First National Drama Festival, ther&beduntaldbecame the
paradigmatic example of indigenous Indian drama, and the Brahamana SabhaOs method of
producing that drama its authenthistorically accurate corresponding stage pralftiziases

which have only further ossified over the last sixty years.

The Brahmana Sabha&rakuntalahowever, was far from the only model of the play
available to showcase at this historically sigmifitnational festival. Indian theater artists had
been undertaking productions of the play for almost a century, spanning languages, regions,
theatrical venues, and performance styles. Why, then, was the Brahmana Sabha selected to
represent the play in thfficial capacity, and how did their revivalist model come to dominate
the understanding of the play in performan€hi chapter investigates hdte revivalist bias
came into beingy returning to the moment of the playGsmergence at the end of the
eighteentlcentury. As in Europe, this was a momentawelationfor India as well, as the plays
from the Sanskritanon had been sidelined fraheatrical practice for over a millenniBhe
earliest productions of the play given in India therefore were exploratory, as the artists in
guestion were discovering an indigenous theatrical text alongside a culture of foreign theatrical
practice. By consulting and assessinglitnéted recordof ShakuntalaQwoduction history in the
nineteenthand earlytwentieth centuries, this chapter works to dispel assumptions that the text is
inherently bound to any kind of authoritative, historical model of stage practice, arguing instead
that said model ®as consciously constructed. Unlike practices of literary revivalism, however,

which saw such construction taking place throughout the nineteenth and into the early twentieth
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century, | contend that theatrical revivalism is a modern, anecptstial, ph@omenon dating

to the middle of the twentieth century and the decades surrounding Indian Independence. The
choice of the Brahmana Sabha to repreSéwatkuntalan the 1954 National Drama Festival was
not inevitable, therefore, but was instead part ofaegyic repositioning of the Sanskrit canon

as the country moved out of the colonial period and into independence.

|. THE EARLIEST PRODUCTIONS

There is no evidence of a continuous culture of performance for thequtern Sanskrit
dramas. Though it idear that their texts circulated wid&lyboth on account of their
preservation up until the eighteenth century as well as the variety of regional recensions in which
they were subsequently discovekedthere and how this circulation was carried out is largely
unknown? Prevailing theories suggest that by the end of the tenth century, the courtly culture
that had enablegremoderntheatrical practice to thrivwas no longer viable across the
subcontinent due to intermittent waves of invasjaysastic upheavaandthe subsequent
fragmentatiorof geolitical entities in the subcontinent. No longer receiviegularpatronage
from royal sponsorghe artists that were trained in this particular style of theatrical performance
were unable to sustain their craftd so dispersed across the country as itinerant performing

groups, either returning to their native regions or striking out into new tertitBither way, as

“ Despite the early dates attributed to the plays of this canon (generally ranging from the third to tenth centuries of
the common era), the oldest manuscripts of the plays only date to the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. For them to
have survived duripthis long intermediary period suggests a culture of transmission, either oral or, more likely, the
regular reproduction of manuscripts to ensure a textOs preservatiohegigiaper does not last forever, especially

not in tropical climates!) The mamgcensions, or regional variations, of each text (often delineated by the script in
which the Sanskrit is recorded) likewise attests to the playsO mobility. RecenSbakuwitalafor example, range

from south India to Kashmir and Bengal, a range thatdconly have been achieved through wide circulation of the

play.

® Though this is the dominant theory as to what happened to traditions of courtly Sanskrit theater, concrete evidence
is sparse. Theater critic and scholar Nemichandra Jain, for inssamparts this theory by means of tracing

elements of the Sanskrit drama, such aslthadh'ra andvid! #akacharacters, or the observance of evara$ga
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Farley Richmond notes, the artists in question would have been compeljddtiheir
repetoire and performance style. Sanskrit as a colloquial language had long been out of use
even in the late fourth centynwhen Kalidasdikely wrote ShakuntalaSanskritvas alreadyan
elite language, spoken by an exclusive demographic of priests aniérsouBy the tenth century
it had only become more so. OThe players had very few dt@ter they reverted to
performing in a regional language of the localitgutside the urban, cosmopolitan centers to
which they relocated,0dthey gave up their heditary occupation®&ither choice rendered the
textbased Sanskrit language theater of the previous centuries obsolete, and so the texts, as well
as the performance culture to which they belonged, were phased out in favor of vernacular
performance acrogbe diverse regions of the subcontinént.

Although the texts of the plays remained central to aesthetic debates regarding poetry and
affect theory well into the early centuries of the second millenniuisitherefore highly
unlikely thatperformances ahe plays enacted according to an unadulterated theatrical tradition

endured beyond the tenth or eleventh centrigee history of this canon in performance

(preliminary rituals), as they can be found across an array of later, geographically dispersatifergisn While

such similarities could well be evidence of continuity with therposlern courtly dramas, at present it is

speculative at best. (Nemichandra J&idjan Theatre, Tadition, Continuity, and Chang®ew Delhi Vikas

Publishing House, 199p)

® Farley P. Richmond, OCharacteristics of Sanskrit Theatre and Dramdi@nirTheatre: Traditions of
Performanceedited by Farley P. Richmond, DariusSwann and Phillip B. Zarril{Honolulu: Uniersity of

Hawaii Press, (1990), 83).

" Kudiyattam, aempletheatertradition from the South Indian state of Kerala, is often considered the immediate
heir topremodernSanskrit drama, as it is both a tésetsed theater and the oldest continuously performed dramatic
tradition in the country. Dating comfaitly to the tenth century, but possibly even older, Kudiyaisgmerformed

in Sanskrit, its minimal text being chanted in a highly ritualized manner. It would be more accurate, however, to
describe Kudiyattam asMalayalamtheaterwith Sanskritic accenation. For, while the performance tradition is

built around a canon of Sanskrit dramatic texts athaprak' ram, or actorOs manual, as well askit@@nadpika, or
production manual, which contain the details of production passed down within a paitieage lof performers,

are both composed in the regional language of Kerala. Likewise the distinctive face painting and mizhavou drums
that characterize this tradition betray an equal, if not higher, degree of influence from the religious traditions of
Kerda than to any unifying courtly culture.

8 During this period of textual circulatioBhakuntalaemained one of the most frequently cited plays, Onot only
rated as the finest exemplar of titdaka,Oaccoding to historian Romila Thapar $akuntal' Texs, Readings,

Histories but also Opraised for illustrating the much discussed theory of RasaO (182). Likewise in his comprehensive
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resumes in earnest in the middle of the nineteenth century, as Indian theater artistst like thei
European counterparts, endeavored to incorporate Sanskrit dramatic literature into the repertoires
of popular theateThe earliest production &hakuntalan Calcutta was also, to the best of my
knowledge, the earliest production of a Sanskrit plapénlocal language of BengdlArriving

to the stage in 1857, the performance was given in the private home of recently deceased
millionaire Ashutosh Deb for an invited audierlé@he translation, by Nanda Kumar Roy, was
performed by a company of youngistocratic men including DebOs grandson Sarat Chandra
Ghose, in a style emulating that of the privéiteater model which had been popular in the early
decades of the centuty.

The Hindu Patriotauded Ghose and his company for finally preserai@genuine
Bengallee [sic]O play after so long a span of tifdat the author, whose use of first person
pronouns identifies him as a part of the native community for whom this production was given,
claims this ancient text as Bengali is indicative botthefplayOs novelty and of the regionalism
of Indian identity politics at the time. It suggests, on the one hand, that the glagthget
attained the paimdianreputation that it clearly held by the time of the 1954 festival and, on the

other, that Begal did not yet identify itself with any kind of broader national fidelity. In early

volume,A Rasa Reader: classical Indian aestheti8seldon Pollock calls attention to the use of particular verses
from theplay that have been recycled through contrasting interpretatioasatheory by different philosophers.

° From my research, this also appears to be the earliest production of a Sanskrit play in a modern Indian language.
Though Prasanna Kumar Tagorellmmoduced a double bill of act five from Shakespeahaids Caesapaired

with act one of BhavabhutiOgarar! macaritain 1831, the latter was performed from Horace Hayman WilsonOs
English translations of the play.

19 syshil Kumar Mukherjeelhe Storyof the Calcutta Theatreks7531980(Calcutta: KP Bagchi & Company,

1982), 1718.

" Though the British had had theater in Calcutta since the erection of The Playhouse in 1753, Bendli artists
amateur or professioridiwere not admitted to perform at these venues. Still, the reiviied Bengali aristocracy
Obecame ardent admirers of Ergliterature and dramaO through the English medium education recently made
available to them. (Kironmoy Raha, OBengali Theatr@®drOxford Companion to Indian Theateglited by
Ananda Lal(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 40.) Undeterred byeRutusivity of the English theater
houses, members of Bengali society took to their homes and produced private, ingitgtidreater devised from
what they could see and learn of the British model.

2 OThe Hindu Theatf@The Hindu Patriot February 51857.
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1857, when this performance took place, India was not yet unified under the British Empire, but
remained a set of presidencies administered by the East India Compaig (thaiuwas all
about to change). Thus questions of identity politics as adjudicated by the drama were not
articulated on national terms, but regional ones. This is important to remember in light of where
this chapter began, because over the course oktttecenturyShakuntalavould cease to be
Bengali, or even Madhya Pradeshi (the contemporary name for the region of India in which the
play was likely first written), but Indian and, even more to the point, Hindu.

TheHindu PatriotOsritic is quite proudf the work as a relic of the pag#tprovides
evidence, he writes, of when drama had Oat one time attained the highest state of pétfection.O
The emphasishatthe reviewer places on the playOs histooyeverdoes not necessarily
correspond to an westment in that history on the part of the performers. As is common for the
period, this proportion of this review that is actually about the performance itself is quite small,
and so there is a great deal we must infére critic from theHindu Patriotgoes on to comment
thatQhe play[was] admirably fitted for the stag® as evinced by the young companyOs
performance. He writes,

The young gentleman [DebOs grandson Sarat Chandra Ghose] looked really grand

and queenly in his gestures and address, ahgrdat justice to the part he was

enacting. The other amateurs also succeeded in creating an effect. We are told that

the performers have not had the benefit of lessons from practiced actors, and this

circumstance enables us to accord great credit tti@xe undoubtedly very well

directed. We are confident that with a little polishing the corps dramatique will be

able to make a brilliant debut!O
Quialities of set dressing, style of acting, resemblance to the British model of theatrical

productionN thesedetails are left unremarked, which suggéisat there was nothing tableor

unfamiliar about the way the play was presented, (i.e. that it fell into line with what was

13 pid.
1 bid.
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recognized as wefbroduced theater in colonial Calcutt®)andakranta Bose even regds an
anecdote that the production Oborrowed [E] a set made for an English play [E] from the
Oriental Theater in Calcutta,O in which case it might have been very familiar indeed to certain
audience members. The emphasis placed on the young performar@seur statlié and need

for proper training from Opracticed actlirs€rtainlysupports the notion that the Bengali theater
(as opposed to the English theater in Calcutta) was a fledgling enterprise, emefigsnayic

spurts, but never sustained long egio to consolidate a definitive style or aesthétiche

context of this particular production the actdreQperience likewise suggests that, whethey
were emulating 8ritish style of acting or striving for historical Indian model of production,

they were novice regardlesshus when the Frencindologist Sylvain Levi, (whose scholarship

on Sanskrit drama is discussedivapter 2)characterized this production lie ThZ%otrendien

as Othe revival of the classical drama,O and Othe beginnimgoée,O he was only partially
correct’® The production did inspire a rash of imitation performances: not only did Sarat
Chandra Ghose and company present two encore perfornar®legkuntalaover the course of
that year, but they attempted anothlaypthis time a Bengali adaptation of eventhcentury
Sanskrit noveKadambarj calledMahaswetathat SeptembéeY. However the presumption that

this enterprise was in any way a revival of the classical drama in production, as opposed to in
choice of &xt, is misleading. For one thing, such a revival would necessitate a historical record
of productioiN a model on which to base tperformancavhich, as we will discuss shortly, was

not in evdence at this time. Tdugh we cannot get a comprehensive seh#ige aesthetics of the

!5 Mandakranta Bose, OStagitighij-! na'akuntalaCin Revisising Abhijina‘akuntala: Love, Lineage and
Language irK! lid! saOs Naka, edited by Sasati Sengupta and Deepika Tanddiew Delhi: Orient Blackswan
Private Limited, 2011), & B

18 Sylvain Levi, The Indian Theatrevol 2, trarslated by Narayan Mukher(Calcutta: WriterOs Workshop, 1978),
100.

" Mukherjee, 19.
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production from the minimal description provided ye Hindu Patriotthe inexperience of the
performers coupled with the familiarity of convention implied by omission suggests that the
more likely model of production fahis companywould have beethe medley of theatrical
vocabularies circulating in midentury Calcuttarather than any innate sense of how the plays
might have been performed a millennium prior.

A similar flexibility of style and interpretation is likewise evidémbne of thefirst
productiors of the play in Bombay, which took place a decade f&t€he sophomore production
of the Kalidasa Elphinstone Society, (a dramatic club established bgrddditrian amateurs in
competition with the Parsi clubs that were gaining popularity in the early years of the decade),
this 1867 production of the play took place at the infamous Grant Road Theatre in Bdmbay.
Featuring an alinale cast, the society penfoed an abridged Oacting editionO of Monier
WilliamsO 1855 English translation of the play, advertised as Othe much admired and highly
finished meledrama by Kalidas (the Shakespeare of the EfEijGre §.2° Before we consider

details of the productionself, the designations given to the performance in these advertisements

18 According to my records, the first productionSifakuntaldn Bombay postlones was presented at the Grant

Road Theatre by the ONew Hindoo Dramatic Corps,O on February Third, 1855. A notice publishBonktig

Times and Journal of Commeritites Oboth the Native and European community of Bombay,O to attend the
performance, the title of which is here translitedeasPhacoontulla.Unfortunately aside from this one reference |
have been unable to find more substantial evidence of this production and so cannot diskeusghittare. (ONew
Hindoo DramadThe Bombay Times and Journal of CommgFabruary 3, 185). Based on the date of the

production, and the company name, this may be the company Meera Kosambi identifies as the Mumbaikar Hindu
Natak Mandali, or Bombay Hindu Dramatic Corps, which was founded in emulation of Vishnudas BhaveOs Hindu
Dramatic Corpsn 1855 (Kosambi, 51).

¥ The Grant Road Theater replaced the original Bombay Theater as the center for the cityOs theatrical ventures when
it opened in 1846. Build on land donated for the purpose by the businessman and philadtdgapisittshanker

Set, the Grant Road Theater marked the beginning of native integration into the theatrical scene in Bombay.
Whereas the Bombay Theater had been located at the heart of the British settlement in the Fort area of the city, The
Grant Road Theater was locatezieen the colonial enclave at Fort to the southeast and the houses on Malabar
Hill to the west, near to Girgaum and Chowpatty Beach. Thus, even thoutiedterwas constructed with

subscribers of both British and Indian patronage, the journey redairgditish audiences to attend an eveningOs
program rendered the Grant Road Theatre far less dériterially and figurativel§ to the social life of the British
community than its predecessor had been. Overcome withdial stresses by 1853, Shan®eh intervened and
purchased the theater outright, becoming in the process the first native-tvaadetmanager in the city.

20 Advertisement listed on page 2 of thembay Gazettd-riday October 18 and Thursday October 24, 1867.
Accessed at the Maharash State Archives, Elphinstone College.
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merit our attention. First there is the citation of JonesO indelible epithet for Kalidasa, here
adjusted from the Shakespeare of India to the Shakespeare of the East at largeteTtoecites

and thereby reiterate the correlation between these disparate dramatic fifuntegiisvinced

by the groupOs production histérpeirfirst theatrical ventureyndertakerihe previous June,

had been Julius Caesar. And, of course, Jomeseiii describe@hakuntalan the introduction

to his translation in terms of Shakespearean genres, namely the Ofairy pieaegoke
Shakespeana an effort to attract audiences to the theatettigrproduction ofShakuntalaon

the popular stages therefore in keeping with the overall cultural branding the play had received

postJones But from whence, howevedoes the designation of mdlama derive?

. GRANT ROAD THEATRE.

GRAND ORIENTAL NIGHT.
FIRSE AFPEARANCE

or
THE KALIDAS ELPHINSTONH SOUIETY'
(lViq(cr Term of Seswrion 1867-08,)
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FIGURE 8. ADVERTISEMENT FOR THE KALIDASA ELPHINS TONE SOCIETYOS

PRODUCTION OF SHAKUNTALA
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A European genre originating from France, melodrama features stock characters that find
themselves in morally unambiguous circumstances typified by outlandish plot developments and
sensational scenography. Giver tienreOs popularity in England throughout the nineteenth
century, it is not surprising that as British colonists established a theatrical culture abroad,
melodrama would have been a desirable choice for production. In her disseagtsh
Drama on tle Bombay Stage in the Late Eighteenth Century and in the Nineteenth Century
Kumudini Mehta notes that the choice of plays in theesdryears of the Bombayh&ater
betrays a distinct preference for melodrama and farce, over even Shak@spearis'

Nonetheless, melodrama presented techitallenges in the colony, as

without the skill of the machinist and the scenic painter at their disposal, the

amateurs found it difficult to create that atmosphere of Othe mysfietimis

horribleN the picturesquego essential to the spirit of true melodrama. Besides,

the melodrama with its insistence on scenes of terrifying dungeons, gloomy

forests, with its use of bizarre costumes and strange effects was expensive to

produce®
Melodrama, then, is figured as muas amethodof production as it is a literary gefteccess
to the dramatic texts alone did not result in their widespread production on stage, as the technical
insufficiencies of the colonial theaters rendered their execution unsatisfactory. Desirable, bu
technologically unattainable, the melodrama was bound to be a success, but only if the company
in question could rise to the occasion; a challenge the Kalidasa Elphinstone Society (KES)
explicitly set for themselves by advertising th®frakuntalaas a @uch admired and highly
finished melodrama.O

Scenographically the production fits the bill: a critic from Beembay Gazetteemarked

in his review that Othe arrangement of a number of banana trees and flowering shrubs on the

2L Kumudini MehtaEnglish Drama on the Bombay Stage in the late Eighteenth Century and in the Nineteenth
Century(Dissertation in EnglishJniversity of Bombay, 1960), 235.

2 |bid, 71. MehtaOs definition of Mehadha as mysterious, horrible and picturesque is cited from reviews in the
Bombay Courier dated August 9 and August 30, 1928.
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stage had a very pleasing effect,” and that in one scene the production had even manifested “real
water played from a fountain surrounded by variegated lamps.”* Mehta corroborates the “lavish
scale” of the production, nothing that “two wagons of flowers were brought from Poona to
decorate the stage,” and that the valkalg (an ascetic garment made of bark, that Shakuntala wears
in acts 1 and 2) was ordered for the production especially from Madras (on the opposite coast
from Bombay) at an expense of four hundred rupees.”** The programming of the evening
likewise framed Shakuntalas a melodrama: the KES followed the Sanskrit play with a farce
called The Happy Manin emulation of the English stage companies of the period.

There is, perhaps, no evidence more suggestive of the production’s having emulated
melodrama in performance than the company’s decision, at the end of act 5, to have Shakuntala
literally fly into the heavens as she escapes Dushyanta’s court. In Kalidasa’s script this action
takes place off-stage: Shakuntala, rejected both by the king—who cannot remember her—and
her father’s disciples—who cannot take her back to the !" ramawith them—is lead offstage by
the King’s purohit, or priest, with the intention of keeping her in the women’s quarters at least
until she has given birth. Not long after they exit an offstage voice exclaims, “it’s a miracle!,”
and the awe-struck priest returns to stage to report to the king that something wondrous has
occurred. “When Kanva’s students had departed,” he reports, “the girl threw up her arms and
began to cry, cursing her destiny...Then, near to the apsara€shrine, a flash of light in the shape
of a woman lifted her up and vanished.” All those who remain on stage demonstrate their

. 2
astonishment.”

* The Bombay GazetMonday October 21, 1867.

** Mehta,186-87.

% Kalidasa, Abhij- na'akuntalg edited by Narayana Balakrishna Godabole and Kasinatha Panduranga Paraba
(Bombay: Nirnayasagara Press,1883), 66.
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As far as KalidasaOs text indicates, therefioesaudience is never meant to see
Shakuntala vanish. We are only meant to hear about it second hand, and to experience the
wonder of the event through the wondrous narration of it given by the Prigse. KES,
however, seems to have rendered this motinémt version of melodramaOs notorious sensation
scend a climactic culmination ta playOs fourth act that setsaugsolutionof the actionwhile
also demonstrating the theaterOs technical capabilities. OThe theatrical function of melodramaOs
big senstion scenes,O writes Linda WAlins,

was to be able to put forth a moral truth in gesture and to picture what could not

be fully spoken in words [E] The revelation occurs as a spectacular, moving

sensatioN that is, it is felt as sensation and not simglgistered as a

ratiocination in the causeffect logic of narrativl because it shifts to a different

register of signification, often bypassing language altogéther.

The moral truth of is momentin KalidasaOs dransclear: Shakuntala, extracted frandire
predicament by supernatural means, is exonerated of the duplicitous motivations of which the
King accuses her. In ordéar this revelation to transcend languagewever, the KE®@mployed
something thatfrom criticsO descriptions, sounds like &eree deugx-machina, literally flying
Shakuntala into the aimtil she disappeardzthind the proscenium.

If executed seamlessly, such an exitld have had the intended effect of the sensation
scene, elevating that which Kalidasa described in expodgi a crystallized visual of the moral
stakes of the entire drama. Unfortunately, from the perspectieoTimes of Indiat least, the

moment was less than successful. OWhilst she was slowly ascending (in an invisible car),0 wrote

their critic, Oitooked very much as if the gods were hanging her by the neck, and one was glad

% KalidasaOs play is, in fact, rife with other omissions of dramatic action, the ramifications of which we see instead
of the events themsads: DurvasaOs curse takes place offstage, as does the breaking of that curse when Dushyanta
recovers his ring; we never see Dushyanta give Shakuntala the ring, but rather learn that detail of their courtship as
he describes it to Madhava in act six; weaisver explicitly see Dushyanta and ShakuntalaOs courtship come to
fruition.

%7 Linda Williams, OMelodrama Revised,®éfiguring American Film Genres: Theory and Histalited by Nick

Brown (Berkeley: University of California Press, 19982.
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to see the last of her legs disappear into the place where the clouds were supposé&tiioebe.O
perceived failure of the endeavor, however, has no bearing on how we are to understand the
aesthats of production governing this performanttenight not have succeeded, but that
doesnOt mean it wasnOt melodramatic.

As someof the first Indian theater companies to produce this play in the Colonial era, the
Kalidasa Elphinstone Society aBarat Chndra Ghose et & Calcutta, stageS8hakuntala
according to the model available to them: that of British theater that was popular in the urban
centers of Bombay and Calcutta. They do not seem, in other words, to understanditihe text
performance impli¢ly along the lines of its historical practice, but rather in the context of the
contemporary stage as dominated by the British. In comparing the scant details that survive of
these two productions, the variances among them (language, venue, stageamroeemime
few) are substantial enough to indicate that, in the decades following JonesO translation, as the
theatrical cultures Bombay and Calcutta evolved in tandem with the British theaters, Sanskrit
drama did not yet belong to one particular genrgtyde, nor do it bear any distinct traces of an
authoritative, continuous tradition pérformance.?® Furthermore, neither of the productions
described above betray an anxiety ablmwthe play wasupposedo be performed, nor do they

refer to some unifyig ancient standard. Rath8hakuntalsseems instead to map onto theater

% The Times of Indiavlonday October 21, 1867. Accessed at the Maharashtra State Archives, Mumbai.

2| do not discount thpossibility thatShakuntalavas performed on between the demise of court cultures around

the tenth century and the mitheteenth century. Nor do | maintain that the period between KalidsaOs death and that
fall off (roughly another five hundred years) vidtave yielded only one tradition of performance in which to enact
this play. However, given how readiB8hakuntalavas adapted to the British models set in Calcutta and Bombay,

and the utter lack of documentation attesting to its performance histongdhis vast intervening period, | suggest
that either no such tradition was available to these artists, or that if it were available, it was not yet authoritative.
Although neither of these scenarios is provable at the present, | contend that thelefat grsups like the

Kalidasa Elphinstone Society would the same. Whether there was no artistic model set to follow and no known
history of production for the play to emulate, or they were merely not compulsory, theater companies of the mid to
late ninegenth century were permitted artistic range with the play, beginning their process, for all intents and
purposes, fronscratch.



culture as it is happening, with artists adjusting the text to fit the play into various popular

methods of production.

ll. SHAKUNTALA @ BONES

To presume that access to a dramatic text grants accessrtegpondingnethod of
production is to presume that the former is some kind of vessel for the latter, and one need only
discover how to open it. Such an understanding would expect, in othas, whait the revival of
Shakuntalaas a dramc textwould naturally give way to an understanding and subsequent
revival of acommensuratenethod of production. As these earliest colonial productions indicate,
however, a dramatic text does not always lee@dence of or directions toward a manner of its
enactment, particularly not across the chasm of thousands of years and disparate cultures.
Another way of articulating this would be to say tteadt of the plajl ShakuntalaQmones, to
borrow the phrase fro W.B. WortherN is not bound to a historical or authentic method of
production, desnot authoritatively dictate the manner in whitts brought to the stag&The
text is always materigdWorthen writes, Oand different repertoires of performance ssakie
its instrumentality, in different ways. Sometimes the repertoire asserts the archiveOB priority
Shakespeare in pumpkin paftsometimes it doesn3t.bwould be simple enough to conclude
thatthe abovediscussegroductions chose not to assert thehaveOs priority in performance,
but the issue is more complex. A director who desires to mount a production of Shakespeare in
pumpkin pants, to use the given example, has certain resources at her or his disposal: there are
records of what performancestus plays at the end of the sixteewtimtury entailed and looked
like, (down to the eydooks on the performerOs undergarments if The GlobeOs recent Ooriginal

practices productions,O are to be believed!) Thus, companies such as the @la@/\Vitiam

30 W.B. Wotthen, OAntigoneOs Bon&8R 52 no. 3 (2008): 15.
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PoelOs Elizabethan Shakespeare Sociepter 1) did indeed enjoy the opportunity to stake the
instrumentality of ShakespeareOs works toward a revivalist end. To put it simply, they had an
archive with which to engage.

At the time ofits rediscovery inthe lateeighteenthand earlynineteentrcenturies,
however, the classical Sanskrit dramatic canon came with no such corresponding performance
archive.Not only is there nearly a millennia unaccounted for in the history of these works in
performance, bugvidence of the very performance culture for which they were first written is
comparably thin. Unlike Shakespeare, then, for whom we have both the plays and evidence of
their original productions at The Globe or Blackfriars, we have no such historiestwbares
to KalidasaThe broadempre-moderndramatic canon provides two small glimpses of the
performance culture to which it belondgé&havabhutiOSttararamacarita (Rama’s Last Act,
Eighth Century) and Harsha®syadarsika (Priyadarshika, Seventhcentuy) each of which
features a playvithin-a-play. These mettheatrical scenes may well reflect the context in which
they were first performed, if we assume that the playwrights would have written them from
experience, reflecting on their professional krenigle.Of course even these examples must be
taken with reservations, given that multiple centuries separate these plays and their authors from
Kalidasa.

In Rama’s Last Act, Rama and his brother Lakshmana have gathered together with an
invited audience twatch a play composed by the poet Valmikie assembled audience
includes @e entireassemblage of living thinfjsa completehost of mortals and immortals, gods
anddemons men and women and animélsas well asathe Brahmins, Ksatriyas, city and
courtry dwellersQand istherefore unlikely to earnestly reflect any historical audience from the

eighth centuryBefore the festivities begin Ransasure to ask Lakshmana if the drama critics
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are in their seat@hey ae) before the two of them join the aewcein the theater, which is
locatedon the Bank of the GangaAs for the performance itself, Lak®mana notes that it is to
be performed bypsarases, a category of female divinities or nymphs, and commences with an
introductory speech bysa@tradhara, or director, exactly aBama’s Last Act itself began. The
rest of the script of the playithin-a-play follows closely the textual conventions of the drama in
which it is contained: characters® emotional responses are demarcated in stage direction, as are
exits and entrances; characters who spealts in BhavabhutiOs play spegarzs in
ValmikiOs; theepathya, or off-stage space is utilized to introduce new characters orihitgt
revelations. The qualities of the actiadvocated by the traditicane suspedd Rama praises the
actress playing Sita, remarking to his brother that it is as if she herself is there in person, but she
herselfis there in person, playing herself without RamaOs knowledge. Thus, the significance or
existence of verisimilar acting is unclear.

Priyadarshika likewise features a play to be performed for an elite court audience. In this
case we are not in the presentéhe gods themselves, but confined more practically to the
world of men and thereforélarshaOsxample may be slightly more representative of the
community for whom such plays were originally written and perforniéds play-within-a-play
recounts theaurtship of the King, Udayana, and his first wife, Vasantasena, who is in
attendance. She is accompanied by Sankrityayani, a learned woman who speaks Sanskrit and
who also happens to be the playOs author. As with ValmikiOs playt tiereés (at least
intended to be) allemale, as the eponymous ingZnue and her companion Manorama take on the
roles of the Queen and King, respectiviliarshaalsoprovides some details of the theater

house, which could be taken as indicativa abrresponding scenograplpractice Upon their

31 BhavabhutiRama'’s Last Act, in the Clay Sanskrit LibraryNew York: New York University Press, 200B60.
32 |n the final performance the King in fact decides to play himself, as he attempts to woo Priyadarshika, playing the
role of his wife, in front of his wife, as she watches the play!
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arrival into the theater hall Sankrityayani marvels at how it has been dressed for the occasion
She notes

The room is resplendent with garlands of thick pearls, strung from golden,

jewelencrusted pillars. The seats are fillednwibung women whose

beauty puts the Aparases to shame. Trteaterappears equal to the

palace of the gods themsel\@s.
This description is more ornamental than it is architectural, however, and aside from the presence
of pillars, tells us very little atut the physical playing spateOnce the play begins, the stage
directions provide some additional details: the King enters Owith a toss of a curtain,O suggesting
some kind of textile barrier between theathya andranga, or stage, propeand Priyadatska
asVasavadatta plays uponaa (a stringed instrument often translated as lute), suggesting the
presence of some physical stage properties.

While entertaining, and perhaps illuminating as to the theoretical understanding of
performance as a modéantistic expression in praodern India, these metheatrical moments
reveal very little additional informaticsboutto the practical implementation of dramatic texts
on stage. The playsithin-the-plays do not index performance, in other wotdsey meely
confirm that performance was central to the function of dramatic composition, and perhaps give
us a sense of the audience for whom said performances wereTdmesnost tangible detail of
performance that these scenes provide is icohgpositionof the acting companies: both the

Apsarases who perform ValmikiOs play and the QueenQOs attendants who perform SankrityayaniOs

are alifemale cast® Based on this detail alone, the Calcutta and Bombay productions described

3 Harsha Priyadarshika, edited by M.R. Kale (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidasstiishers Pvt Ltd., 1977), 30.

34 For more please see Amanda Culp, Olmagining the Sanskrit Stafje; @dnrledge Companion to Scenography,

edited by Arnold Aronson (New York: Routledge, 2018).

% TheKuttanimata (The Bawd’s Council), a poem by th&ashmiri poet Denodaragupta written around the turn of
theninth century CE, likewise contains the description of a dramatic performance, in this case of HarshaOs seventh
century playRatnavalr (The Girl with the JeweleNecklace). Though different fromdtabove cited examples in

that this scene is a) not metatheatrical and b) describes the performance of a known work of the Sanskrit canon, the
passages likewise focus more on the text of the action (almost paraphrasing HarshaOs script) than ontaescribing t
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above already stand in contrasthe limited archive, given that they featured all male
performers. Yet such a comparison requires that the atisgassed archive would have been
considered in undertaking these productions, a contention | cannot confirm. | cite the examples
of RamaOs lsa ActandPriyadarshikahere not as evidence of an extant reference archive, but
rather as evidence of the extreme paucity of information regarding the performance of Sanskrit
dramatic text®n the whole

By far, the most comprehensive body of evideoic#he complex theatrical tradition for
which Kalidasa might have writtentise Nityasastra, an extensive treatise on theatrical practice
attributed to sage Bharatamuni, the composition of which is dated to sorbetiwveen the
second century before anfiea the common erdMore akin to a directorOs manual than a guide
for playwrights, theNatyasastra does indeed speak about methodgrofiuction including
instructions for actors in how to best physicalize a multitude of potential characters, the most
suwccessful means by which to enaatiousemotional stateshow to indicate a change of scenery
or location, and what kind of musical accompaniment is appropriate for what mdrmesée
instructions, however, are esoteric at best; the kind of shortharquetdoamance tradition
accessible to those who are inducted into it but exceedingly difficult to recreate ex nihilo. The
more significant challenge for our purposes, however, is thilatyasastra as it is understood
todayN asa cohesivesingular worlk was not collated and published until the eaxyentieth
century. Critical editions of select chapters winsg made available starting in the 1880s, when
the French scholar Paul Regnaud published critical editions of chapters sasgprseven (on
bhavas), fifteen (on patters of speech) and sixteen (on metrical patterns eatresponding

French translation. id studentJ. Grossetthen went on to publish critical edition of the first

ways that the text is performed. The company in question here is similafidyralle, in this case a group of
courtesans.
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fourteen chapters (out of thirty-six). The full text, with the commentary of Abhinavagupta
(eleventh century), was finally published in full over the course of four installations, beginning
only in 1926 and ending in 1964.%

When the earliest productions of Sanskrit drama were being mounted during the course
of the nineteenth century, therefore, the N! tya'! strawas not yet a part of the conversation. Jones
makes no direct reference to the text in his preface to Shakuntalawhich suggests that Radhakant
and the other Brahmins with whom he worked did not recommend that he read the two together.
He does, however, mention mythology surrounding a sage called “Bheret [sic]” to whom “the
invention of [Indian dramatick poetry] is commonly ascribed.”’ Horace Hayman Wilson also
cites this mythology in his introduction to Select Specimens of the Theatre of the Hingusg
that: “the attribution of dramatic performances to Bharata is no doubt founded upon his having
been one of the earliest writers, by whom the art was reduced to a system.” Wilson continues,

His Sutras or aphorisms, are constantly cited by commentators on different plays,

and suggest the doctrines which are taught by later authors: but, as far as has been

ascertained, the work of Bharata has no existence in an entire shayet may

be sometimes doubted whether the rules attributed to him are not fabricated for

the occasion.”

When Wilson published this two-volume collection in 1827, therefore, Bharata’s N! tya'! stra
was only known as a disjointed series of maxims on the theater attributed back to a common

source.” As a prescriptive, or "! stric, text, the N! tya"! strawas likely preserved and transmitted

orally for centuries before ever being committed to writing. As described by Kapila Vatsyayan,

3 For a complete treatment of “the discovery of the NI tya"! strain the modern world,” please see Radhavallabh
Tripathi’s introduction to N! tya'! stra in the Modern World: Proceedings of thé"A§orld Sanskrit Conference
(New Delhi: Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, 2014), 1-3.

*7 Sir William Jones, “The Preface,” in Sacontala or The Fatal Ring: an Indian Drama by Calid@slcutta: Joseph
Cooper, 1789), iii.

*¥ Horace Hayman Wilson, Select Specimme of the Theatre of the Hinddsondon: Parbury, Allen, and Co, 1835),
xX. Emphasis mine.

** The Calcutta edition of the book was published in 1827; the first London edition was not released until 1835.
Wilson did manage to obtain a manuscript of the text later in his career and, though he did not translate it himself, he
included relevant chapters as an appendix to his edition of the Da"ar#paka
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Oin the case of critical and technical writingerse or prose, the text was largely aphoristic in
qualityN a number of pithy, concise stateméntsith little argument or discursivenes§’O

These qualities of composition then allowed for the texts to be easily memorized and transmitted
exactly from tacher to student across generations.

KalidasaOs own work attests to this tradition, and suggests that in the fourth and fifth
centuries, th&l! tya"! strawas well known and invoked as a collective body of knowledge, if not
as a singular recorded textufing a debate between two dancing mastetisdarplay
Mal! vik! gnimitra (Mall'vika and Agnimitra)the adjudicatgrkaushiki,rulesthat Othe essence
of NI tya'! strais in its practice,O as eviderioewhy each teachanust demonstrateis skill by
way of his students and not by verbal argument altrigy having Kaushiki invoke this
precedent as justification for her decision, Kalidasa as the playwright suggests that the dancing
masters, and the court audience assembled to watch their contest, kinbayahestra and will
recognize her reference. She is not, in other words, introducing this text for the first time, but
rather seeking recourse to a larger body of knowledge that is implicitly cited alongside this one,
minor piece of text. In comparison, WiisOs observation suggests that by the nineteenth century,
the bon mots had survived to the exclusion of that larger body of knowledge from which they
were once drawn. At the very least, Wilson and his orientalist academic colleagues did not
possess knowleg of the whole, and the few scattered, decontextualzed sutras of which they
were made aware were not enough to constitute a full tradition, and did not provide an adequate
standard against which to meter a dramatic enterprise.

The absence of such archivaformation does not, in and of itself, preclude revivalist

tendencies; it simply requires an act of inveritiahe willful creation of a past that is then

“0Kapila VatsyayanBharata: The Ntya'! stra (New Delhi: Sahitya Akademi, 1996), 30.
“1 KalidasaMalavikagnimitra edited by Shankar P. Pan(ombay: Educéon Society Press, 1869), .14
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replicated in performance. TFhe Nationalization of Hindu Tradition¥asudha Dalmia
illustrates low this process operated in nineteenth century India, using Ranajit GuhaOs
formulation of three interweaving idioms to articulate her argument. GuhaOs idioms are as
follows: the British, characterized by the culture of the colonizer; the classical Ihdidrgs a
counterbalance to the British; and the modern Indian, a Onew and original entityO produced by an
overlapping, crossing, subverting and coalescing of idioms one arfd Isiom three,
characterized biybridity, integrationpr whatever the prefexd term, has always been
understood in terms of its fabricatidrthe amalgamatiorof two disparate models in the genesis
of a new, third option. Much of the scholarship on contemporary Indian theater addresses this
dynamic to some degree. However, Dalmemtains that idiom three is not the only one that
was consciously fabricated over the course of the nineteenth and tweetittines. The
classical Indian idiom was likewise manufactursiie claimsQderived and selected from the
traditions and texts ich had been handed dowtf.DalmiaOs assessment is well taken, and has
been put to use across the South Asian humanities to illuminate the degrees to which such
invention took place. Theater was not exekhjt fact the very turn toward Sanskrit dramatic
literature signals an interest in certain elements of Indian theatrical tradition over others, an effort
to establish a theater historiography grounded in a particular period, with a particular canon of
plays.

Sudipto Chatterjee writes of this period asdmdnia, characterizing the first half of the
nineteenth century in Bengal as Oan era of Hiradedall-round Sanskritic revivalism,O that

gave way, by the second half of the century, to Indophobia characterized by the kind of idiom

“2vasudha Dahia, The Nationalization of Hindu Traditior®©xford: Oxford University Press, 1996), 15.
3 Dalmia, 49.



three hybridization desibed abové? Yet Chatterjee does not look closely at the differences
between revivalism in literary dramaturgy as opposed to in performeustead his work
conflates the two and articulates theaterOs evolution along this same trajectory: from tndomani
revivalism to Indophobic westernization. Oln other words,O he writes, Oieigvhakisttheme
that is reflected in the penchant in early Bengali theatre for Sanskrit texts,O and that over time,
under the influence of the British theater in Calcuties, penchant gave way to producing those
same OSanskrit plays as if they were Western drdm@hkaiterjeeOs chronology suggests,
therefore, that a revivalist method of production undergirds the turn toward European theatrical
techniques but was rejectadfavor of a hybrid, modern alternative. If we consider dramatic
adaptation and theatrical production separately, however, it is cleéihehatpulse toward
revivalN andthe methods by which such reviwahsachievedl did not occur simultaneouskpr
each Literary revivalism, characterized by translation and dramaturgical adaptation, is certainly
in evidence within what Rakesh Solomon identifies as the orientalist period of Indian
historiography, which ranges from the late eighteenth to the early tviecgieturies?®
Revivalism in performance, however, does not emerge in practice until the late high nationalist
period (the 1920s to 1940s), and does not fully ossify into the proper or official method of
production for the Sanskrit dramatic canon untillleginning of the postolonial, or post
independence period, particularly after the 1954 drama festival.
lll. LITERARY REVIVALISM

Literary revivalism, as | am defining it here, constitutes an interest in the dramaturgical

lessons of the Sanskrit canbits stories and its structileas they pertain to developiagoody

4 Sudipto Chatterjedhe Colonial Stagé Theatre in Colonial Calcutté_ondon: Seagull, 2007), 780.

“5 |bid., 80. Enphasis his.

6 Rakesh H. Soloon, OTowards a Genealogy of Indian Theatre Historyodern Indian Theatre: A Reader
edited by Nandi Bhati@New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2001), 4.
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of modern Indiardramatic literaturelt excludes any attempts at replicating stage practice,
whether in the production of a classical Sanskrit drama or of a work from outside that canon but
in its performance milieu. Revivalism, however, does not preclude develdpmemty of the

cultural figures that sought recourse in the Sanskrit canon did so in pursuit of novel forms. They
were not, in other words, composing new Sanskrit dramas, but atbeex drawing from the

wealth of the Sanskrit dramatic canon in service of establishing new dramaturgical models. The
archive for such endeavors was available in the plays themselves.

Translation is the easiest manifestation of this trend to identify, as it would also have
been the easiest method by which to incorporate the classical canon into contemporary
conversations surrounding the theater. Rendering these plays into vernaguagés would
have increased the availability of the canon, thereby bolstering the platform from which for
contemporary playwrights to derive their new woikm the middle of the nineteenth century
on, Indian language editions $hakuntalgroliferated Parasuram Godbole published a Marathi
translation in 1861; Qazin Anjuman TaraqqiOs Urdu edition came out in 1862; Raja
Laksmansimh published a Hindi volume of the play in 1863, the completion of which Vasudha
Dalmia identities as the initiatory play f@the field of modern Hindi dranf4@nd a Gujarati
version by Jhaverilal Umshankar Yajnik followed suit in 1867. By the end aiethiziry,
Shakuntalaalonehad beerranslatedhirty-four times across ninkdian languages, with the
highest proportion afranslations being done in Marathi, Bengali and Hifidly the time of the
1954 festival in New Delhi, every one of the fourteen languages represented had at lease one
translation ofShakuntalasave Manipuri and Assameese. Antbading to V. Raghavan,

KalidasaGOsther dramatic workdvialavikl gnimitra (Malavika and Agnimitrhand

*" Dalmia, 301.
“8 For more details please see Satya Pal Nakérigl! sa Bibliography(New Delhi Heritage Publishers, 1976).
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Vikramorvd"ya (Urvashi won by Valgrwere alsaegularly translated, the former fourteen times
in six languages and the latter seventeen times in five languages by the endioétbenth
century®®

The distribution of translations toward Marathi, Bengatid Hindi reflects the
concentration of theatrical development in the centers of Bombay, Calcutta and Banaras. Each
of these cities was home, in the nineteenth centurytigisawho sought to write original plays
for the emergent theater in their given language, many of whom turned to the Sanskrit dramatic
canon as a wellspring for dramaturgical inspiratitiralso reflects the concentration of elite
literary culture in wban centers, where it was dominated by upper class, and upper caste, highly
educated Brahmin mem Banaras Bharatendu Harishchandra began his work with the Sanskrit
dramatic canon in 1870 when undertaking a translatidfistfakhadatta®éudr#r #k$asa(The
MinisterOs Ringh pseudehistorical political drama detailing the actions of a scheming minister
as he labors on behalf of (and often in the place of) the emperor Chandragupta Maurya. As
described by Vasudha Dalmia, this project was more than met@gsation: Harishchandra
altered the text in critical ways in order to establish continuity between the playOs past (both of
its composition and its content) and his present, adding introductory verses to a number of the
acts and ravriting the conclusin. These adjustments served his overarching objective, which
was to O[forge] links with the past by invoking Sanskrit theaterO in an effortto O[re
functionalize] it.& Literary revivalism was a tactic Harishchandra used to bolster the legitimacy

of his rew drama, providing a strong platform from which to draw connections to the present.

49V, Raghavan, OA Bibliography of Translations of Kalidasa®s Works in Indian Langlraties,Oterature11
(1968): 335.

*0vasudha DalmiaPoetics, Plays, and Performances: The Politics of Modern Indian Th@@xferd: O«ford
University Press, 2006), 34.
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In Calcutta, Michael Madhusudan Dutta likewise began his literary exploits with the
Sanskrit canon through translation, in this case rendering Ramnarayan TarkaratgalDs Ben
translation ofRatrl val' (The Girl with the Jeweled Necklgdato English. Unlike
Harishchandra, Datta was not convinced that the Sanskrit canon was the strongest foundation
upon which to build the new Bengali drama, remarking even as he promokatthigal’
translation that he hoped the day would soon come that writers will Odiscard Sanskrit models and
look to far higher sources of inspiratiott.Despite this disdain, however, DattaOs origilsis
continued to bear traces of influence from thegmded source of inspiration. Sudipto Chatterjee
describes his work as displaying an Oequilibrium that could justify artistic creativity in a society
that was grappling with two identities,O equal parts Sanskritic and ShakespeBreanwork
that was oensibly independent of the Sanskrit canon still bore tratis impact orhim:

Chatterjee notes thitattaO$859 playPadmabatj which was based on the Greek myth of the
golden apple that instigated the Trojan War, was lauded as having been Omore strongly
influenced by Kalidasa@&akuntalahan by anything elseO

Finally in Bombay, the shift toward revivalism in Marathi thea&i@n be attributed, at
least in part, to the proliferation of institutions of higher learning in theacityelsewhere in
Maharashtrasuch as Elphinstone College (1834) and Bombay University (18B&education
provided by these schools produced a gaien of Indian men who were exposed to both
Western literary influences as well as Otheir own dramatic heritage: the Sanskrit plays of
Kalidasa, Budraka, Bhasa, Bhavabhuti and othéfsl@e origins ofmodernMarathi drama are

generally attributed to Visiudas Bhave, whose musitatatermodel was the firs@ticketed

*1 Michael Madhusudan Datta, qgtd in Sudipto Chatterjee, 102.

2 Sudipto Chatterjee, 109.

*% |bid.

¥ Shanta Gokhaldlaywright at the Centre: Maratibrama from 1843 to the Prese@alaitta: Seagull Books,
2000),10.
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show for native audiencesO given in Bomba)milestone on the road to modern the3terO
according to Ananda LalHoweverthe unscripted, informal nature BhaveOplays seerd
OcrudeO this new generation of students who, according to Shanta Ghokale, Oyearned for a
new kind of Marathi drama and contributed to its creation by translating Sanskrit and
Shakespearean play¥.@inayak Janardan Kirtane, who is credited with successfully pgnni

the first scripted play, relied on thesénneddramaturgical models faheir Ostructure and use

of dramatic conventioni@ his play, Thorle Madhavrao Peshw@he Elder Madhavrao Peshwa),

a history recounting the heroic life and death of its tituture. Although this play does not,
therefore, directly recapitulate a narrative from the Sanskrit canon, or even turn exclusively to
that canon as a model, sampling from Shakespeare as well, it is clear that formal literary
experimentation in Marathi draariooked to Sanskrit drama as an authoritative source that it
could emulate.

Each of the men enumerated in brief here is representative of the emergent social body
that Partha Chatterjee identifies as the Onationalist elite:O a Oclass created maf relatio
subordinationO to the British colonial elite. In order to assert itself, Chatterjee writes, the
nationalist elite contested its position of inferiority with regard to the British by asseriting Oits
cultural leadership of the indigenous colonized ped¥| The nationalist elite, in other words,
emerged in the liminal space between Colonial and native power, unable to assert dominance
over the former, but empowered by the former to dominate the latter. Though ChatterjeeOs focus
is on this demographic iBengal, certain fundamental qualities of this emergent, and powerful,

class in the nineteenth century are consistent when considered within significant urban centers

%5 Ananda Lal, OA Historiography of Modern Indian Theatrédbitern Indian Theatre: A Readexdted by Nandi
Bhatia(New Delhi; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 14

% Gokhale, 10.

" partha Chatterje@he Nation and its fagments: colonial and pastlonial histories(Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1993), 36.
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like Calcutta, Bombay, and Banaras. Comprised of men who were elevated by the British to a
position of prominence above the rest of the Indian population, the nationalist elite asserted their
power where they coultlover the articulation of their Indian identity as against their imperial
rulers, as well as over the expression of that identithbge Indians who were, in Ananya
VajpeyiOs words, Otwice subordinated, both by foreign rulers and by nativé“etitsmall

subset of the Indian population, in other words, was responsible for articulating the priorities,
concerns, and objectives oktlwhole, a task they endeavored, at least in part, through their
artistic and intellectual output.

These works are characterized by what Chatterjee calls the Oclassicization of tradition,O
among other qualities. OA nation, or so at least the natioreliestds, must have a past,O writes
Chatterjee. OIf nineteententury Englishmen could claim [E] a cultural ancestry in classical
Greece, there was no reason why nineteeatttury [Indians] could not claim one in the Vedic
age.® This is the process by v Dalmia describes the manufacture of idiom two: classical
Indian tradition. Thus dramatic literary revivalism, as discussed here, can be seen as part of this
foundational nationalist work to construct modern Indian identity on the reconstructed saditio
of a classical, (read: Vedic, Brahmanical, Hindu) past, a process that mutually reinforces the
hegemony of both. The nationalist elite gains credibility by projecting an image of cultural
continuity with the ancient past, and the ancient canon gaesnedty way of that same
exchange, to the point where the recourse of the one to the other seems inevitable, rather than
calculated.

And of course, no conversation about dramaineteenthcentury India would be

complete without discussing the works ofiébLaureate Rabindranath Tagore. The definition

%8 Ananya VajpeyiRighteous Republic: The Political Foundations of Modern Irf@iambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2012), 27.
% Partha Chatterjee, 73.
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of a Renaissance man, Tagore distinguished himself as-afjatkartistic trades, composing
poetry, drama, literary criticism, literary fiction, music, and paintings over the course of his
career. While & is perhaps best remembered for his literary output and music (it is for the former
that he was awarded the Nobel prize in 1913), he was also a prolific dramatist, and wrote forty
one plays and numerous essays of dramatic critidisendetailed and impssive analysis of
what she calls TagoreKleghad ta corpus, Ananya Vajpeyi asserts that unlike his nationalist
counterparts, TagoreOs inspiration from KalidasaOs poetry takes on a differ&hdEmisris
not revivalism, not reconstruction, not histaitantasy, not nostalgia,O she writes. Olt is an
inconsolable yearning for the past whose only property is its mute and absolute p&5tness.O
VayjpeyiOs reading of TagoreOs work Migghad ta, the past is not something that can be
reclaimed in revivaland therefore takes on a pervasive quality of longing, which she identifies
with the Sanskrit termairaha. Though we are engaged in a conflict of terms, | see what Vajpeyi
reads as TagoreOs yearning for an irreclaimable past as part of the broaderamnajiestcribing
as literary revivalism, on account of his very recourse to KalidasaOs oeuvre to articulate his sense
of longing. He may not be attempting to recreate KalidasaOs poetic style, in other words, but he
using KalidasaOs poem as a tool tp high craft, and articulate, his own.

This same sense of longing can be discerned from TagoreOs literary criticism, in which he
often engaged the Sanskrit canon directly. Following the modblydankimchandra

Chattopadhyay who[lay] the foundations @&engali criticismO by integratir@ganskrit, English

® TheMeghad ta, or The Goud Messengeis a lyric poem also written by Kalidasa sometime in the late fourth

early fifth century. The poem relates a ldeéer from ayak'a, a semidivine being, who has been exiled from his

home in Alaka for one year. At the onset of the raggssn thgak'a summons aneghapr cloud, to carry his

message of love back home to his beloved, from whom he is separated. Much of the poem consists of geographical
descriptions and instructions to guide the cloudOs path on its journey.

1 vajpeyi, 114.
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and Bengali literature under a single banner, Tagore wrote on a wide array of SAlGées.
incorporating texts from various traditions into single essays, Tagore labored to level the critical
playing field between European and RBaropean subjects. Consider, for example, his 1902
essay on KalidasaOs drama, titled sin§ikuntal&€® Though thenameof the essay suggests a
monograph, Tagore immediately establishes that its focus is intended tmparatve,

assessing the Oexternal resemblances and inner disparitiesO 8bakeatalzand
Shakespearedse Tempesf While Tagore wrote other essays®imakuntala(another
comparative piece juxtaposing the play with KalidasaOs Koe#rasambhavaand an
introductory work entitled OShakuntala: Its Inner MeaningO that was published in 1920 as an
introductory essay to Laurence BinyonOs new English translation), it is the facile comparative
framework he establishes in this piece that makes it stagtamating case study fars practice

of literary revivalism.

On the one handhe essagxemplifies a theoryagorearticulated a few years later in an
essay called OWorld Literature,O which advocates for the fundamental homogeneity of literature.
OLierature is not viewed in its true light,O Tagorigesiin that papeiOif we see it confined to a
particular space and time. If we realize that universal humanity expresses itself in literature, we
shall be able to discern what is worth viewing in theetaf® ShakuntalaandThe Tempestn
other words, should be read without knowledgerafoncern fotheir particular contexi$ pre-
modern Indian court culture for the former, earipdern Elizabethan England for the latter.

Their content, reflecting asdoes Ouniversal humanityO should speak beyond specifics. Thus

62 Sisir Kumar Das, Olntroduction,(Siglected Writings on Literature and Languaeeted by Sukanda Chaudhuri
(Oxford: Oxford Univeristy Press, 2001), 5.

%3 Originally published in the periodicBlangadarshanthis essay was later collectin the volumérachin

Sahityg OAncient Literature,O which was published in 1907.

% Rabindraath Tagore, OShakuntala,O translated by Sukanta Chan@elected Writings on Literature and
Language edted by Sukanta Chaudhy®xford: Oxford Univergy Press, 2001), 237.

% Rabindranath Tgore, OWorld Literature,O translated by Swapan ChakrawvoBglected Writings on Literature
and Languageedted by Sukanta Chaudhy®xford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 1448.
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Tagore turns to the Sanskrit canon in an effort to demonstrate that the conventions of European
literary criticism can be applied beyond the bounds of European literature because the object of
inquiryN the human subjelitremains fundamentally the same.

On the othehand, despite protestations that literature ought to be read indepgrdent
its immediate context, Tagdds essayice denotes the significance of pldoe fully
understanding thech brilliance of KalidasaOs drantn this poem,O he writes regarding
ShakuntalaOas there is the union of nature with rule and principle, there is also the union of
nature with humankind. | think no country other than India could have brought aisosgrke
of implicit union between dissimilar§XTertainly not the England @he Tempestvhich
instead of a union presents Oa conflict between nature and humankind, between one human being
and anothdY and, at the root of the conflict, the struggle fomerOThe Tempesiragore
concludesis Gull of strife from beginning to end®@t is the only moment that he addresses
India by name(or directly suggests a kind of cultural causality in the genesis of these two
drama}, and yet the point is strikingndia produces a play that integrates, while England
produces a play that dominates. Taken in the context of the English Imperial presence in India,
TagoreOs analysistbese playseems to suggeatfundamental ontological divide betwetbe
two nationsrather than the promised universali®ead in the light of VajpeyiOs critique,
however, we might take the India that is evoked by KalidasaOs play, with which Tagore is so
taken, as the same India that is described iMiaghad taN a specter of a lost riah never to
be recovered. The India capable of integrating opposites, or bridging the divide between nature
and mankind, was not, in other words, the India of the early twentieth century in which he wrote.

In which case his juxtaposition of India with Hagd not only undercuts the premise of

% Tagore, OShakuntala,O 241.
® Ibid., 244.
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universality among nations, but also within them, with KalidasaOs India taking precedent over the
India of the present. He may not have believed that revival was possible, but his yearning for the
past, to use Vajpé®s terms, still makes revival the subject of the conversation, still enshrines
KalidasaOs India as a model, albeit an unattainable one.

There is a second, subtler allusion to the native proclivities of each of the playOs heroines,
this time with regard tplace within the world of each play. The island on which Miranda has
grown up, Tagore writes, is Oonly required for the plot,O but is Onot essential to the character.O
Miranda is innocent because she lacks companioNshigtate of being that would endure
matter what isolated geography in which she were to find herself. OThis cannot be said for
Shakuntala,® he continues. OShe is one with the forest retreat. If the hermitage were to be kept at
a distance, not only would the dramatic action suffer; Shalkaherself would remain
incomplete.® Though he is not writing explicitly of India here, the connection is implicit:
Shakuntala the character would not be as complete, and rich, a literary figure without the setting
of the!" ramawhere she was raisich gpace which epitomizes the union of nature and
humanity described above, which ot lost hdiaof historycould have manifested.

Despite his interest in the Sanskrit drama, 8hdkuntalan particular, TagoreOs critique
never transgresses the literamgver endeavors to address the latent theatricality in the works in
guestionlIn his critique of placefor example, heloes not concern himself with what theama
would have looked like on stag®r how Elizabethan stage conventions compare withetbbs
the Sanskrit canon. Not evenThe Stagean essay he wrote in 19@@hich calls for a rejection
of European scenographic preferences in theatrical produggemicularly with regards to the
ornate backdrops that were ubiquitous in the ninetemanttury), does Tagordiscuss the

possibility of Sanskrit drama in performand&ough his essay is perhaps the closest Tagore

% bid., 240.



any of his contemporariesrog to advocating for or enumerating details of a revivalist mode of
production for the theatgtt is still grounded in literary metaphor: asalternative to theleadly
paintedbackdropTagore advocates return tovhat he callshe stage of the poet, where the
audience is asked to bring their imagination to the text to make it complete, rathlezilyan
relying on the assistance of the scenic painter.

This too, | would argue, should be read in light of VajpeyiOs analysisiod in
TagoreOs work. If the past cannot be revived, cannot be reconstructed, then a theatrical practice
of revival is dstined for failure. The stage of the poet remains governed by poetry, which
Vajpeyi writes allows for a temporary journey between here and there, present and past, but not a
permanent solution for uniting the two in an enduring $ta@m the stage of theoet the past
remains irretrievable. Tagore goes on to Sitekuntalao support his argument, describing a
scene from act 1 in which Dushyanta, concealed behind a tree, steals a glimpse of his beloved.
Tagore writes,

We for our part feel our creativadulty quite equal to imagining the tree trunk,

even though its image be not bodily there. The complex of the emotions

appropriate to the characters of Dushyanta and Shakuntala, Anasuya and

Priyamvada are doubtless more difficult to conjure up and retdireir

exactitude, so we are grateful for the assistance [the actor gives] to the

corresponding play of our sympathetic emotihs.
The tree, and the forest to which it belongs, in other words, are not functions of theatricality, but
functions of the audienceOs capacity to bring their own experiences and imaginations to bear on
the dramatic art, a function that does not vary betwesing a play and seeing it performed

onstage. In fact, despite his acknowledgement here of the contribution the actor can make to a

dramatic scene such as that descriBegoremaintains that Owe all act to ourselves as we read a

*Vajpeyi, 115. )
® Tagore, OThe Stage,O translated by Surendranath Talglodeim Indian Theatre: A Readexdited byNandi
Bhatia (New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2009), 88

17¢



play, and the play whicbannot be sufficiently interpreted by such invisible acting has never yet
gained the laurel for its authof-:@hat more, then, could a production of a Sanskrit play like
Shakuntaleoffer to the theater of the poet, the theater of the imagination, thdtrumiLbe
obtained simply by reading the text? Better to let the past live perfectly in the imagination, than
to attempt to revive it imperfectly in performance.

Thus, whileThe Stageomes closeotaddressing a method of production $amskrit
drama, tiis is not TagoreOs primary concern. Unlilkitiam PoelOs Elizabethan Stage Society,
Tagoreis not writing this essay as a guidebook toward reviving Sanskrit drama in a historical
mode onstageéNeitheris he advocating for Sanskrit aesthetics as theraolyel by which to
reject the ornate scenography of the European:stafgct, he specifically mentions the Bengali
folk theater form oflatra as a preferable alternative to proscenium theater. Ol like the Jatra plays
of our country,O he writes, becaue(@ is not so much of a gulf separating the stage from the
audience. The business of interpretation and enjoyment is carried out by both in hearty co
operation, and the spirit of the play, which is the real thing, is showered from player to spectator
andfrom spectator to player in a very carnival of deligitf@gore is not, therefore, opposed to
theatrical production. He is, however, firmly resolved against a practice of theatrical revivalism
predicated on reconstructed methods of production that lesmrederived from what he
perceives as an irreclaimable past.

From the middle of the nineteenth century on there is plentiful evidence in the
composition of dramatic literature and criticism of dramatic literature of what | am calling
literary revivalism.The artists discussed above, members of an elite and powerful demographic

that came to prominence during this period, turned to the model of Sanskrit drama in an effort to

bid., 432.
2 \bid., 433.
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fabricate an idiom of Indian antiquity on which to construct modern Indian ideHttyever,

the practice of literary revivalism does not transgress into perforiNammee of the artists

discussed in this section essayed to produce a Sanskrit text on stage, nor did they enumerate a
standardized method of production for such a hypotHetitarprise to follow. TagoreOs

writings even indicate both the impossibility, and undesirability of such an endeavor. Therefore
we must reevaluate claims such as those made by Sudipto Chatterjee, that theatrical revivalism
leads inevitably to theatritaesternization, by evaluatirshakuntalaQeerformance history
independently from the influence that the play had on literary production. Doing so, | contend,
reveals that ChatterjeeOs chronology does not hold up: when it comes to theatrical production a
period of eclecticism precedes revival, which doesnOt emerge until well into the twentieth

century.

V. THEATRICAL ECLECTICISM
Theatrical productions &hakuntalan the century between those described
above and that of the Brahmana Sabha in New Dethe admittedly rare: in my
research | have found reference to only twéfEhough few, those productions that did
take place reflect a theatrical culture in development, heterogeneous ardngoe in
its influences and aesthetics. Remember thettpsabf the Kalidasa Elphinstone
SocietyOs 1867 production in Bombay: a lavish proscenium set (including truckloads of
fresh flowers); billing as a melodrama in newspaper advertisements; and the addition of a
sensation scene in which the audience seesuitals OdisappearO into the heavens.

Based on these details, it does not appear that the KES felt any anxiety to conform to a

3 For a complete list of productions 8hakuntaldn India during the period between 1789 and 1954, please consult
Appendix B.
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historically accurate or traditional method of production. On the contrary, the production
samples from a range of genres and neds it attempts to fit the plagxt into a
modern theatrical context. Nor is it unique in this regard. In fact, an analysis of three
subsequent productions of the play that took place between the years 1880 and 1944
reveals the formal eclecticism trataracterized experimentation with the play up until
within a decade of the Brahmana SabhaOs revivalist prod{fction.
Balwant Pandurang Kirloskar8angit Shakuntds one of the more renowned
adaptations of KalidasaOs play, not for KirloskarOs treatment of the source material, but because
the production is synonymous with the theatrical form to which it gave rise. Originally a school
teacher in Belgaum, (in whatasirrently northern Karnataka), Kirloskar was not a theater man
by tradition or by trade. He was, however, what Kedar Kulkarni describes as Opart of the
educated intelligentsia,O and therefore Oinstrumental in molding the itinerant theatreO that was
popularin western India Ointo a form of high art.O As a Brahmin, Kulkarni notes, Kirloskar was
also likely to have Oa thorough knowledge of Sanskrit owning to [his] caste background,O in
addition to an Englisimodeled higkschool and college educatiGhtis baclground and
pedigree, therefore, matches in many ways that of the literary figures discussed above.
However, a critical difference amongst them is that while Kirtane, Harishchandra, Dutta,
and Tagore were motivated to invent theater from the perspectiraragtic literature,
KirloskarOs interest in the form was stoked from performance. Specifically from the experience

of seeing a Parsi theater company perfégha Hasan Amanéts Urdu plaindersabhawhile he

™ Although there were productions 8hakuntalaacross India during this period, for the scope of this chapter | will

be limiting our case studies to companies based in and around Bombay. This is partially a condition of circumstance,
as this city has yielded by far the most complete archive of productions for the period in question. However, given
that the Brahmana Sabha produet@ame from this city, it seems worthwhile to me to limit the sample in order to
better illustrate how drastically this particular production differed from others taking place within the same theatrical
landscape.

> Kedar Kulkarni,Theatre and the Makingf the Modern Indian Subject in late Nineteenth Century India,

(Dissertation in Literature, University of California, San Diego, 2013), 84.
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was on a work trip to the city of Pune. Thigerence, as recounted by Meera Kosambi,
Oinspired in Kirloskar the idea of producing a musical in Mar&tfit@ Parsi Theater, as
described in chapter 1, was a commercial enterprise that flourished in the region surrounding
Bombay during the middle of ¢éhnineteenth century. Named for the community from which a
majority of the earliest producers of this form derived, the Parsi Theater was an inherently hybrid
venture: companies drew on what they saw happening in the English theaters in the city,
integratng spectacle and melodrama with musical numbers drawn from popular culture and
stories from the Hindu mythological canon. For exanhpiiersabhathe play that influenced
Kirloskar, takes place (as suggested by the title) in the court of the Hindu dak#y amd depicts
a love story between a prince and a celestial of the court. The Parsi theater, in other words, was
multifarious in its inception, pulling elements from a range of sources to produce theater that was
both entertaining and financially viable

The Sanskrit dramas were not exempt from consideration by the Parsi companies. As we
saw in chapter 1, the Parsi Victoria Dramatic Company (PVDC) even included a piece of their
production ofShakuntalaas part of their tour to London. This productieas also highlighted
on a massive palmdian tour the company took in 187%, during which they visited Delhi,
Lucknow, Banaras, and Calcutta, making them the first Parsi theater company to perform in what
was still at that point the colonial capiflThere are a couple of details about this tour that |
would like to address before returning to Kirlosksar. According to an advertisement published in
thelndian Daily Newson May 12, 1875, the company billed their performance in Calcutta as a

Hindustani Langage presentation of OThe Classical Opera entitled Shakuntala; or The Lost

8 Meera KosambiGender, Culture, and Performance: Marathi Theatre and Cinema before Indeperfdenden:
Routledg, 2015), 85.

" Somnath Gupt asserts that OPrior to 1874, no Parsi theatrical company had visited Calwifea(Si Theatre:
Its Origins and Development18.
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Ring.3® Based on the summary given of the playOs action in this listing, it appears that the
companyperformedthe play in its entirety, (as opposed to in London where they only presented
act 1), and that C.M. Ballialla, who would go on to play ShakuntalaOs role in London also
played the part in Calcutta. Beyond these particulars it is difficult to know of what exactly the
performance in Calcutta consisted. However, the company is here billed under the auspices of
one Dave Carson, a celebrated minstrel performer who, in 1875, teamed up with the PVYDCOs
owner K.S. Nazir to eproduce their residency in tioity.”® The relationship between Carson
and this company is fascinating, and one that requires much further research, but for the moment
| would like to turn briefly to reviews of the companyOs performance in London to suggest
evidence of CarsonOs influence as ¢bmpany and thereby illustrate the versatility of the Parsi
theater in terms of production aesthetic.

A review of the PVDCOs performance at the Gaiety Theatre liotit®n Evening
Standardindicates the incorporation of at least two popular minstrejs into their repertoire.
First, during their enactment ®he Fancy Ballthe reviewer notes that the company interspersed
Indian music with Ooltashioned English airs,0 and that it was Omonstrous droll to hear a nigger
melody burst out in the gravesttsituations; chanted in solemn tones, the OKing of the Cannibal
Islands,® sung as a duet in a moment of absoriénest.3° The song mentioned here, the King
of the Cannibal Islands, was a popular tune that dates back at least to 1840, the abhcsrent ly
of which describe the murder and consumption of a hundred consorts on the part of the titular

figure.®* Then, duringShakuntalathe reviewer describes DushyantaOs entrance as he Obounds

8 OTheatre R@y: Chowringhe@The Indian Daily New§Calcutta), May 12, 1875.

"9 For moe on Carson, particularly his residency in India, please see Kellen Hoxiatisoceanic Blackface:
Race, Empire, and Performance in the Global Nineteenth Ce(idamstoral Dissertation in Theater & Performance
Studies, Stanford University, 2017).

8 OPesee Actors at the Gaie§lLondon Evening Standar®ecember 21, 1885.

81 Anthony Bennett, ORivals Unravelled: A Broadside Song and Ddrul&, Busic Journab no 4 (1993), 420

445. BennetOs article argues that the melody of this song was repurpasetkefaus subsequent sets of lyrics
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upon the stage in truly Royal costume, to the air of Lucy Neal,O anothémasth song from

the minstrel musical candflt is possibleof course, that the PVDC came into contact with this
music on their own, irrespective of the time the spent in Calcutta with Dave Carson. What is
clear, however, is that for their London performance, (and perhaps even as they continued to
perform aroundndia), they chose to incorporate popular music from a vastly divergent
performance tradition into their work, and tistakuntalavas every bit as much a part of this
formal hybridization as the contemporary melodramas in their repertoire.

On the way bme from Calcutta, Nazir and the company stopped in Banaras and
performedShakuntalaat the cityOs Dance Hall for an audience that likely included none other
than Bharatendu Harishchandra (discussed above). In his 1883NasakyHarishchandra
reviews gperformance of KalidasaOs play that was very poorly received by the academic
community of the city. OWhen [E] the brave and noble hero Dushyanta began to dance
salaciously with his hand on his waist like a dancing girl and sing OWatch my slim waist
gyrateQO Harishchandra reports, ODr. Thibaut, Babu Pramadadas Mitra and several other learned
scholars came away, saying: Owe canOt stand to watch this any longer; these people are putting
the knife to KalidasaOs throat @@fortunately, | have not been ablefind evidence to
irrefutably prove that the company Harishchandra saw was the PVDC, though the chronology
certainly lines up. Regardless, the academic community of BanarasO reaction to the production
that they did see is an indication of the literary piety that the cultural elite felt toward the

play, as well as a harbinger of more conservative theatrical interpretations to come.

throughout the nineteenth century, which suggests that citation of the song title might indicate use of the melody,
though not necessarily the original text. It is unclear fromLtirelon Evening Standamdhat lyrics weraused

besides the fact that they seemed incongruous with the action of the play. Nonetheless, the tune was clearly familiar
to, and clearly recognized by, the GaietyOs audience.

82 OParsee Actors at the Gaiety.O

8 Harishchandra, cited in DalmiBpetics,Plays and Performanced0.
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Harishchandra, as noted above, did not champion revivalist stage practice, but rather only
its literary counterpart. However, when faced with somebody elseOs interpretation of the play in
performance, it is clear that Harishchandra and his contemporadettain expectations that
this production did not meet, to the extent that he describes it as threatening the very life of the
playOs author. Thus whether or not he is directly responding to the PVDC in this comment from
Natak (and if so whether or nttiey were showcasing Dave CarsonOs influence on them in this
particular performance), the implication is that while there may not yet have been a clear model
for howto produce the play, there was a sense among this erudite community that there should
be acorrectway, and that whatever it was they saw on tour was not it.

The mention of DushyantaOs song and dance in HarishchandraOs critique suggests that for
the Banaras audience, popular music was seen as an improper fit for a classical Sanskrit text.
Perhaps unsurprisingly, however, it was this musical dimension of thetlRzater as a genre of
performance that seems to have so captivated Kirloskar, and on which he expanded for his own
experimentations with theatrical form. After seeing the Parsi company perform in Pune in early
1880, Kirloskar wasted no time in gettingg own Marathi musical off the ground. According to
Kulkarni, by late September of the same year Kirloskar had assembled a cast and crew of
amateur performers for an inaugural performance on October thifieafir less than one
month of rehearsal€n the textual level Kirloskar has rendered a straightforward, if a bit
magniloquent, Marathi translation of KalidasaOs Sanskrit text (the fourth, Kosambi notes, to have
been completed in that languag&Mis innovation with the play is not, therefore, in dedim
structure, but rather in the formal presentation of that text in performance, particularly in the

musical accompaniment he devisbdrecastingShakuntalaas a musicaKirloskar substituted

84 Kosambi, 86.
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songs in the place of the play’s manifold verses (a shift indicated by the use of Sangit in the
title).

Though none of Kalidasa’s text was altered, the method of expressing that text in
performance was decidedly novel; and profuse. Shanta Ghokale marvels that “the number of
songs in the seven acts of [Kirloskar’s] Shakuntal numbered around 209,” and incorporated “an
eclectic range of melodies. The tunes for these songs came from every available source,”
including keertan, /avanis, devotionals, and more.® His musical selection was well received by
critics. Ghokale cites Vishnushastri Chiplunkar who favorably compares Kirloskar’s enterprise
against the Parsi theater by which he was inspired: “Anybody who has seen both that play and
this need not be told how much better the music in this one is,” Chiplunkar proclaims. “For one
thing, the music in the Parsi play is monotonous and boring, unlike this play, where it is
excellent.”®® Kulkarni, citing Kirloskar’s biographer Shankar Bapuji Mujumdar, notes that the
success of the adaptation could be marked “in programs of singers, performing women, in
women’s quarters, in the chatter of children, and the performances of musicians” all of which
recycled “the songs from Sangit Shakuntal.”®’

The circulation of the play’s songs certainly attests to its popular reception, and critical
reception, it seems, was similarly positive. Despite only presenting the first four acts of the play

(Kirloskar did not complete his translation until September 1881, after which it was given a

% Ghokale, 18. The full list Ghokale enumerates follows: keertan (a Marathi genre of musical story-telling
performed to tabla and harmonium accompaniment), lavanis (a thythmic song and dance from Marathi folk theater
performed to accompaniment by the dholki drum), devotionals, lullabyes, bhoopalis (a Hindustani classical raga
commonly used to express bhakti rasa), ovis (a medieval Marathi form of poetic recitation), folk songs from
Karnataka and Gujarat, ghazals (a genre of devotional Islamic poetry), dadras (a particular Hindustani rhythmic
pattern), and thumris (a genre of north Indian music connected with dance and devotional performance). Ghokale
also mentions a range of fifteen distinct Hindustani and four Carnatic ragas (melodic modes) accounted for in
Kirloskar’s music. In short, what we might call the score of this adaption is extraordinarily diverse, encompassing a
vast range of musical modes from within the region of Maharashtra, but also across the subcontinent.

86 Chiplunkar, cited in Ghokale, 15.

87 Mujumdar, cited in Kulkarni, 137.
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second, and complete, production), a critic at the Pune newspepprakastreported that Othe
whole performance was spectacular [darshaniya].O In a subsequent review published after the
second performance of the play that Novemtiee newspaper makes a point of noting the
emotional potency of the production by mentioning that Ofew people were not moved to tears
when Shakuntala leaves her father infaat.3® The endeavor was so successful that KirloskarOs
makeshift, amateur copany was even invited to travel the one hundred and sixty kilometers
west to Bombay for a foenlay residency at the Victoria Theatre on the cityOs famous Grant
Road.

KirloskarOSangit Shakuntatombines translation, theatrical production, and formal
innovation for a radical reinterpretation, or what Kosambi terms a Ore/invention of tradition by
recuperating KalidasaOs famawask.(° However, Kosambi insists that Odespite its classical
origin, the play did not establish the hegemony of the text,O bulisfstdln its stead a
Operformaneeriented tradition,O one that transcended the literary prestige of the text that first
gave itshape.® Kirloskar may have relied on his audienceOs familiarity with &alids
Shakuntalao invent his Marathi Sangitnatak @sical drama), but it was the latter and not the
former that would go on to Ohold sway over [Marathi] thegtees for the next fiftyears.G*
KirloskarOs work o8hakuntalatherefore, confirms that, at least in the early 1880s, formal
experimentation vih Sanskrit dramas was not only possible, but that they in fact provided a very
fertile ground from which to work, allowing the artist to cast a familiar story, in this case
Shakuntalaas ancillary to novel approaches to form and practice. Moreoveg eritital

reception to KirloskarOs work (both contemporary to the production and from the present), the

8 Kulkarni, 136.
8 Kosambi, 86.
% |bid., 88.

%1 Ghokale, 17.



models his innovation is compared against are always the popular models of performance of the
dayN the Parsi theater, the-salled ObookishO plays dfée and Kirtane, British forms like
Opera and Melodrama. In contrast, Bengitnatakorm is not compared to historical evidence
of how Shakuntalavould have been performed in KalidasaOs day, nor is it evaluated according to
the standards of tHé! tya'! stra. This is not to say that such a critique is not possible, but rather
to emphasize that in its historical circumstance, Kirloskda@gitnatalcannot be evaluated as
compliant with or deviant from an OauthenticO method of productiBhd&untalasimply
because that rubric had not yet become the hegemonic standard for producing Sanskrit plays.
Unlike in Banaras, where the PVDC touring company encountered a particularly elite and
conservative audience, at home in Maharashtra the audience of Kirl®S&agisataldid not
perceivethe play to violate any kind of standard or convention with regard to the text it adapted.

The era of eclectic production that preceded revivalism reached its apex in 1944, when
the celebrated film star Prithviraj KapooopucedShakuntalaas the inaugural play for his
newly formed theater company, Prithvi Theatres. While Kapoor was already famous for his work
in the film industry, Othe birth of Prithvi Theatres was unusual,O writes Zohra Segal,

because [it was] unpremedlied. In spite of always intending to have a theatre of

his own, Prithviji had never worked out a regular scheme or tried to collect a

company. It was by sheer chance that, at the end of 1943, Pandit Betab

approached him with a request that he should tined act irShakuntala.®?
This felicitous request, however, gave rise to one of the most unique theater institutions in the
landscape of contemporary Indian theater. Pandit Betab, of whom Segal writes, is Pandit
Narayan Prasad Betab, a celebratlegwright from the Parsi theater who had transitioned into

screenwriting, and a close personal friend of KapoorOs. Betab had been commissioned to write a

Hindi screenplay based on KalidasaOs text for the film director V. Shantaram who ultimately

92 Zohra Segal, OPrithvi Raj and His Companyhéatre in India: a special issue of World Thegfearis:
UNESCO, 1956), 4@ 1.
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rejectechis efforts, going on to make the film with a different writer. Betab then brought the
script to Kapoor, who decided to keep it as a play, and to make this piece the cornerstone of his
new theatricaénterprise.®

As an actor, Kapoor was a naturalistfydesof acting his youngest son Shashi Kapoor
attributes to his penchant for Hollywotitins.** In direct challenge to the conventions of the
popular Parsi theater, Kapoor advocated for his actors to maintain Othe illusion of reality
onstage;O an aestheatimice that, as with the advent of naturalism in the West, gave way to the
performer turning his back to the audience, avoiding direct address, and delivering lines with
emotional subtlety rather than as demonstratastamations.” This acting style corgists with
the internal dramaturgy of a play lilghakuntalayvhose characters often partake in emotional
asides, and who do not reflect the kind of interior subjectivity on which psychological realism is
predicated. It seems, however, from the reportaiobyal, who accompanied Prithviraj and
company on tour in 1950, that Kapoor had made significant edits to the text to make it a more
accessible to his audienc&Hhakuntalaas played by Prithvi theatres,O Dyal writes, Ois a modern
version of the classidgy of Kalidas. Its beauty has been preserved, but Prithvi has made
extensive alterations and additions to malgagable.(3° Without a copy of this edited text | am
unable to discern the extent of these changers or how they would have shaped thé gilesn bu
PrithviOs preference for naturalism on stage, it is a safe assumption that the more presentational
elements of KalidasaOs dramatic text would have been edited out in order to lend the play more

seamlessly to a modern, naturalist method of productio

9 Rumor has it that Kapoor, further insulted by the fact that Shantaram had cast his competition, Chandra Mohan, in
the lead role, endeavored to produce a stage version so that he could play Dushyanta himself.

% Shashi Kapor, The Prithviwallahs, with Deepa Dahl¢vlumbai: Lustre Press, 2004), 22.

% Madhu JainThe KapoorgNew Delhi: Viking, 2005), 28.

% Jai Dyal,| Go South with Prithviraj and his Prithvi TheatréBombay: Pritvhi Theatres Publication, 1950);112L
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The production was scenographically lavish and technologically savvy. OA realistic touch
was given to the presentation by creating scenes of [the] royal court through wooden columns
and painted walls and a royal seatO ie&adhavallabh Tripathi, Oand in the scene of the
hermitage, trees [were represented by] cut outs of plywood.O The production also made creative
use of Odifferent spotlights,O by which ShakuntalaOs adoptive father Kanva Owas shown
witnessing the love scerbetweenO Shakuntala and Dushyanta in %cT8e few black and
white images of the production published in Shashi KapoorOs volume attest to this: the stage is
covered with vegetation and a low row of ferns runs across the upstage wall. An elaborate
pained backdrop depicts a sky decorated with cloud formations and a mountain peak rising in
the distance. Stage left, resting on a low retaining wall there appears to be a small shrine, while
stage right we find a fuicale reed hut, presumably the abodsoofie of Kanva®ss [Figure
9]. The production was expensive, operating at a deficit of nearly Rs 1 Lakh (100,000), and
Shashi, who took over as the stage manager for the production as he got older, remarks that the
Oheavy wagonloads 8hakuntalasets[E ] wereOhell to assemble and disassemBfe=&Qhis
reason, as the company grew and continued to tour the caBhakuntalavas eventually

discontinued from their repertoire.

9" Radhavallabh Tripathi, OAbhijra'! kuntalam on Modern StageONtitya$tstra in the Modern Worldedited by
Radhavallabh Tripati{iNew Delhi: Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, 2014), 104.
% Kapoor, 1820.
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FIGURE 9. PRITHVI THEATRES PR ESENTS SHAKUNTALA, 1944
(Photo CreditShashi Kapoor Presents: The Prithviwallas

During the years of its activity, 19460, Prithvi Theatres toured across India,
presenting a rotation of eight plays, and giving a total of 2,662 performance®’iAfair
ShakuntalaKapoor produced exclugly new material, particularly plays that engaged with the
political realities of a nation on the brink of both partition and independence. He envisioned
Prithvi Theatres as Oa national theatre,O writes Jain, presenting contemporary and relevant
subject natter Oin a language that could be understood all over the country,O and with a trans
national reach accomplished through touritfgrThe first of these new workBeewar(1945)
was, according to Aparna Dhwarwadker, one of the most successful examplesalf Oso
realism,O a genre promoted by the Indian PeopleOs Theatre Association (IPTA) in the 1940s and

early 19508 The play told the story of Otwo brothers who live together in harmony until a

% Ibid., 37. Of theseShakuntalagave 212 performances.

190 3ain, 31.

101 Aparna Dharwadkefheatres of Independence: Drama, Theory, and Urban Performance in India since 1947
(lowa City: University of lowa Press, 2005), 30.
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British woman comes into their lives,O with the brothers thighyifging the soorto-be
partitioned nations of India and Pakistan, and Othe wall between them the border between the two
countries.&8? Many of the artists that Kapoor employed in his theater were also members of the
IPTA: Uzra Mumtaz, for example, who jad the company to play Shakuntala, first came to
KapoorOs attention in an IPTA play calfedbeida.Her sister, Zohra Segal, went on the join the
company a few years later. Likewise many of his writers, including K.A. Abbas, Inder Raj
Anand and Ramanand &G, were also closely affiliated with the IPTA during this period in
their careers.

For the majority of its life as an institution, therefore, Prithvi Theatres established itself as
a politically engaged entity, producing original plays composed exprfessocial commentary.
This work was not always in opposition to the government, either. In 1955 the first President of
India, Dr. Rajendra Prasad, even commissioned a work from the company on the condition of
farmers:® The resulting playKisan was a dbate on the introduction of automated agricultural
technology enfolded within a story about a farmer named Chaudhary and his family. Thus the
company was also an institution that transcended its regional roots, registering on the national
landscape enoughat it was selected for this project by a prominent political figure.

Having established such a notable national profile, it would seem that Prithvi Theatres
would have made an obvious choice to present a plaghia&untalaat the 1954 National
Drama Festival in New DelhAs of writing, | have not been able to locate, and have therefore
not been able to consult, any record (if one exists) of the applicants for inclusion in this festival.
It is entirely possible that Prithwilid not submit their production for consideration, because they

either were no longer able to (or no longer wanted to) revive this play from their repertoire.

102 H

Jain, 32.
103 Kapoor, 43. As a parliamentary democracy, the President in the Indiicapsystem fills the role of head of
state and commander-chief of the armed forces. This position is subordinate to that of the Prime Minister.
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However, given the companyOs connection to President Rajendra Prasad, who inaugurated and
presiced over the festival, it certainly seems within the realm of possibilities that the company
could have been requested to present their production if that is what the organizers hadtdesired.
is also worth, therefore, considering the institutional diffees between Prithvi Theatres and its
contemporary, the Brahmana Sabha, to understand the political dimension of the latterOs having
been promoted to the national stage with their particular interpretation of KalidasaOs play.

In some respects, the Pritiprioduction ofShakuntaléhas a lot in common with that of
the Brahmana Sabha: both were originally conceived and performed in Bombay; both were
directed by admired film stars who were using their celebrity to promote theatrical culture in the
city; both were attempts to popularize and present a classical text for a contemporary audience.
As noted above, however, the Brahmana Sabha was not a theatrical organization but a cultural
organization, specifically an assembly of high cast Hindu scholars and poéssonvened to
support and sustain Sanskrit literary culture. Their produdfi®@hakuntalavas not, therefore,
engaged with broader debates about the nature or future of theatrical practice in India, but was
rather narrowly occupied with the theaderit related to this particular cultural goal. The play
was an instrument for demonstrating the vitality of that rarified, elite reconstruction of history
advocated by the literary revivalists. Thus the playOs value in performance was not what it could
reveal about the present, but rather how it could represent the past.

Prithvi Theatres, on the other hand, had been part of a movement toward popular political
theater in the 1940s and 50s, one that, according to Dharwadker, conflicted with the focus on
aesthetics that dominated the national conversation in the arts in the decade surrounding
Independence. OThe contrast,O she writes,

between the activities of the IPTA in the 1940s and the commentaries of [writers
such as] Kamaladevi [Chattopadhyay] and f®ain] Dhingra is, simply, that
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between practice and the&petween a precise historical positioning in relation

to colonialism, fascism, and immediate socioeconomic and political problems

[E] and a sentimental universalism that lacks a concrete undersiguodithe

historical moment®
The IPTA, therefore, and other artists sympathetic with their cause, looked to theater as a means
of critiquing the nation in development and not necessarily as a bearer of a OuniversalO aesthetic
that transcended social heias. The reality of the country on the brink of and post Independence
and Partition was too fractured, Dharwader asserts, to benefit from a theater that Oenvision[ed]
the nation as a classless community whose collective identity ie\séént and
unpoblematic.&° And yet that is precisely the turn that the 1954 festival, (and the 1956
National Drama Seminar that followed in its wake), made with their choice of programming.
Together, these enterprises perpetuated the false illusion of a collectivadfaawddent national
identity, neatly glossing over the IPTAOs groundbreaking work in what Dharwadker classifies as
a Oproject of suppressiof®@f course, as Romila Thapar reminds us, Oan identity is not created
accidentally nor is it altogether innocaitintention.&” Identity is constructed and, in the case
of the National Drama Festival, it was erected not only on the textual history of KalidasaOs
Shakuntalabut on the production of that text given by the elite, Brahmanical cultural agency of
the Bralmana Sabha.

Had Prithvi Theatres performeldeir production, it would have endorsed a vastly
different model of national identity. Amongst the companyOs entire repeéStaileintaladoes

usually register as one of their more political pieces, and perhaps it was earnestly not conceived

in that way. However, it strikes me that PrithvirajOs choice of Uzra Mumtaz, a Pashtun Muslim

194 Dharwadker, 34.

195 pid,

1% pid., 40.

197 Romila ThaparThe Past as Present: Forging Contemporktgntities Through HistoryNew Delhi: Aleph
Book Company, 2014), 57.
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actress, to embody the leading role for his companyatekca direct engagement on his part
with question of partition and growing Indtakistani tensions in the years immediately prior to
19471% Although the twenation resolution was not officially announced until mere months
before the event took place, mamem for the solution had been building since the 1930s, and
Prithviraj Kapoor was its outspoken opponent. Prithvi TheatresO sophomore prddeetiamn
as discussed above, was an overt commentary on the dangers of partition, the endind\bf which
a peacefureunion of warring brothers and the literal destruction of the wall that divided\them
shows little qualms about taking a stand on the issue. For Kapoor to have cast a Muslim woman
in the role of the mythical mother of India during this politically vddatime was not an
innocuous choice and, while audiences in colonial Bombay might not have perceived the
production in this way, audiences in p@&srtition Delhi most certainly would have.

In her book,The Performance of Nationalism: India, Pakistan, and the memory of
Partition, Jisha Menon writes about the power that performands hemss a range of mediums
not limited to theaté\ to resuscitate the trauma the nation experienced at its founding. ®@ Despit
the institutional strategies of redress and reparation,O she writes, Oand the redemptive accounts of
the nationOs nonviolent path to freedom, the unruly memories of the Partition resist efforts
toward a harmonizing closuré’®venon is, of course, writinffom a position of considerable
distance from these events as she accounts for performanceQOs affective potenpahtold
wounds. How much more affective would this kind of enactment have been, therefore, if
engaged within a decade of the eventffis€onsidered in this light, the choice of a group like

the Brahmana Sabha to perfo8hakuntaldas a comparably political selection, though by far

1% pashtuns, also referred to as Pathans, are an ethnic group of Iranian origin that resides primarily in Afghanistan,
Pakistan, and Northern India.

199 Jisha MenonThe Performance of Nianalism: India, Pakisin, and the memory of Partitig@ambridge:

Cambridge University Press, 2013), 5.
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less controversial. Their production conformed with the hegemonic majority culture and, in
being chosen, naturalized that cultural model as the universal measuring stick for the modern
Indian state. Going forward, the standard set by the Branmana Saluth©tqn established a
united cultural front from which to advance. Unfortunately the margins were erased in the
process.

And yet even this production, which | am asserting as the turning point toward the
ossification of revivalist methods of productifor the Sanskrit canon, still bears traces of a
production culture that is more eclectic. The stage design for example, with its lusisdaysest
and threedimensionahsceti€ hut, is far closer in aesthetic to the floviaden set of the
Kalidasa Elpinstone Society (of even Theophile GautierOs Bedlatomime as described in
chapter 2), than it is to the simple platform stage advocated N th&'! stra. The full
expression of theatrical revivalism would not reach its apex until the decadesddfB¥ndence,
facilitated by the full publication of thid! tya'! straand the establishment of dedicated cultural
institutions that married the cultural elements of the Brahmana Sabha with the theatrical
priorities expressed in the 1956 Drama Seminar. ulaviike to end this chapter by addressing
the postcolonial profusion of historicist productions $hakuntalaand other works of the
Sanskrit canon, that have been performed across India since the 1954 Drama Festival in New
Delhi. In contrast to the paity of productions that took place in the previous century, since the
1950sShakuntalahas been performed in India almost every year and, while many of these
productions resist or reject revivalism (which | will discuss at length in chapter 4), mostof th
do not.The aesthetic model that | have termed theatrical revivalism is also, therefore, revisionist,
for as more companies have endeavored productions that aspired towards historical accuracy, the

more those early models of eclecticism have been edlips
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V. INSTITUTIONS OF REVIVAL

Two years after the 1954 National Drama Festival, the Sangeet Natak Akademi hosted a
multi-day seminar on the state of the theater as India approached a decade of independence.
Participants from across the country were invited to submit papers on subjects ranging from actor
training, to the history and performance of numerous regional and folk forms, to the lasting
influence of western theater on Indian models. (As Dharwadker notes this line-up was
conspicuously absent of a dedicated panel for or presentation on the work of the IPTA). The
objective of this seminar was to take stock of the vast array of performance models in practice
across the country, and to make recommendations to the SNA governing body for five and ten-
year projections of how to best develop and sustain the dramatic arts in India. The transcripts of
the seminar—not only the papers submitted, but the subsequent conversations which attended
them—preserve a set of questions and concerns as they existed at this particular moment in time,
attendant to the manifold ways that the theater was able to reflect the country back to itself.
Aparna Dharwadker calls this event “the first sustained exercise in historical self-positioning—
an early postcolonial reflection on the singular problematic of a multilingual theatrical tradition
that had classical and pre-modern as well as colonial antecedents, the emergent modernity of
which was synchronous with colonialism.”''’ While all of these antecedents were represented
within the seminar overall, none framed it quite so conspicuously as the classical.

The seminar began with a welcome address to the assembly by SNA Chairman PV
Rajamannar. Citing first Rabindranath Tagore, then Konstantin Stanislavski, and finally George
Bernard Shaw, Rajamannar’s speech stressed “the important place that theatre occupies in the

cultural life of a nation,” while simultaneously aligning India with the great theater traditions

1o Dharwadker, 37.
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belonging to Russia and England.'"" To take itself seriously as a contender in the modern
dramatic arena, Rajamannar’s presentation asserts, India must embrace the longevity of its
theatrical heritage, building that cultural life out of “not merely the present, but everything in the
past which still has meaning and influence.”''” To illustrate his point, the Chairman went on to
quote the Natyasastra at length—specifically the portion of the first chapter in which Bharata
enumerates the benefits of the drama, and the scope of its representation: “There is no wise
maxim, no learning, no art or craft, no device, no action that is not found in the drama,” the

113
passage concludes.

Taken in the context of the Natyasastra alone, this passage is a
commentary on the mimetic capacity of dramatic art. Taken in the context of Rajamannar’s
speech, however, it becomes a challenge raised in defense of the classical canon: if there is
nothing that is not to be found in this type of drama, it should certainly remain relevant for the
future of theatrical culture in India.

Rajamannar’s speech was followed in turn by the seminar’s Inaugural Address, given by
Vice President of India S. Radhakrishnan. Littered throughout what is otherwise a matter-of-fact
summation of the dramatic arts, Radhakrishnan incorporates full Sanskrit verses, without benefit
of translation. He begins with a verse from the Natyasastra, prefaced with his observation that
“Indian Tradition, preserved in the Natyasastra, claims for the drama a divine origin. It is said to
be the fifth Veda—intended to give pleasure to both the eyes and ears and transmit the Ultimate

Truth.”'"* He follows this with verse fifteen from the text’s first chapter, in Sanskrit, and moves

on to the next observation without expounding on the verse, or its connection to his previous

"' PV Rajamannar, “Welcome Address,” in Indian Drama in Retrospect (New Delhi: SNA Publications, 2007), 11.
12 1.

Ibid.
'3 Bharata, Natyasastra 1.116. cited in Rajamannar, ibid. Because this passage was cited in Rajamannar’s speech, I
have preserved the translation as it was given.
114§ Radhakrishnan, “Inaugural Address” in Indian Drama in Retrospect (New Delhi: Sangeet Natak Akademi
Publications), 14.
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statement.™*® The twoare relatedN the verse addresses tRaryasastraas a fifth Veda,
containing the knowledge of other peeiptive texts and artistic bodies of knowleNdaut the
connection seems less important than the sound of the ancient text in a contemporary oration, as
if by citing theNaryasastra verbatim, Vice President Radhakirshnan leant a similar divine
sanction tahe seminar itself.

That both of these men sought recourse to direct citation froMatiyasastra is
particularly significant when we remember that at the time of this conferenddgtifssastra as
a coherent, quotable, singular text was had stilbeen published in its entirety. The historical
selfpositioning taking place in the conference was therefore unique for being the first occasion
on which artists could reference, and directly cite Nfiyasastra as the undisputed, and
tangible, foundatio from which the modern theater was seen to defilwe.availability of this
document provided scholars and artists with the opportunity to read the ancient play texts
alongside an aesthetic document, lending further credibility to claims of classigriegey
aligning theNaryasastra with a text such as AristotlePseticy. Such readings further furnished
the possibility of performances directed according to the textOs praoemgenethe door for
policing tradition suddenly there were rules te followed, clues to be analyzeahd an
authority to consultsimultaneously expanding and limiting the scope of interpretive license an
artist could undertakes well ascontributing to anxieties surrounding the authenticity of work
with Sanskrit dramat texts.Moreover, the existence of this text provided a foundation for
theatrical discour$é a common ground to which all aesthetic debate could return. Thus, the

seminar proceedings themselves unfold almost as ad&yNaryasastra; rooted in, and 8b

15 The verse is as fqlIowsS@rva‘dstr&rthasa[npannam sarydpapradarsanam / Nizyakhyam pancamam vedam
setizsam karomyah@ Which translates as Ol will makd'aéda, whose subject i$"a, furnisted by the wealth
of all the#lstras, propounding all of the fine arts.O



extending out from, a singular classical origin, expanding the conversation surrounding theater,
and at the same time scrupulously preserving its links to the past.

Just two years after the 1956 seminar, two cultural institutions were founded that woul
go on to have a profound impact on the advocacy for and celebration of theatrical revivalism in
independent India: the Akhila Bharatiya Kalidasa Samaroh (the All India Kalidasa Festival) in
Ujjain, and the Samskrita Ranga (the Cultivated Stage) in M&@tannai). Organized as Oa
national festival to perpetuate the memory of Kalidasa,O the first Kalidasa Samaroh was
inaugurated, like the 1954 National Drama Festival in New Delhi, by Dr. Rajendra Prasad, the
First President ofndia'*® The festival treated comprehensive spectrum of arts and scholarship,
featuring an academic program, a research seminar -bBrdih exhibition of paintings and
sculptures, and performances of KalidasaOs dramas. The decision to host this national festival in
Ujjain, a modeately sized city in the central Indian state of Madhya Pradesbkeissomething
of a revivalistmove, as Ujjain is the site of the predern city Ujjayini, the western capital of
the Gupta dynasty, and therefore likely home to the poet Kalidasenatmoint in his life. The
poet provides a detailed description of the cit§a Meghadiita, which suggests he was at least
familiar with it. To choose Ujjain as the location for an all India Kalidasa festival is to therefore
participate in a kind of saed geographyl a reclamation of place that is directly in contrast with
how Ananya Vajpeyi reads TagoreOs work on the poet. ONo narrative of Indian nationhood can
bride the gap, for Rabindranath, between here and there, Bengal aadpieient and past,0
she argues as evidence for TagoreOs aversievivalism.'*’ The Ujjain of 1958, in other

words, and KalidsaOs Ujjayini cannot be reconciled with one another; the latter being irreparably

116 Kalidasa Samaroh Program 1990, Kalidasa Akademi Archives, Ujjain. The second year of the festival was
inaugurated by the OArchitect of Modern India,O Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru.

17vajpeyi, 115. Alak here is the Yaja city from which theentral figureof theMeghadiita poem has been exiled.
In VajpeyiOs analysis, it stands in for KalidasaOs India, from which Tagore as a poet feels comparably exiled.
Neither location is to beeclaimed by the displaced subiject.
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lost to the present. The Kalidasa Samaroh, in contrast, stakes a claim on Ujjain as having deep
historical significance to the project of revival, as if to perform Kalidasa’s plays there would
somehow further enhance the authenticity of the stage practice.

Mandakranta Bose played the roles of Anasuya and Sanumati in the first ever production
of Shakuntala for the Kalidasa Samaroh, directed by Dr. Gauri Nath Shastri at Sanskrit College,
Calcutta. Even for this production, Bose writes, the Natyasastra was “not a work [the students]
actually knew.” Her professors, she continues, “were familiar with [Bharata’s] work on rasa, but
not with the chapters on drama and dance.”'"® Still, the production that she remembers earnestly
endeavored to authentically replicate the stage conventions for which the play was written,
despite not knowing exactly what those were. Overall, she recalls that the production’s “fidelity
to the past was uneven,” with costumes “attempting merely to simulate bark fabric but of
otherwise conventional Indian design,” a partial pirvaranga, or preliminary set of stage rituals
that, through subsequent research she learned did not properly match those laid out in the
Natyasastra, and an acting style that was in large naturalistic, modeled on available and familiar
theater practice.] 1 In the earliest years of this festival, therefore, production was still eclectic, as
a standardized production model had not yet been established. However, the overarching
objective of, and drive toward, an explicit project of revival was set, paving the way for
institutions like the Samskrita Ranga which were solely dedicated to codifying Sanskrit stage
practice.

The Samskrita Ranga was founded in Madras as “an association intended to develop

activity in the field of Sanskrit drama, by actual productions of Sanskrit plays, by lectures and

118 Bose, 45.
"9 1bid., 46.
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discussions, and by the publications related to Sanskrit drama and production.”'* A project of
Professor V. Raghavan, the Samskrita Ranga explicitly delineates its aesthetic goals in revivalist
terms, declaring its aim to “bring Sanskrit drama into regular vogue on the Indian stage, and
rebuild in the course of time the classical production-technique of Bharata in which Kalidasa and
Shudraka were played, an idealistic and symbolic technique whose artistic value is being
increasingly realized today.”'?' While the mission of The Ranga was more encompassing than
that of the Samaroh including, as it did, the entire Sanskrit dramatic corpus and not only the
works of Kalidasa, the two organizations grew up alongside one another. For the first year of the
Samaroh, Raghavan produced all three of Kalidasa’s plays, including the one described by Bose,
and Samskrita Ranga performed Malavikagnimitra. Three years later the company returned with
their production of Shakuntala, which won the festival’s highest honor [Figure 10].'* Raghavan
was also a prolific writer, publishing a wealth of scholarly essays on the aesthetics and
performance of Sanskrit theater. This work, edited together by the Ranga in a volume called
Sanskrit Drama: Its Aestehtics and Production in commemoration of Raghavan’s death, is very
much a manual of revivalist stage production that both preserves the efforts of the Ranga and

makes them available to other companies interested in following its lead.

120
121

Kalidasa’s Abhijnana Sakuntala Program 1962, Samskrita Ranga, Personal Archives of Nandani Ramani.

Ibid., emphasis mine.

122 Samskrita Ranga has continually revived this production over the course of its sixty-year history. In 1994 it was
directed by SS Janaki, who had assisted Raghavan on the original production, and who brought the production back
to the Kalidasa Samaroh stage that same year. The most recent re-mounting of this production took place in 2015 in
Chennai.
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FIGURE 10. ABHIJ, ! NA"AKUNTALAM DIRECTED BY V. RAGH AVAN FOR

SAMSKRITA R ANGA, 1961
(Photo Courtesy of Samskrita Ranga)

The impact of the Kalidasa Samaroh on the watie which Shakuntalehas been
produced in India is undeniable. Since the festivalOs first season iShak8ntalehas been
featured over thirty times, nearly tripling the number of productions the play saw nationally in

the century priot?

Moreover, tlese productions have hailed from all over the country. In

addition to the Samskrita Ranga from Madras who performed in 1962, the festival has seen
Shakuntalagrom Calcutta, Trivandrum, Bhopal, Varanasi, Mysore, Gwalior, and Bombay. In
fact, the Brahmanaabha presented thedhakuntalaat the festival in 1964! The existence of the

Kalidasa Samaroh, therefore, seems to have encouraged groups from across the country to apply

123 According to the festivalOs records, between 1958 and 2004 there wesixdixtgl productions of KalidasaOs
plays done at the festival, thirty of whichme&hakuntalaThis means that it gets produced, on average, twice as
frequently as either of KalidasaOs other playdyitliavik! gnimitra or Vikramorvad#a.
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revivalist stage practice to KalidasaOs oeuvre in the hope of being invited h jhiase
production in KalidasaOs own hometown, at the festival convened annually in his honor.

In 1979 the Kalidasa Akademi opened in Ujjain with the intention of developing the
SamarohOs seasonal platform into a-geard center Owhich would projéioe genius of the
entire classical tradition with Kalidasa as an apex, enable research and study in Sanskrit classical
and traditional performing arts, and facilitate is adaptation for the contemporary stage in different
cultural settings and language gpsu®*When the Akademi took over administration of the
festival in 1982 they applied this final objecti¢o facilitate contemporary adaptations of the
playN to festival organization and began to feature productions in a greater range of languages
andperformance styleven including some of the maegperimental adaptations, to which we
will turn in chapter 4However, to counterpose those productions to those of a revivalistisnode
to suggest that the latter does not also qualify as a contempdigrtation of a classical text
which, as | hope to have illustrated throughout the course of this chapter, it most cddamly
The institutionalization of revivalist stage practice exemplified by the HsdicGamaroh and
Samskrita Rangtnerebymarks he cudmination of a project of theatrical revivalistimrough the
formal codification of a method of productitimat, while projected into the ancient pasin

actualitynotanyolder than the institutions themselves.

124 This information is from an undated circular regarding the founding of the Akademi helccimiléation of the
Kalidasa Akademi Archives, Ujjain.
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CHAPTER FOUR

SHADES OF SHAKUNTALA :

GENEALOGIES OFTHEATRICAL PERFORMANCE ON THECONTEMPORARY INDIAN
STAGE, 1982PRESENT

The stage lights in the Kamani Auditorium in New Delhi come up low on a bare, black stage, as
a figureN the SutradhaN begins to enter. He crosses cemtedkneels in obeisance to the
cardinal direction®efore turning toward the audienaed tossing aandful of marigolds into
the front row. The audience applauds abégins to perform theand:, or benediction to Shiva
that begins KalidasaOs play. This is no mere recitation of a verse, however, but an
anthropomorphic enactment of thetgigmbodied forms of the deity enumerated therein: water,
fire, the priest, the sun and the moon, space, nature and air. Each represented by a different
ensemble member, the elements of Kalidasadd enter one by onégentifying themselves
through thantricate choreography @bhinaya gestural acting. The text is almost completely
subsumed in the performance of the elements, the grammar and syntax of KalidasaOs verse
translated into the bodies of the perform&@msce all of the elements have entered performed
a brief soloabhinayaof introduction, the company gathers in the center of the stage, facing
directly out into the audience. They announce, in unison, the title of the play the audience is here
to see, the auspicious presentation of whicir thenediction has now ensured. Arms raised, they
sing: Chhaya Shakuntama

Directed by the renowned Kavalam Narayana Panitdeahe National School of
DramaOs repertory compathys productiorinaugurated the I6annual Bharat Rang Mahotsav

in January of 2014 Despite its use of a new Hindi translation of the play by the poet Udayan

! The Bharat Rang Mahotsav (BRM) is a national theater festival held annually by the National School of Drama in
New Delhi. 2014 was a transition year for the festival, the first under the newly appointed leadership of director
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Vajpeyi, Chhaya Shakuntalam remarkable as much for its innovative stage practice, such as
the interpretation of the! nd' described above, as for what it recycles. Immediately after this
novel approach to the playOs opening, for example, Panikkar samples from his 1982 Sanskrit
language production of the play, originally produced by his company Sopanam, and replicates
the preise choreography he used thittyo years earlier to depict DushyantaOs hunt. Panikkar
continues this pattern throughout the duration of the new producttegyating completely

novel material with scenes pulled nearly verbatim from thisezaviork ard calling the

audienceOs attention to the productionGsegaiéntiality in the subtle adjustmenttbé playOs

title. Rather tha\bhij~ na Shakuntalathe Recognition of Shakuntala, this production was
Chhaya Shakuntalan$hades of Shakuntala, or ShatalaOs shaddw.

Chhaya Shakuntalthus positionstself as a likeness &hakuntalaan iteration, but
specifically not acanonicabr authoritativeShakuntalaBy having his company announce this
amended title to the audience at the end ohtimel’, Panikkar purposefully calls attention to the
productionOs inherent multiplicity (a shadow cannot exist, of course, without a source), invoking
a fundamental principle of performance théd®never for the first timé.@&ven when
performed in a different langge, by different performers, these recycled scenes reinforce a
particularly theatrical dZjvu, that feeling of having seen this thing bef@ezen thatPanikkarOs

1982 production had beg@erformedin Delhi only four years earlier as a special pregemtaf

Warman Kendre, and chairpersBatan Thiyam. Under their direction the festival was branded as a return to roots
to Odiscover the identity of the contemporary Indian theatteCHindu OBack to the Roots,O January 9, 2014). In
a press conference Kendre stated OBharat Rang Malsotssyjust about urban theatre but also about rural and
traditional theatre(Tkie Times of IndigDBharat Rang MahotsavO8 ddition gets underway at NSD on January
4™ O December 30, 2013). To open the festival with this particular productalkaintalaN which integratedhe
classical text, a new Hindi translation, the specialties of a regional theater director (Panikkar, as will be discussed
later, is famous for using the traditional theatrical arts of Kerala in his productions), and an elitepelpimy

theater compary thus symbolically achieved all of their goals in a singular production.

2 A play on many meanings of the wofthhayais also the term given in Sanskrit drama for the translations of the
prak# portions of the text, suggestingetieby a mirror text, reflected through translation.

? Richard SchechneBetween Theater and Anthropolo@hiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985) 36.
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the Sangeet Natak Akadetiis more than likely that most of the audienceGbihaya
Shakuntalanhad, in fact, seen this thingfore!

While the extent to which Panikkar recycles dwen material in this production is
certainly unique, the unoay sensation of familiarity the production achieves is due in equal part
to the potency of the source telot only is Kalidasa(®hakuntaleone of the oldest and best
known works of Indian dramatic literature, but it is also alreadytalliag of an @isode from
theMah! bh! rata and therefore already recycled godHse semantic shift in the playOs Hitle
from the act of remembrance to the specter of the thing remenbeatid attention tdahe
sedimented histories thiaaveaccumulatd aroundShakuntalaas it has beeperformed and
revivedfor multiple eras and generatiohile Panikkar and his team f@hhaya Shakuntalam
make these layered histories manifest as an overt objective of thisianioduction, their
titular change likewise suggestattihe condition could be pervasive: that shadé&hakuntala
inhere in every interpretation of the play; that ev@makuntalas achhaya Shakuntala.

As discussed in chapter three, during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries
Shakuntalavas ex#ed as the paradigmatic exgle of indigenous Indian drama angokedin
contrastand as an alternative to, the popular colonial theater imported to the country by the
British. In the decades following Indian independence, sclaotests and revivaligbractitioners
such as V. Raghavan, with the support of institutions like the Samskrita Ranga and the Kalidasa
Samaroh and Akademi, labored to codify a theater of ofiginsanonical method of production
to accompany the canonical tixand thereby establisnsingular, authoritative point of genesis
for the native Indian theater. While the production of Sanskrit theater was increasingly locked

into this historicist model, the rest of the countryOs theatrical culture evolved alongside its

* This performance was presented at the Sri Ram Center, which is across the strémt N&D,twher€hhaya
Shakuntalavas performed four years later.
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national culture, aasnmpanied by documented debates, conversations, and national festivals
designed to support and cultivate a distinctly Indian, and distinctly modern, artistic enterprise.
The impetus behind this national project was more than merely aesith&ts also eplicitly
political. The sovereign nation of India was a new and nebulous institution, working to define
itself not only as the sum of its diverse constitutive partsalsoagainst the British Empire and
the newly partitioned nation of Pakistarhese ontradictory impulses have often been at odds,
and IndiaOs diversity has been put to the test against the homogenized idea of the nation as
defined by elite, Sanskritic, ptelamic cultural expression instituted by revivalist nationalism.
As the hegemonisociacultural register, however, this was the platform on which that distinctly
Indian and distinctly modern new national theater was built. Thus debates surrounding Indian
identity politics are often inextricably linked to the artistic medium itself.

While the lionOs share of this theatrical enterprise was taken up by contemporary
playwrights, whose work sometimes sampled from mythology and history to frame the issues of
the present day, the Sanskrit drama, 8hdkuntalan particular, has likewise begrominently
featured in the nationdheatrical discoursén the seven decades since independence,
Shakuntalehas been translated and performed in every major Indian language, in multiple
regional genres and stylemdin cities and villages across thabcontinent. To even begin to
catalogue its extensive performance history requires a complex set of qualifications to
differentiate between theater, musical theater, ddrnama, solo performance, ensemble dance,
opera. Each of these categories can theehifurcated further based on regional influence and
performance language, not to mention the highly individual intetpretaf each director,
choreographer, composer,marformer.Because many of these productions have continued to

propagate the authitative, OoriginalO ideal referenced above (Samskrita Ranga and Kalidasa
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Akademi both produceShakuntalasn this mode as recently as 2015), critical discourse
surrounding the plays in performance has treated historicist revivalism as the only afgpropria
method of production for the text. However, the vast range of performance styles in which the
play has been performed over the course of the last century is evidence that no such singular
performance mode existdvloreover it is this very proliferatidt the presence of so many

shades oShakuntal&l that has made the play such a popular vehicle for deconstructing the same
revivalist nationalism by which it is pigeonholed.

The quality and range of productions based on, or inspired by, KalidasaOs drama
showvcases what Aparna Dharwadker has described @3ptueality of theatre languages in
India,Ga disciplinary polyphony through whicba single source play [E] can become the core
of a singular archive by generating multiple indigenized versions, all ahvidgar a family
resemblance to each oth&rMBother way of conceptualizing this singular archive ia as
repository for the shades 8hakuntal&l a collection of variations on a theme which, while all
related, also maintain their individuality. Like a flyrtree with KalidasaOs play as the trunk and
theMah! bh! rata at the rootShakuntalehas become an archive unto itself, preserving through
its permutations the means by which contemporary Indian theater artistsnugtakento
producethis classic For Dharwadker this archive is useful for the evidence it provides of the
diversity of traditions and performance styles at work in contemporary Indian theater. It does
not, as far as her work goes, function as anything other than a storehouse. Hogrever,

characterization of the archive as famflahat is, comprised of components that betray visible

®> Appendix C, which documents only productions that fall under what | describe as OtheatricalO adaptations of the
play (excluding the wide range of daremas, musical adaptations, etcembnstrates the frequency with which

the play has been produced since 1954. This appendix accounts only for productions | was able to verify over the
course of my field research, and | encounter new entries to include all the time. Suffice to say thehumbe
productions the play receiM@garticularly when considering amateur and school performances that may not receive
documentation in the prd$ss likely much higher than | have accumulated here.

® Aparna Dharwadkeflheatres of Independence: Drama, Tiyeand Urban Performance in India since 1947

(lowa City: University of lowa Press, 2005), 360.
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relation to one anothirinvites comparison with the hereditary quality of what Joseph Roach
describes as genealogies of performance.

In Cities of the DeadCircum-Atlantic PerformanceRoach defines the phrase
Ogenealogies of performanceO as the study of tracking lines of descent that both Gtlandment
susped\l the historical transmission and dissemination of cultural practices through collective
representanns.®lt is a practice, in other words, of unmaking authenticity. The two ideas are not
identical: whereas DharwadkerOs archive intimates that relation is a function of shared
characteristics (ie., that the contents of the archive are all related b#tauaee all productions
of the same unifying source text), RoachOs genealogy is predicated on transference, and the
legacy of inheritance that produces those similarities. Moreover, RoachOs Ogenealogy of
performanceO refers to social prachcesrformatie behaviors that, in turn, constitute various
degrees of identity formatidhwhile DharwadkerOs archive is grounded in the artistic discipline
itselfN theatrical gestures that, in turn, constitute pop cultural representation. And yet, if we
consider DharwacerOs archive not as a static storehouse of things past but as latentRatential
both index and inspiratidhthe two categories begin to converge into what | will call a
genealogy of theatrical performance. OMuch as a dramatic script is given to reraain fo
potential future production,O writes Rebecca Schneider, Oor dance steps may be housed in bodily
training for acts requiring dancers, materials in the archive are given, too, fotuteof their
(re)enactment™®ighlighting the archiveOs potential (re)enactment transforms it into a
generator, a shift that makes transmission not only possible, but probable. The family tree of

such an archive could best be compared to the Banyan tree, the areal roots of which both adhere

" Joseph RoacliGities of the Dead: Circuptlantic PerformancéNew York: Columbia University Press, 1996),
25.

8 Rebecca Schneidd?erforming Remains: artral war in times of theatrical reenactméhew York: Routledge,
2011), 108.
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to (and become indistinguishable from) the treeOs primary trunk, and spread out laterally,
creating the illusion of a forest grove. Such an archive destabilizes the center, as each new
branch, new root, new trunk, has the patdnd become a source into and of itself.

Key to RoachOs definition of the genealogy of performance is that it not only documents
but OsuspectsO the process by which, in this case, the aesthetics and representational politics of a
particular theatrical wrk are circulated. It works against, in other words, the revivalist illusion of
a steady, unadulterated history of transmission, the Oputative seamlessrigss,6f so vital
to cultural claims to authenticity or authority, and reveals instead tive atterpretive impulses
that inhere in even (or especially) the most historicist of productions, be they social or theatrical.
This chapter considers six productionsStiakuntal&l spanning from the early 19800s to the
second decade of the twerfixst centuryN that cite the playOs history in revival to suspect,
subvert, and deconstruct the biases encoded in revivalist stage practice. For, while this method
of production is, on one level, simply a codification of techniques according to (reconstructed)
historical models, enshrined in that form are biases of caste, idag®n, race, and gender. The
way that contemporary theater artists use, or reject, certain tropes of revival, therefore, is always
both aesthetic and political.

| begin with a review bthe current literature on contemporary Indian theater which,
while comprehensive on a number of counts, has critically overlooked the role of Sanskrit drama
in contemporary productidha significant gap that this chapter aspires to address. From this
review, the chapter progresses through a series of case studies. The first three productions |
discus§l Ensemble 86&hakuntalan{1987); Rita GangulyJsidhara (1995); and Kirtana
KumarO$§hakuntala RememberéD06N undertake various feminist readings of fiay,
shifting the genre of KalidasaOs iteration of the story by reorienting the focus away from

° Roach., 30.
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Dushyanta and onto Shakuntala. While each of these productions interrogates the way that
Shakuntaléehas contributed toward stereotypes of Indian femininity through a gendered critique,
Rustom Bharucha@sakuntsa, which he directed for NinasamOs Marutirugata festival in 2003,
pursues the intersections of caste, race, and religious identity by casting a Sidi actress as the
titular role. Shifting from identity politics to national politics, the chapter then taok to K.N.
PanikkarOs first production of the play, which has been regularly performed as part of SopanamOs
repertory since 1982 and which was cited widely in the Zliaya ShakuntalarPanikkarOs
production forgoes the pastoral, romantic elementsatififsaOs play in favor of the political,
focusing instead on the KingOs relationship with his subjects, and how to relate tiiesautiai

fifth century monarcho a twentieth century democragarticularly at a critical moment in that
democracyOs dawpment. What make8hakuntalaa compelling text for each of these directors

and theater companies is not confined to the beauty or precision of the language, the antiquated
world that it represents, or the world historical prestige it has acquiredl$bicompelling, |

contend, because of the manifold histories of India that have been enfolded by the text, the

richness of its genealogy of theatrical performance, the shadows that it casts.

I. STATE OF THE FIELD

Thoughsome excellent scholarshiyas Benconducted on contemporary Indian theater
history and practicduringthe past decad#)ese works have, for the most part, overloatked
complicated role that Sanskdtama plays within that history. As discussed in chapters 1,and 2
the circumstanceleading to the colonial revival 8hakuntalsand other Sanskrit plays were
incontrovertibly linked to the rise of Orientalist scholarship ineigliteentrandnineteenth

centuries. In proclaimin§hakuntalao be simultaneously the finest example ighhculture
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that India had yet brought forth and comparable to the heavyweights of the western literary
world, scholars such as Jones, Goethe tl@dbrothers Schlegebsitioned the play precariously
between its Indian roots and its European veneradifiar India gained independence in 1947,
the Sanskrit canon, along with the western classics and manifold regional Indian performance
traditions and texts, all became source material for developing a national theater practice to
accompany the newly formaxuntry. WhileShakuntalahas played a vital role in this process,
the dominant narrative of Sanskrit drama in performance since independence has never probed
much deeper than the binary of OSanskritic revivalismO and Owesterrization.O
Vasudha Dalmiayhose comprehensive bqdRoetics, Plays and Performancasalyzes
the evolution of Hindi language theater in India from the-mideteentrcentury to present,
restricts herself to the textual influence the Sanskrit canon had on contemporary Hindi
dramatugy and the tactics by which early artists such as Bharatendu Harishchandra and
Jayashankar Prasad, worked to O[forge] links with the past by invoking Sanskrit theatre, re
functionalizing it and assimilating thereby the néWA3 discussed in chapter Bgse artists
built on the prestige of the Sanskrit canon in order to give credence to their new riaéates
drawing on its plays and aesthetics to access that classical esteem, and applying them to novel
modes of expressioa practice | have termedt@iary revivalismOThey did not, however,
experiment with Sanskrit theater in performance, relying on the plays as literary guideposts only.
Aparna Dharwadker, whose monumental study on contemporary Indian théataires
of Independengas the firg to critique this body ofvork througha postcolonial lenspnly

occasionally includeproductionsof Sanskrit playsn herproject of defining modernitin Indian

109 Sudipto Chatterjee, OMiser(Coloniat)Scene,O imperialism and Theatre: Essays on World Theatre, Drama
and Performanceedited by J. Ellen Gainor (London: Rlmadge, 1995), 23.

1 vasudha DalmiaRoetics Plays, and Performances: the politics of modern Indian th@@xferd: Oxford
University Press, 2006), 34.
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theater. Br the most parshe aoids these productions, perhaps on accountait she
identifies as th@roblematic ways that Sanskrit theater was privilege@ibyimodernist®
scholars and artists after independencée@nd of colonialisp® she writeqresentedhe
antimodernistsvith a@noment of restitution, when the older OnaturalO theatrical traditions
[could] resume their rightful place in natioralture. 3% As discussed in chapter 3, such
revivalist impulses absolutely shifted and shaped the reception of the plays in performance in the
decades surrounding independence. To think of that turn as a OreturnO or Orestitution,O however,
rather than as a moment alention, is to ignore the fact that those older traditions were in fact
conceivedn the moment of transition. Therefore | contend that far from OantimodernistO the
impulse toward reviving theatrical traditions was itself a fundamentally modern exgvtite.
Dharwadkelis writing here of a very particular moment in history, and a select group of
scholars, the lack of critical attention to how productions of Sanskrit plays have vagdiedt
such privilege gives thialseimpression that they are eithacapable of overcoming this legacy,
or thatno artisthas triedo present them according to alternative aesthdfisn Erin Mee, who
writes at great length about PanikkarOs theories of production, and his celebrated interpretation of
BhasaOsrubhd' gam(The Shattered Thigh#) her bookTheatre of Rootanakes no attempt to
discuss the dynamics tife alternative modernityat characterizes ti@theatre of rootsO
movemenin relation tothe overwhelming influence of Sanskrit performance aesthetics on
PannikarOs oeuvre, let alone his use of Sanekst'®

Each of the abovenentioned volumes, therefore, omits the contributions that Sanskrit

drama in performance have made to the debates surrounding theatrical modernity in India, as if

2 DharwadkerTheatres of Independencks?.

13 Theatre of Roots is a title given retroactively te ttend in Indian theater for integrating regional and folk

traditions into contemporary productions. Dalmia writes, OThe new nomenclature employed for [this practice] was
Otheatre of rootsO and classical Sanskrit theatre was at its unapologetic 6&)treO (2
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to say that the canon has remained historically one note, unable to suppittod of

production beyond revival. And yet, all of these writers do address the enduring efficacy of the
Sanskrit canon as it was cited, appropriated, afmho&aged by various contemporary
playwrights.Dharwadker addressese example ofuch citaon in her analysis of the watershed
play AshadhKa Ek On, written by Mohan Rakesh in 1958. The play is a historical fiction
imagining Kalidasa as a smatiwn genius who struggles to navigate his personal relationships
in the wake of success, recognitiamd royal patronage. Oln theatricalizing Kalidasa,O
Dharwadker writes, ORakesh takes on a body of commentary, exegesis, scholarship, criticism,
and theological mythmaking that spans nearly two millennia and encompasses the Indian literary
and cultural pst from classical to postcolonial time'$.6he commersthis project for its ability

to Oneutralize or repudiate the figurations of institutional history and serve as [an] alternative
source of historical knowledgé>@ dialectical tactic for which theatisruniquely predisposed.

The language she uses to recommend RakeshOs drama is evocative of that used by Roach in
defining the genealogy of performaiiteould we not also say thashad Ka Ek Dirsuspects
historical knowledge, critiquing the mythology tlnets accumulated around Kalidasa through
historical transmission?

If an alternative narrative for a figure of the Sanskrit canon, (in this case a playwright), is
able to take on those dominant historical narratives and present another perspegtine, the
reanimating their own extensive archives, pheys of the canon should be equally capable of
accomplishing the same. The very commentary, exegesis, schalarghimythmaking that
attend to Kalidasa, and make him such a successful subject for the comstgnspage, attend to

his magnum opus as welEhakuntalawith its intertextual connection to thdah! bh! rata, is

4 DharwadkerTheatres of Independenc226.
* bid, 222.

! "#$



perhaps even more entrenched in institutional histories than its author, and even more equipped
to support counter narratives. In theiticence to include Sanskrit plays in the repertoire of
contemporary Indian theater, scholars have thus limited discussion to how such work stays the
same, overlooking theast range of artistic, thematic, formal, and stylistic difference that

comprisesSha&untalaOgenealogy of theatrical performance.

[I. THE TRAGEDY OF SHAKUNTALA

From a modern perspective, the stbng of Shakuntalehas not always been easy to
palate as a romance: an innocent, young, provincial girl is seduced by a King, who, when
challenged to accept her and her child in front of his court, rejects her and sends her away. Her
companions, who have accompanied hethenjourney, refuse to take her back with them
insisting instead that she fulfill her marital responsibilities to her husband regardless of his
rejection of her. Years later, when she has given birth to and begun raising their son, the King
returns beggindorgiveness, and it is granted. The family is reunited, and ShakuntalaOs
abandonment and humiliation are wiped aldappy ending. The dramatic structure of
KalidasaOs play is driven by the playwrightOs endeavor to redeem Dushyanta from the flawed
portraya given to him in theMah! bh! rata.*® In this earlier iteration of the story there is no curse
that causes the King to forget his romance with Shakuntala, and no ring to help him reshember
he simply chooses to reject her, knowing that no one could (or wardda) contradict his
account of events. By inventing DurvasasO curse and itssignantidote, Kalidasa gives

depth and color to an otherwise cruel charétamt 6 exists exclusively to expound on

18 A note for clarity: in theMah! bh! rata the KingOs name is Danta, and not Dyanta as he is called by Kalidasa.
For simplicity | will be referring to both with the English transliteration of KalidasaOs character, Dushyanta.
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DushyantaOs regret at his loss of Shakuntala setibatthe two meet again in act 7 audiences
are prepared to forgive his betrayal and accept his apology, alongside his wife.

Shakuntala is portrayed differently tddnlike her epic counterpart who, in Romila
ThaparOs words, is Oa forthright, free, agsdnigh spirited young woman who demands that
her conditions, as stipulated at her marriage, be fulfitéth&Shakuntalaf KalidasaOdrama
is timid and inexperienced, negotiates absolutely no terms for her relationship with the King, and
seems unqutioningly accepting of her fat8he is the ideal of pativrataN a woman who
shows devotion and unhesitating loyalty to her husNeamaslities for which she, alongside Sita,
has long been celebrated. KalidasaOs Shakuntala doesmbassertive mometiiat cannot be
overlooked: after being definitively rejected by Dushyatna in act 5, Shakuntala upbraids the
kingOdehavior agn! rya (devoid of honor)Such an insult does not translate easily, but would
have been monumental in context. If Shakuntala igdid by theMah! bh! rata as the ancestral
matriarch of the Kurus, the theyaswere the ancestral forebears of Shakuntala. They were the
earliest worshippers of théedaswho brought these sacred texts and their corresponding ritual
practice into India from central Asia. Over time the designation evolved into an epithet
conveying civility, respectability, and nobility. To call a magaputra son of and Aryan, was
to payhim and his family a great honor, suggesting a genealogical connection to this ancient
race. It is also a common term of endearment between a wife and her iNigtiarbw
Shakuntala first greets Dushyanta in this scene. To call Dushy@mien to hisface, before his
court, as he sits on the throne of Hastlmaps not just an insult to his character, but to his very
legitimacy. It is a massive insult.

Still, when contextualizing the play for twentieth and tweintst century audiences, this
one empwered moment feels increasingly insufficient in terms of establishing ShakuntalaOs

" Romila Thapar; akuntal : Texts, Readings, Histori¢kondon: Anhem Press, 1999), 38.
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agency, and her willing reconciliation with the king at the play’s end feels far from happy when
considered from a feminist perspective. The issue of squaring antiquated portrayals of women
with contemporary gender politics is not uncommon when adapting classical works for
performance in the present. With regard to the Greek tragedies, feminist critic Sue-Ellen Case
notoriously suggested that feminist artists and scholars may ultimately excise the plays from the
broader performance canon on account of their irreconcilable patriarchal prejudices.'® Yet many
artists have been drawn to such texts precisely because of these tensions in transposition, staging
plays to call attention to the very issues of representation they present.

In her recent monograph, Acting Up: Gender and Theatre in India, 1979 onwards, A.
Mangai argues that “theatre is one of the crucial contexts in and through which feminist political
ideas” have been played out in India.'” Comparing the works of individual theater makers as well
as theater companies, Mangai’s book examines the many shapes that feminist theatrical
performance has taken across the country over the course of the past forty years. Despite the
range of productions that she addresses in this project, however, Mangai maintains that
“generally speaking, women in contemporary Indian theatre do not seem to have considered the
traditions of Sanskrit theatre as productive from the point of view of gender,” noting that “very
few women theatre practitioners have been drawn to these texts.”*” On the contrary she writes
that there “has been the persistent feminist interest in classical texts from other cultures,”
particularly those whose characters have, “over time, emerged as powerful female cultural

icons.”!

18 Sue-Ellen Case, “Classic Drag: The Greek Creation of Female Parts,” Theatre Journal, Vol. 37, No. 3 (1985),
327.

' A. Mangai, Acting Up: gender and theatre in India, 1979 onwards (New Delhi: Leftword Books, 2015), 17.
* Ibid., 178.

* Ibid., 180.
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In MangaiOs assessment, therefore, it was Sanskrit drama specifically, and not antiquity at
large, that proved incompatible with, or simply not of interest to, feminist theater practice in
contemporay India. Especially when compared with her counterpart ifvihle bh! rata the
Shakuntala of KalidasaOs play is difficult to conceive of as a powerful female cultural icon in the
same vein as, say Medea, about whom Mangai goes on to write. Nonetheless,i$ang
incorrect in her assessment that the play has not drawn the interest of contemporary feminist
theater artists. As early as 1971 the renowned dancer Mrinalini Sarabhai choreographed a
Bharata Natyanshakuntalan which the heroine turns the responi#ipiof her circumstances
back onto society for landing her in her lamentable posffittmay not be possible to produce
a Shakuntalahat is feminist without intervening in the text, but that also does not mean that
artists have not interceded on thawcterOs behalf. On the contrary, the productions | consider
in this section all demonstrate a willingness to break down either the playOs context, form, or
bothand offer a template for how theater artists have wielded this classical text in the@ervice
feminist political ideas.

Despite differences itheaesthetics used by Ensemble 86, Rita Ganguly and Kirtana
Kumar,all of these productions make a tactical shift in the playOs nattativestablishes
Shakuntala as the protagonist instead of DustayH is important to remember that although the
common English shorthand for the playOs titRhiskuntalaan abbreviation that suggests that
the play is about her, the full Sanskrit title is fzhij- na'akuntalg the recognition of

Shakuntala, the agent of which is, of course, the King. Thus, when the King is exonerated by

22| this production Shakuntala refuses to accept defeat when she realizes the ring is lost and turns to the King to

ask him where that rings is, and why it isnOt on his finger. She also chastises her friends, Priyamvadaipgamd An

for not warning her of the curse, and her companions frorf! thenafor not taking her side. By calling out all of

the constituent elements that have conspired to land her in her present position, SarabhaiOs Shakuntala puts the onus
of her unhappgircumstances onto the society of which she is apart, rather than chalking it up to her own

unfortunate fate.
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Marica in act7 and reunited with his family is a happy ending according to KalidasaOs

narrative: DliyantaOs romantic exploits have reachgadicitous resolution, and Shakuntala is

the means by which that resolution is attained. For contemporary artists and audiences, however,
this ending has become an understandable source of anxiety. We are less willing to accept the
curse as justificatio for DuyantaOs actions, and we are less content to let Shakuntala be an
accessory to his story. In response to this discomfort, the following productitiresptdy have
embraced its abbreviated title as a mandate to make Shakuntala the heroinevof $teryo
Renouncing the perennial happy endings of Sanskrit theater, these artists have opted instead to
permit the leading lady the tragedy of her circumstances by placing the structural focus of the
play not on the coupleOs reconciliation, but on rerddnment.

THE THREE SHAKUNTALAS OF ENSEMBLE 86

When Ensemble 86 and director Prasanna began their production, their point of entry to
the text was simple: to track ShakuntalaOs evolution as a character from the nasve forest dweller
of act one to the abdoned, but resilient, single mother of act sévérhey did not read the play
as a lovestory; the love story was simply the catalyst for ShakuntalaOs journey. A fundamental
challenge they faced in dramatizing this interpretation, however, was the ale@sthafforded
to their lead: as writteKalidasaOglay features remarkably little of its heroineOs voice. Unlike
the epic, in which Shakuntala owns her narrative, speaking on her own behalf in marital
negotiations with the King, as well as in her defnpon their reunion, KalidasaOs iteration of

the character is often spoken for. Her friends, Priyamvada and Anasuya, intervene on her behalf

% Though Prasanna is a male director, and though his work on the whole has not been confined to feminist politics,
this project was conceived laycompany of performers who had a vested interest in telling this story from a feminist
perspective. They selected Prasanna, who had taught them while they were students at the NSD, to direct the project
based on their prior relationship to him. Whendlgpto Prasanna about the production in February of 2016, and

asked him if he viewed the project as explicitly feminist, or explicitly political, he answered, Oif you think of

womenOQs issues as political then yesShakuntalavould be politicalO (Convexion with the author at Shravajivi
Ashrama, February 19, 2016).
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in act1, KanvaOs disciples do almost all the speaking for her fnuail she has no choice but
to address #king herself, and in their loreyvaited seventh act reunion Shakuntala speaks a
grand total of thirteen lines. (By contrast the King spdidysnine). The old adage, that there
are no small parts, only small actors, may still hold true, but dramadllyggenall parts do not

carry the narrative arch of a play!

FIGURE 11. THE THREE SHAKUNTA LAS
(Photo CreditThe Financial ExpressNew Delhi, Sunday September 6, 1987)
i
Left with finite textual options to highlight the characterOs evolution, Prasadna
company faced a choilsethey could add new language to their production, lending their heroine
the voice she lacks in the original, or they could leave the text as is, critiquing her silence by
calling attention to it. They chose the latter, markirggaharacterOs growth over the course of
the play through shifts in casting and employing three separate actresses yotiperttaracter
in succession [Figurell. Thefirst played Shakuntala in acts 1 arfd 8nasve ashram girl who

falls in love withthe King and marries him in secret (as most critics remarked, this is the

Shakuntala that tracks with the romantic ideal of the ciana the second, from acts 4t0 5
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progresses frormnabandoned but hopeful young bride preparing to leave her forest bame t
fiery heroine who steps out on her own, finally finds her voice, and chooses exile rather than to
endureOslavery in [her] husband®s hotsart finally, the third portrayed the Shakuntala of

act N asingle mother who has raised her son in isolayrarticulating the characterOs
development visuall{t through these shifts in the perforiNeEnsemble 86 protesd

ShakuntalaOs relative absence from KalidasaOs text, projecting the characterOs fragmentation
across multiple embodiments.

Fragmentinghe cetral character of the plap this wayN not only into three separate
phases of development kihtough the bdies of three different actd¥sis a powerful tactic by
whichthe company embraced, and exploited, the characterOs many shades. The multiple
Shakundlas onstage likewise brings to mind the multiple iterations of the story that persist in
cultural memory, as well as some that may have been forgotten. As discussed in chapter 3, the
earliest productions @hakuntalan India after JonesOs translatiaswublished were eclectic,
sampling from various models and templates for theatrical practice available in colonial cultural
centers like Calcutta and Bombay. Even the earliest explicitly revivalist productions were
eclectic to a degree, as artists anbo$ars labored to define the parameters of this ancient, and
invented, method of production. By the 1980s, however, due in large part to the success of
institutions such as the Samskrita Ranga and the Kalidasa Samaroh, not only had revivalism
coalesced it an established and accepted set of practices, but it had supplanted those earlier
productions that were not quite as standardid@dkuntalghe play and Shakuntala the
character, in other words, had a prototype that began to show up again and agany; in

different productions. | will return to this repetition later in a discussion of the painter Raja Ravi

4 Kalidasa Abhij~! na'akuntala,edited by Narayana Balakrishna Godabole and Kasinatha Panduranga Paraba.
(Bombay: Nirnayasagara Press,1883), 76.



Varma, whose famous portrait of Shakuntala at the end of act 1 has defined the physicality of
multiple productions | have watched. At the momeaotyéver, | want to talk about the process
by which this consolidation takes pl&ét&ow a character with no relifle referent came to be so
regulated in theatrical representation.

Joseph Roach describes this processia®gation an exercise by which Oue
reproduces and +ereates itself,O in the fissures or holes left in the social fabric by time and loss.
Through the process of-teeation, he writes, Oimprovised narratives of authenticity and priority
may congeal into fulblown myths of legitimacynd origin.€ Through trial and error, cultures
arrive at a replicable template that, over time, comes to replace both the memory of the thing lost
and the thing itself, thus the illusion that there could be a singular Shakuntala, a historical
Shakuntalato whom the actress playing her would be expected to defer. This process is
complicated by the way that the revivalist nationalist imagination read the female body as the
bearer of national nostalgia. OThe Nation,O writes Gayatri Gopinath,

is a nostalgiconstruction, one that evokes an archaic past and authentic N

communal identity to assert and legitimize its project of modernization. WomenOs

bodies, then, become crucial to nationalist discourse in that they serve not only as

the site of biological repragttion of national collectives, but as the very

embodiment of this nostalgically evoked communal past and tradftion.
The conflation of the nation with the female body is further complicated still when the character
in question is already the mythologicabther of India. A lot was invested, therefore, in
maintaining a particular image of this character, as she had come to represent so much more than

just KalidasaOs heroine. She was also a claim to a national genealogy founded by the historical

paragon ofndian femininity.

25

Roach, 2.
% Gayatri Gopinath, ONostalg@esire, Diaspora: South Asian Sexualities in Motigro§ltions5, no. 2 (1997):
468.
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By casting threelifferentactresses to play this symbolically loaded character, Ensemble
86 refused to participate in the process of surrogation, rejecting oubrggpossibility of any
such originalThe production, in other wordmade it impossible toompareheir Shakuntala to
any authoritativesourcebecause, she can never be just a sigimarN she is an amalgam of
the three actresses who play her in this particular production, as web\asrpirevious
portrayal that peists in the publicOs memoBren when the critical majority of productions
aspired to depicting the character in the same way, the very existence of so many iterations calls
attention to the artificiality of the process, what Roach calls Othe doomdu feeaniginals by
continuously auditioning starids.®’ If every production oShakuntalgproduces merely
another surrogate, another attempt on the character, then none of them are authoritative, and all
of them are. By debunking the claim to originabifythe character, this production likewise
challenged the theater history to which she beloingsoverwroughtsearch for authenticity and
origin so palpable in the 1958angeet Natak Akadermonference proceeding®r example, or
the 1958 production éihe Kalidasa Samaroh described in chapi&rdemble 86 rejesd this
anxietyN if there can be no authentic or original Shakuntala, then neither can there be an original
or authentic method of production to bring her story to the stage.

In the directorOs own words, the production is a critique of genre, designed to illuminate
the differences between Sanskrit drama and the permutations of western realism which were,
(and for the most part remajriar more popular with Delhi audiersgIn the late 800s, when
this production took place, thealionalSchool ofDramadid notyet have a classical Indian
component to their curriculum). Olt is possible,O he remarkeehter critic Reet&ondhi, Oto
convey the growth of a character through ant&ess only if the text is as dramatically complete
and as character oriented as in western drama,O citing IbsenOs Nora or Mallika from Mohan

2" Roach, 3.
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RakeshO&shadh Ka Ek Dirmas counter examplé$Structurally, Sanskrit drama is neither plot
nor character drivg but is designed toward successful evocatiaiasd, sentiment, in the
audience. In this quote Prasanna makes clear, however, that he is not interested in directing
Shakuntaldn a historicist mode of original stage practice. Instead, his productioiesjhew to
apply theatrical training in psychological reall§rand charactebased critiqul to a character
who far predates such practices. Do the specifics of the Sanskrit dramatic canon, in other words,
forestall the possibility of a feminist interpréta of an underdeveloped female character?

For his audience to even consider seeing Shakuntala in this way requires for them to
abandon their associations of the character, and so the produgareiting, and
immediatelydisrupting theexpectatiosthat attend to thelassical genre. As described by Sunit
Tandon, the performanstarted with the entrance of

a barechested actor in traditional dance costymieo] salutes the audience and

the stage elaborately, Kuchipudi style, in the best traitimanner,

accompanied by a percussion ensemble. When he finally adsitlesseidience,

it is in the accepted idiom of tteeitradhar But this elaborate openingonly a

sly dig at the traditionalists for is torn apart when the young lady wiso

supposed to assist thatradharentes, dressed in a skirt and a bright red sHitt.O
The plainclothesnal" then goes dN in the only piece of text added to the sd¥ipo inform the
sutradharthat the costume trunk has been left behind at the play@mupreenue, and so the
company will have to go ahead and perform in the clothes and with the props that they have on
their persons. These costume choices immediately equate KalidasaOs characters with their
contemporary audiencistead of keeping thesbaracters at armOs distareather words, by

enshrining them in an antiquated idioBrasanna attengdto move them closer to the audience,

overcoming the playOs antiquity in a bid for emotional recogniatrthe use of contemporary

2 Reeta Sondhi, QDemystifying Shakgntalaﬁmé)Economic Timeduly 5, 1987 (Accessed at Natarang Pratisthan).
29 Sunit Tandon. OA DirectorsO Plajh® Sundy ObserverAugust 30, 1987 (accessed at Natarang Pratishthan).
Kuchipudi is a classical dance form of Andhra Pradesh in South India.
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dress also worlceagainst the dominant aesthetic set for the play by revivalists for whom, as
Mandakranta Bose remarks, costumes were both an easy and critical design method by which to
endow the play with conventions of an Ooriginal practice.O For the production ghatvas
Kalidasa Samaroh, these designs were Oderived from available illustrations of what [were]
purported to be typical ancient Indian dre¥sT@e traditional dress approach to the play was, in
fact, so expected at the time of Ensemble 860s prodtiai®tomesh ChanderOs review in the
Times of Indianoted that this was the Ofirst time that anyone had attempted a Sanskrit classic in
jeans and shawl$'O

To depict Shakuntala in contemporary dress also therefore worked against the characterOs
iconograpic limitations, depicting, for the first time, the mother of the nation in jeans and
shawls. There is something particularly democratic about these costumes, as if to let the
character down off the shelf on which she had been so long kept, to framedeslgundt just
as the actresses who have played her, but also the women who identify with her, which is to say,
the women in the audience. What could be a more empowering feminist statement than to allow
a contemporary female audience to see themselhtke imythical mother of India and to put her
in their shoes, quite literally. To send this point home, the production kept Dushgantto
the classical idiomHis werethe only costumes that were not left behind ferhaps more
poignantly, the maladorOs street clothes simply confedto the revivalist aesthetic
traditionally afbrded the play in performance)isHmannerisms and performance sfygher
refleced the aesthetic of his wardrolbéad another character begartorially isolatd in this

way, the choice would simply have presentbd audienceOs historical distance from the play

30 Mandakranta Bose, OStagifighij- na'akuntalaCn Revisising Abhijtna'akuntala: Love, Lineage and
Language in Kalidas@s Natakadited by Saswati Sengupta and Deepika Tandon (New Delhi: Orient Blackswan
Private Limited, 2011), 46.

31 Romesh ChandetVivid new shades to ShakuntalThe Times of IndiaNew Delhi, September 2, 1987
(Accessed at the Sangeet Natak Akademi)
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throughout the performancproviding acounterpoint to their emotional identtion with
ShakuntalaThe choice of Dushyanta asstanchor genders that distajFigure 12]. Having
shiftedthe narrative focus tils modern heroineshe productionOs depictiontbéir interactions
with a classicaDushyantaacts as constant reminder of the enduring associations, biases, and
cultural predilections thdtave for centuries, cast Shakuntala as instrumentaiststory rather
than as agent of her ownhi§ Dushyanta embodikthe persistence of such stereotypes,
traditions, and taboos, and his interactions with each Shakuntala simultardspistyedhow

antiquated such perspectiveave becomeand yet how persistent they remain.

FIGURE 12. SHAKUNTALA MEETS TH E KING
(Photo CreditThe Times of IndidNew Delhi, September 2, 1987)

Al of this workN the classical subversion, the contemporary dressnifttiple

heroinedl builds toward act,7and ShakuntalaOs reunion with the king. The closest Kalidasa
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comes to addressing ShakuntalaOs misgiinngst only forgiving Dushyanthut returning to

him, is in her refusal to reaim the ring. Ol do not trust tj@ she replies when Dushyanta goes to
re-place it on her finger.Rlease, my husband, you weaBft The moment is interrupted,

however, byMatali announcing the arrival of Mata and Aditi, andShakuntalaQsservations

are soon allayed by their accowfithe curse. In the only other substantial change to the source
text, PrasannaOs production eliminates this interruption, and the playOs dramatic action stalls on
ShakuntalaOs refusal to take back the ring. Though she does not reject him outriginbettie mo
indicates that all is not so easily forgotten, or forgiven. OPrasanna does not quite wrap up the
denouement,O Sondhi observes, Othough [Vibha ChhiberOs performance] Shggasatalp@s
rejection of [Dushyanta] in the frigidity of her final glan@&. The final choice of the play is
ShakuntalaOs and, after so much interpolation, Prasanna and Ensemble 86 refuse to supply us
with her decision. Instead, they present the question to their audience: Does Shakuntala take
Dushyanta back? And perhaps mamportantly, why do we assume that she should?

SHAKUNTALA ALONEN RITA GANGULY & TRIDHARA

Rita GangulyOs 19%hakuntaleends with an even more aggressive r@eodf
KalidasaOs happy ending than that supplied by Ensemliiet@®es so in a productionét is
aesthetically classical. Originally presented as one of three Sanskrit plays performed by the
second year students of the National School of Drama (NSD) in Delhi, under the umbrella title
Tridhara, this Shakuntalawvas part of dive-hour theatricakvent performed in a temporary
theater which was constructed to adhere as closely as possible to the description of the
vik!" tamadhyamgmedium/rectangular) theater hall of th$#/a%S$tra. GangulyOmotivation

for this production was unapologetically revivallsb instill in Indian theater students, scholars

%2 Kalidasa Abhij-$navakuntala 117. ]
¥ Sondhi, ODemystifying Shakuntalam.O
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and audiences a love for their class@#s.>* OYou go to Greece and you see ancient Greek
theatre presgedeven teday,O she remarkénlOThe Hindu Magazine®. OYou go to Japan and
Noh is performed with the deepest reverence even now. A visitor to England can go to Stratford
on-Avon for a real feel of Shakespearean drama [E] But somehow we Indians laoke cfe
pride in our owrheritage.3° Ganguly made it her mission to restore that pride through a rigorous
reintroduction of the Sanskrit canon to NSD training, ensuring that actors would perform at least
one Sanskrit text in their thrgear program, and & Delhi audiences would thereby see at least
one Sanskrit play every three years. Ol want to have this as a serious paraifitige tr
procedure,O she continudiggesting that theatrical experirtegion be left to the NSDOs
professional repertory copany, Ganguly asserted that the NSDOs studehtsuld knowral
experience classical theafras part of theitraining.** GangulyOs curricular contribution to the
National School of Drama thus incorporated the same kind of institutionalized revivalisnethat
saw at the end of chapter 3, with the founding of Samskrita Ranga and the Kalidasa Akademi,
into the national model for theater education. As the first production to showcase that
contribution, Tridharawas aneducational tochnd a template for audiess and artists-
training topracticeviewing andperforming inthe precise art of classical dramatics

Aesthetically this intention holds true. GangulyOs produtiiwhplace on a stage
designed according to a strict interpretatiociudpter 2 of th&l! "ya#!stra, which describes the
possible construction ofrd tyam&b%pa, or theater hall. It is important to know that no extant

model of this theater from antiquity survives. Therefore any attempt to replicate the architecture

34 The other two plays were MahendravarmanOsorfarce Mattavill sa Prahasanaand VishakhadattaOs political
dramaMudr! r! k&asa.

% Ganguly, quoted in Leela Venkataraman, ORevival of Classical Th@ateeHindu MagazineDecember 31,
1995 (Accessed at Natarang Pratishthan). What Ganguly seems to be critiquing in this assessirtbat i
Sanskrit theater was produced without attention to classical detail, but rather that Sanskrit theater was rarely
produced at all.

% ibid.
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described in th&l! tya"! strais based solely on the limited infoation that it providesanguly

was well aware of the lack of precedent for resurrecting this kind of stage, claiming her
production was the Ofirst time in 2,000 years that#Bamadhyamauditorium has been built

for the performance to recreate theivas elements of Sanskrit classical the&tétHer dating is

a bit overstated, given that for one, we donOt know when exactly stages like this stopped being
constructed, only that none have survived to modernity; and for another the plays for which she
is reviving the stage would presumably, by her logic, have originally been performed on such a
stage, and are all far younger than 2,000 years old. Still, her point itakehl that to undertake
revivalist aesthetics to the extreme of scenographic pranttbés way was unique, even among

the flowering of such productions that took place in the decades after indepefidé¢nseof

the theater spaces in India, still today, are proscenium spaces, and it is extremely difficult to
adapt that stageelationshp to an alternative theater architecture. Therefore, to recreate the
vik#t®amadhyamatage from the Nya'! stra would have required extraordinary resources, the
likes of which only an institution like the NSD would have available, particularly for a temypor
construction.

The National School of Dramadi#®amadhyamaonsisted ofi central thrust playing
space framed by two platforms stage left and stage ngd®&Eld ran&) and a another upstage
center; a configuration of ornamental pillars suggesiofjtional pillared hallsnid( apag; and
backgroundgraintings and relief carvings drawn from the cave temples at Ajanta and Ellora. The
use of these paintings to decorate the thewdsa perhaps an allusion to tNetya'"! straOs

description of the stages cavdike, (perhaps to suggest that it had good acoustics). The

3" Romesh Chander, ODelhi has a date with Hist@tye®indy December 8, 1995.

3 She was not, however, the first to attempt this recreation. Vijaya MeB@®griduction oMudr! r! kfasaand

her 1979 production d8hakuntalavere both staged in playing spaces modeled onik#&&nadhyamaSS

JanakiOs revival of V Raghava8feskuntalan 1994 also recreated this stage, though to a much less detailed extent.

! "#$



paintings and carvings at Ajanta do share dates with those typically given for the composition of
theN! tya'! stra (roughly the second century BCE to the second century of the commomelra), a
therefore might have been stylistically similar to the decorative paintings that would have
adorned the theater®s wallaNith no surviving archaeological evidence of such a theater,
however, we can only conclude that GangulyOs choice to reproducpdtesilar images is,
like much else of this stage design, based in speculdt@nstage was not the only avenue for
GangulyOs revivalist desighetcostumes of the productibetraya lush, ornamental style with
bright colors and rich fabricghe languageof the productiorwas Sanskrif and the performers all
accompaied their text with a complex use of hand gestuhesi(a mudrs). The performance
evenbeganwith an elaborate, fifteeminutep#rvara$ga (prelude or overture), during which
time thejarjara (flagstaff of Indrawasbrought onstage ando#ja (ceremony) performed for it.
The strict revivalism of the production, however, was confined to its desi@aragyOs
interpretation of the plagiepared from KalidasaOs text from the very monteep#rvara$ga
finished?® In lieu of the prologue, and in advance of the KingOs entrance, Ghagalwith a
scene of Shakuntala and heptiriends at play in the foresthe lightscomeup on a handheld
rectangular curtain, which conceétiree sets of legs behind'tA single hand appears on the
upper rim of the curtain, then another, before the curtain finally lowers to reveal ShakuntalaOs
face staring at the audience, a deer in spotlights. The scene is completetg>éuahl the othe
two women, Priyamvada and Anasuya, abandon the curtain to dance with their friend,
performing a Bharata Natyastyled Oball danceO togeflfégure 13]. The king enters about

fifteen minutes into this scene, interrupting a gamehicivShakuntala is bidfolded while her

39 NI 9ga'l straascribed to Bharatamupedited by Manomohan Ghosh (Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series: Varanasi,
2012), 20 (chapter 2 verses-83).

40 My descriptions of the production are based on video recordings of performance held by the National School of
Drama AudieVisual archives.

“1 The curtain is similar to that used in Kathakali and Kudiyattam when a new character is revealed in a scene.
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friendshide from her. She collides Witthe King, he grabs her wrist and she removes her
blindfold, holdinghis gaze for a prolonged moment before pulling free and running offstage. The
king then spots a deer and pursues it off. Hermstwith his chariot, effectively returning the

audience to KalidasaOs text.

FIGURE 13. SHAKUNTALA AND SAKH IS
(Photo courtesy of the National School of Drama)

From the start then Ganguly, like Prasanna, frahe¥gproduction around Shakuntala and
notthe King. | use frame very intentionally here, as Ganguly literally fle8teakuntala
throughout the play, forming a white picture frame with cloth wWestbrought onstage to
highlight key moments in her narrative: Shakuntala with her doe counterpastabave
described prescene; when the King first interrupts the women in the forest:dmkeShakuntala
at the start of a@®; as she is being cursed by Durvasas itattie moment she realizes the ring

is gone in ack; and throughouterreunion scenwith Dushyanta in act. The moments that
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Gangulychose tdighlight are significant for the way that they shaee arc of the play to
highlight the tragedy of Shakuntala, rather than the romantic exploits of Dushyanta. They
provided a sur-text to her emotional life in the same way as PrasannaOs triple casting, imposing
a more complex arch on the character than exists in KalidalsgOs

These moments are, for the most part, applied to the play text, commenting on KalidasaOs
story but no markedly changing ,iuntil the fifth act, when Shakuntala is rejected by the king.
Here Gangly cut the scene abruptly short: Dushyanta laughs at ShakuntalaOs inability to produce
the proof she claims to hawéanvaOs disciples abandon her, and shé &dee onstage, in all
of her wedding finery, behind the franjEigure 14]. She takes off her veil, her wedding clothes,
her wedding jewelry, to reveal hEiramaclothing still hiding underneath. She performs this
slowly, heartbreakingly; she takes hiene before collapsing to the ground. There is no celestial
miracle here, and the earth does not swallow her, but instead another woman comes to her aid,
picks her up and inviteShakuntala to seek refugéth hemN salvation in the kindness of
strangersin communities of womeThe scene then shifts to Shakuntala with her infant child

cradled in her armé no fisherman, no painting, no redemption for Dushyanta.

FIGURE 14. RE-FRAMING SHAKUNTA LA IN TRIDHARA
(Photo courtesy of the National School of Drama)
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The final act of GangulyOs productasthe most poignantly different, as Dushyanta
re-appears without any of the emotional development provided to him Bywhich has been
entirely cut. The scene parallels the first, only here Shakuntala is blindfolded by her son when
she runs into Dushy#min the forest. He is apologetic, but the sentiment does not seem genuine.
She is indifferent, and her decision unambiguous: Dushyanta asks her to come with him and she
flatly refuses, though she still allows him to take their son. Her final line, &oaB not
Dushyanta, is OMy son, in this world everyone is on their own, and | will remain alone. You
go;# a line thawasadded to KalidasaOs teBharata followsDushyanta offstage, and
Shakuntala remains by herself, framed, performing the shimeayathat she did at the very
top of the show. No longer the deer in spotlights, she is weeltied but not broken, sadder
and wiser, standing on her own two fegfe has wked out of KaldasaOs narrative and also out
of the narrative that conscriptsrtte the role of wife and mother, dismantling some of the
gendered biases that attend to the classical aesthetic while remaining, provocatively, within it.

|GNITING CULTURAL MEMORY IN KIRTANA KUMAR® SHAKUNTALAREMEMBERED

For Kirtana Kumar, the only walp stage Shakuntala for theenty-first century was to
abandorKalidasa(almost)entirely, and to return to the playOs epic roots. G@heasa
Shakutnala didnOt intrigue us so much,O Kumar admits in hindpiggiting on behalf of her
theater compankittle Jasmine. Ifelt too familiar in some waysind in other ways completely
unknowrN a story everyone remembers but doesnOt truly understand. In her research, Kumar
discovered Shakuntala in tB&! gavata Pul"a (BP), a compilation of myths and legends

pertaining to the Hindu golrishnathat scholars date to between the ninth and thirteenth

“2 OPutra, jagati sarve Opikétkah, aham tu ékin" stH syl mi. Anugaccha.O
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centuries’® Goingback to theplayOs mythological roatsignited the charaet for Kumar by
revealing an empowered, assertive alternative to the familiar image of the heroine that Kalidasa
wrote. 090% of India knows Shakuntala through Kalidasa,O she remarked in an interview. OFor
them Shakuntala means KalidasaOs Shakuntala.n8Hesrastory, have permeated the national
consciousness, through calendar art and Raja Ravi Varma, and stes@sha\@itdike passive
ideal3* the prototypicapativrata It bears repeating that KumarOs shock at discovering an
alternative narrative for the Shakuntala story, especially one thdapes KalidasaOs drama, is
evidence of how pervasive, and persistent, the specific image of Shakuntala as the mother of the
nation perpetuated through revivalist production had bec&®eading a contrasting portrayal of
Shakuntala prompted Kumar to wonder where the monolithic associations of the character
originated, and how revisiting variant readings might provoke an audienogetoogate the
cultural means by which divergent narratives are so efficiently obscured.

Suddenly the playOs popularity became a boon for engaging what Marvin Carlson would
call the Obinocular visionOkadmarOsaudience: their Ofamiliarity with the piews treatment of
the same material and their ability to draw comparisons between that and the new, rival
treatment.® This dual vision is key to any critical artistic adaptations designed to comment on
and/or significantly alter an original texAs David Gitomer reminds us, Oalthoug&in the
twenty-first century may not be thinking of [the] older harsher stor[y] when we read or watch

[Shakuntal} the audiences of the authorOs day surely were,O and that therefore in order to fully

3 Edwin F. Bryant, Olntroduction,OKirishna: The Beautiful Legend of God'mad Bl¢gavata Fbr#9&, Book X
(London: Penguin Books, 2003), xvi. Given the dating, and notable stimBdvetween the texts, it is likely that the
iteration of the story told in thBh#gavata Pu#% was derived from th®lahabharata.

“4 Venetia Ansell, Olnterview with Kirtana Kumar,O Sanskrit Literature Blog., May 21, 2008.
https://venetiaansell.wordpress.com/2008/05/21/intervid-kirtanakumar/Ravi Varma, a famous painter from
the turn of the twentieth century, has a pronounced effect in the codificaBirdamtalaimagery. He is discussed
more in the following section on Rustom BharuchaOs Blhakuntala

> Marvin CarlsonThe Haunted Stage: the theatre as memory mad#ine Arbor: University of Michigan Press,
2001), 27.
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appreciate the layethe text intended, we need to imagine the ancient myth always
superimposed on the drama. To do so, however, is to invite the memory of the heartless
Dushyanta from the epic to compete for our attention with the softer Dushyanta of the play.
OWhy,O Gitomersks, Odid Kalidasa select [a story] that he knew would remind his audiences of
cruelty in love? [E] Because he wanted the cruel, problematic nature of love to remain present
in the imagination of his audiences; they should remain present in our imaigsnasi well.t

Though perhaps less focused on the cruelty of love in the story than on the cruelty to women,
Kumar is also interested in having her audience grapple with competing iterations of the story
that are difficult to reconcileThe irony and inn@ation, of KumarOs production rests in the
inversion of source and adaptation. If Kalidasa relied on his audienceOs familiarity with the epic
to appreciate higterventionswith the story, Kumar relies on her audienceOs familiaitty

Kalidasa to be slaiked by her return to the source.

Her production made these citations explicit in form, as well as in the content of the
narrative.The structure oShakuntala Rememberddr example, is far more epic than dramatic.
The play is built around three perfoens who step in and out of a number of different parts, a
style of performance more akin to oral narration than charbassd acting. As the rolegere
broken dowrfor productionKumar herselplayed both Shakuntala and tBetradharawhose
role is drasically expanded fronKalidasaOglay. Present throughout the duration of the action,
(including at playOs end), KumaBdsadharaituates the story we see in a broader mythological
frameworkthat incorporates some thMah! bh! rata back into the action. éour narrator, this
Sutradhara takes her place as the intermediary, providing commentary on the action of the play.

SheOs not impartial eithener position as a woman on the outside of the story allows her to see

6 David L. Gitomer, OCan Men Gige? Klid! saOs Seducer King in the Thicket of Sanskrit PoeticR€isiting
Abhij- na'l kuntalam: Love, Lineage and Language iHi&! saOs Naka, edited by Saswati Sengupta and Deepika
Tandon. (New Delhi: Orient Blackswan Private Limited, 2001), 174.
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it more clearly than Shakuntala, and she bpinions about it. By playing both roles, however,
Kumar subsumes both women, both perspectives. In her first scene the Sutradhara claims her
place in the story bgecountingherrelation to the poet Vyasaomposer of th#ah! bh! rata.
My fatherOs gunwas the great Vyada she tells the audien€n one story, he tells us about
Dushyanta, the warrior king and the forest dweller, Shakuntala. Do you know why? You donOt?
Then listen to the story unfold. For when humanity sleeps and will not awakeotvill n
remember, then will Kali play mischief with the worl.®he scene is vastly different from
KalidasaOs prologue, yet still fulfills its primary function: she gives us key information about the
play and introduces a central theme. She has turned that theme directly around onto the
audience, however, informingem that the memory in question in this production is not
DushyantaOs but their own.

The basic narrative of the play is also structured on the epic, and Katidasaat all.
ThoughKumar steals the occasional vignette from the [flagtably Dushyanta®serses as he
watches Shakuntala being attacked by thdlse does not keep any of KalidasaOs structural
changes: no ring, no Durvasas, no curse, no painting. After the coupleOs courtship (and a
hilarious scene in which two guards stand watch as theyigonate their relationship: Ohow
long has he been doing that?O asks one Ofor hours,O replies the otherE) twelve years pass before
Shakuntala confronts the king at Hastinafinis scene is the heart of KumarOs production.
Rejected by the King, Shakuntalaeggs the night on the streets of the city. She dreams of what
sheshouldhave said to the King, but didnOt; the argument she wishes she had made. In her
dream she resolves to return to the palace and make herself heard. The next morning she returns
with her son and Dushyanta rejects her yet again, pushing her and the child to the floor. She does
not give in, however, but rises to makes her case, building her righteous indignation syllable by

4" Kirtana Kumar Shakuntala Remembetathpublished manuscript provided by the author.
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syllable through the use konako| a system of vocal percussiased in south Indian music. Her
nonverbal anger reaches a crescendo and erupts out ekpandinghe one word Kalidasa has
given heN an! ryaN into afiercemonologue: Oignoble man, you do remember: | know that you
remember everything and yet here yoe, dike a cornered rat. You liaff@hedecriesIn
performance, thigerbal confrontation escala@to a physical altercation, choreographed in the
vocabulary oKalaripayettu[Figure15]. As they battle, Shakuntala continues her indictment:

Listen tome, O LiarKing, and | will help you remember. | am your lawful

wedded wife and it is despicable that you should so humiliate me in the presence

of your court [E] Drunk with power | might have known that you were steeped in

treachery. You can tell your$&l am safe, no one knows, | will not be found

out.O Look around you! Look around you! But th#yknow*°

She precedes to list her witnesses: the devas, the bhutas, the sun the moon and agni, heaven and

earth and yama and dharmakE.they all know.

FIGURE 15. OLISTEN TO MEN OH LI AR KING!O

(Photo Courtesy of Kirtana Kumar)
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In this climactic scene, KumarOs production becomes more than simply a critique of
KalidasaOglay and its depiction @hakuntalaevolving into a broader conversation about
cultural memory and its counter point, cultural amnesia. What are the repercussions of not
remembering? Who is hurt when those who do remember donOt speak up, and those who know
donOt hold them accountable? For Kumar this shift had a topical referencthpdfn6
Mumbai train bombings had taken place just days before Kumar had begun work on the project,
which gave her a hook into the ma#riOl love cyclical structure,O she examplebis@Tset in
the Kaliyugaband of course in Indian thought eveiythis a cycle just as with these terrible
things which keep happenin@m interested in the manner in which we fordetle stakes of
forgetting are scaled, of course, but are ultimately the produlceame dangerogsiltural
trajectory. Forgettinghe epic heroine behind KalidasaOs Shakumi@ihnd Shakuntalas
MotherIndia, speaks to a persistent cultural amnesia that obscures divergent or alternative
narratives and, subsequently, renders those narratives too weak to stand up to, or bd@tood up
KumarOs Shakuntala, in retaliation, does not let Dushyanta or the audiendesbegedlls the
audience as witnesalongside thenatural forces wharealways witness, suggesting that cultural
memory is a communal action: individuals canOt fofgle¢ isocial order keeps truths alive. OThe
manner in which we forgetO to borrow KumarOs phrase, is entrenched in systems of power.
Dushyanta only gets away with rejectiBgakuntalaf everyone who knows the truth turns a
blind eye, if their reticence imhidates her into silence. In a provocation that feels, unfortunately,
more timely than ever, Kumar seems to ask if KalidasaOs ring would still be necessary if, instead,

we wereall a little better at helping each other remember.

50venetia Ansell, Olnterview with Kirtana Kumar.O
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Il . RUSTOM BHARUCHA B BLACK SHAKUNTALA °*

The enduring association of Shakuntala as the prototypad&tatais couched not only
in gender politics, but in caste politics as well. In both the epic and the drama, identifying
ShakuntalaOs caste is foundational to the progréiss story, for Dushyanta can only marry
Shakuntala in sectitthrough the rights af! ndharvamarriage (a marriage conducted by
mutual consei what we might describe today as elopenigritishe belongs to an appropriate
caste for the consort of a king. Iretepic Dushyanta asks Shakuntala outright about her
parentage, in a series of what Sally Sutherland Goldman has recently described as
quintessentially OwomenOs questith®Who are you,O he asks her, already infatuated, and
then, most importantly, Owhase you?® Such a question not only resonates with the gendered
politics of the character who, as a woman, belongs either to her husband or to a father, but
likewise raises the issue of her caste and social standing. In KalidasaOs drama these questions are
rerouted through ShakuntalaOs friend Anasuya, who reports this lineage for the king upon
request. Still, the information is necessary to his romantic quest. As he watches the women from
afar he remarks, Ol wish that she had been born to a mother efenditiaste than her father,O
the celebrated sage Kanvapon learning that Kanva is only her adoptive parent, and that she

is, in fact a proper consort, the king exclaims to himself, Omy wish has been answered!O

*L This title is an homage to Bharucha who, when | spoke to him about this production, mentioBéatkhat
Shakuntalavas the title he had reserved for the academic analysis of his production that he unfortunately never
ended up writing.

%2 3ally Sutherland GoldmanOs comment is from a paper she presented at the Mahyraak preconference to
the 48" Annual Conference on South Asia, held in Madison Wisconsin on October 26, 2017. Her Tlag&foide
Within: Gender and Discourse in the NarrativeSafabh O will be included in a forthcoming edited volume from
the conference precedings.

*3V.S. Sukthanr, et al., edsThe Mal bh! rata for the First Time Critically Editedl9 vols (Poona: Bhandarkar
Oriental Research Institute, 193966),1.65.12.

>4 KalidasaAbhij~ na'akuntalg10.

*® bid., 15.
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Though grounded in the social contexts otmedern India, the playOs attention to caste
takes on different tenor when considered in light of the literary and theatrical revivalism
discussed in chapter three. During this pro&sskuntaleemerged as a rdel for recovering a
pure, uncorrupted Indian heritage synonymous with-bagte, Hindu, and native to the Indian
subcontinent. The question 8hakuntalaGsste for a modern audience, therefore, is always
already in dialogue with issues of religious;iah, and caste politics, as many citizens of the
modern nation are not represented by the revivalist modakenWe celebrated Ninasam
Theater of Heggodu, Karnataka commissioned Rustom Bharucha to direct a new production of
Shakuntalahewelcomed the pportunity to Owork against the grain of notions of
Brahmanic/Hindu/Aryan beautyO that such revivalism champfSiahing worked with the
company previously, Bharucha was familiar with the community of actarsviroich the role
would be casand developa& a concept for his production around a single actress: a Sidi woman
named Girija.

The Sidi comprise communities descended from African slaves who were transported to
India over the course of centuries by Arab, Portuguese, and Dutch traders. Though Sidi
communities are located throughout the subcontinent, with large populations in Gujarat, Andhra
Pradesh, and the Deccan as well as Karnataka, these communities are marginalized within their
states and the nation on the whole, living largely under the r&tatlogovernmental and
cultural concern. By casting Girija in the central role of KalidasaOs hBlwnecha
strategically positioned her alterity as the defining characteristic of the production. The only Sidi
actress among the company, GirijaOs @iffez subverts the hegemonic aesthetics of Indian
beauty by which the character is conventionally represented, standing in defiance of proprietary
brahmanical interpretations of the play. Moreover, the use of Girija in this particuldraoge

%6 Bharucha, in an interview with the author on MarcH, 2D16.
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heavy with te burden of national representafibmterrogates the fundamental diversity of the
modern Indian state and reconstitutes the iconography of Indian citizenship.

Girija belongs to a community of Sidis who reside in northern Karnataka, in the Western
Ghats.Though standardized under their designation as an officially scheduled tribe by the
Government of India (recognition they only formally received in 2002), the Sidis of Karnataka
are a remarkably diverse population: they are Catholics, Hindus, and Mubklayspeak an
assortment of Indian languadébased on religion, age, $éincluding Konkani, Marathi,

Kannada, and Urdu; and they represent various waves in migration within India, with ancestral
ties to the areas surrounding Mumbai, the inland DeccarGaatf Despite these variations, all

Sidi selfidentify as IndiarfirstN anthropologist Charles Camara notes that most Ohave scarce
knowledge about their origin,O beyond their communities in India and cannot identify any
particular region of Africa from whittheir ancestors were tak&lo Indians, however, the

Sidi remain irreparably foreign. Camara notes that to the Ocommon public in Uttara Kannada,O
the Sidi are still thought of as Africans.

Their differentiation from the common public is due, in partheir selfisolation,as the
Sidi generally residen small villages and communities that are intentionally removed from the
Indian population of the state. However, this-gsdlation is also a response to the persecution
and marginalization the Sidbommunity faces. OIn the eyes of high and low caste Indians,O
writes Camara, Othe Sidis are designated at the bottom of the caste hierarchy, just above the so

called OUntouchablesO or dalits,O regardless of whether or not they identify as Hindus. In fact,

°" Charles Camara, OThe Siddis of Uttara Kannada: History, Identity and Change among African Descendants in
Contemporary Karnataka,OSitis and Scholars: Essays on African Indiadied by Amy CatlinJairazbhoy and
Edward A. Alpers (Trenton: ThRed Sea Press, 2004), 1004. Camara argues that variation in religions/linguistic
preference indicates the different origins of certain sects of the Sidi population, with the Muslim population likely
originating in the areas surrounding Bombay and teecBn, and the Hindu/Catholic population in Goa.

*%1pid., 100.

**pid., 101.
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Camara continues, Othe Sidis experience that they are treated as if they were OUntouchablesO if
not worse, because of their skin color and physical appear&rcar@araOs assessment
establishes a critical link between race and caste, two different soosfucts that operate in
similar ways to disenfranchise certain communities for the advancement of others, and betray
similar biases toward the manifestation of melanin in various populations. Despite centuries of
residence in the subcontinent, the Stdi Betray the distinctive physical characteristics of their
unknown ancestors, including Overy dark skin and frizzy hair,O attributes which position them
Oin marked contrast to other Indiaffs @hile these characteristics may not correlate with race
in the American implementation of the term, they are used similarly as justification to ostracize a
population of people, and to keep them from becoming fully enfranchised citizens of their
country.

The segregation of the Sidi along these caste/racialisnelat first inspired Ninasam
artists to work with them. Director C.R. Jambe was hired to direct a productortiigbnefor a
local amateur theater company in the village of Manchikeri, approximately 115 kilometers north
of Heggodu. OThere,O Bharuchiéew, Ohe saw the Sidi barely making contact with the local
people, keeping to themselves for the most Fa€drious as to why, and as to how theater
could be used to counteract this division, Jastght the assistance of a local organization to
introduce him tahe Sidi commnity. After spending a considerable amount of time getting to

know them, he recruited a company of thifise Sidi men and women (including GirijaOs

60 [1h;

Ibid., 104.
%% |bid., 100. Camara later remarks that the epithet Olong hair friendO is common within the Sidi community to
differentiate between the Sidi and anyone whuotsSidi, an avowal of the physiognomic distinctions that set the
Sidi apart.
%2 Rustom Bharuch&heatre and the World: Performance and the Politics of Culiuoadon: Routledge, 1990),
230.
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father) for a dramatization of Chinua Acheb&hlags Fall Apartlt was the fist time any of
these performers had undertaken any kind of theatrical activity.

According to Bharucha the production (which took place in 1983) had a powerful impact
on its predominantly Indian audience. OThough one cannot expect social relationsgtapgeo c
overnight,O he writes, Oit can be said with some accuracy that the produthimg®sFall
Apartaltered a number of dominant prejudices relating to the Sidi. For the first time in the
memory of people, they were seen not as laborers [...] lact@s, people capable of creating a
world onstage ®Through the vehicle of the play, in other words, the Sidi became visible as
individuals,actorsas Bharucha says, whose agency within the world of the play, it seems,
retroactively empowered them as citizens within Kannada society. What this production did not
accomplish, however, was a disruption of the identity politics by which Indians cldesiBdi
asother. Things Fall Apartmay have made the Sidi more visible, but it also served to reify
perceptions of the Sidi as African, or at least as explioihindian. Set in NigerialThings Fall
Apart cast the Sidi performers as their African abhmess confirming for an Indian audience their
fundamental difference, despite presenting that difference in a way that emphasized its humanity.

Two decades later, Bharuch&bakuntalaupendedhat perception, casting Girija not
only as an Indian, but asparadigmatic Indian, an Indian whose mythology establishes her as the
mother of the nation itself. The canonicity of this character is bound up in her relationship to
national identity as it gestated throughoutnireteentrand earlytwentiethcenturies. During
this period, the project of articulating what constituted the emergent nation required those
proponents of nationalism to distinguish India from the colonial regime, and to establish a
coherent national narrative that could both predate anddekrond British Imperialism. Cited
as evidence of IndiaOs rich-pronial culture Shakuntalathe play and Shakuntala the character

% bid., 231.
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were venerated not only as a work of dramatic literature and its heroine, but as portraits of
historical Aryan civilizatbn OuncorruptedO by foreign invasion, be it Greek or Bactrian, Muslim
or British. The nationalist movement then claimed this history as proof of a distinctive Indian
past, using it as a model against which to shape an independent Indian future. Todtasttar S

in this canonical work is to fundamentally interrogate the veracity of such claims. Girija, in the
role of Bharata (literally India)Os mother, standsrirsdibcontinental alterity wriairge,

disputing perceptions of the play confined to thisma, brahmanical ideal of ancient India. In
building his production of the play against the brahmanical model, Bharucha contends instead
that, as a work of national dran®hakuntalaCreeroine should be flexible enough to represent
the diversity of the rteon, not only a narrow sliver of it.

To consider the political implications of such casting, one need only think back to the
occasion in the late 1840s when Bustumchurn Addy of Calcutta portrayed the role of Othello
before a British colonial audience égter 1). There is agency in such representation, and there
is anxiety not only when subaltern bodies speak for themselves, but particularly when they speak
for themselves using a text, and as characters, that are deemed explicitly, culaitabyrs. If
in colonial Calcutta Addy posed the threat of the subject transcending his position, Oobscur[ing]
(if not eras[ing]) some lines of differeréeacial, cultural and politic&l between ruler and
ruled,® then in presentlay Karnataka, Girija posed the thref an invisible subset of the
population claiming visibility, obscuring (in not erasing) the defacto lines of difference that
persist in this ostensibly secular, democratic nation. Her performing body demands
representational space for a cornucopiatbé foreign, low caste, and Muslim, to name but a
fewN whose citizenship is increasingly complicated by trends in Indian politics toward the
fundamentalist Hindu right.

% Sudipto Chatterjedhe Colonial Staged: Thaatin Colonial CalcuttaCalcutta: Seagull Books, 2007), 64.
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BharuchaOs production placed a spotlight on Girija from the outset, by castinthier in
prologue as well as in the titular rokss discussed in the introductiohgtpurpose of the
classical prologuepfast van ) is to bridge the world of the spectators and the world of the play
by providing a metatheatrical intermediary ttis scenehes'tradh! ra (director charactergnd
natb(actress charactet) set the tone for the play by singing a verse about the month of summer.
This verse is related to tldgamain themeand in emotiorand introduces%@ ra rasa, the
erotic sentiment, whicls dominant in the play. Completely transported by the verse, the
s'tradhl! ra forgets where he is and what he is doing, untind&reminds him that they are here
to performKalidasaOd! #aka, calledAbhij-! na akuntala This moment is the core of the
prologue. For an instant, tine#&3 performance altered t&tradhl raOs sense of reality, an
experience that he goes on to explain to the audience in detail. By deconstructing the influence of
rasaon an audience throughis scripted demonstration, Kalidasa not only sets the tone for the
piece, but instructs us in how best to experiendskié the Brechtian mask that always shows
the actorOs skin underneath, the prologue simmers beneath the drama as a failsategttast spe
lose the ability to discern reality from reality represented.

In using Girija as theat$ Bharucha positions her at the center of his metatheatrical
frame. An homage tdhings Fall Apartand the Opower of theaterO though which that production
allowed the Sidi performers to Obe recognized more fully as human beings in their owf? right,0
Bharucha again calls the audienceOs attention to the agency of the performing Sidi body. Girija
is, first and foremost, an actress, capable of creating many motesnly those prescribed by
society. This scene is a primer for the audience, and tips BharuchaOs hand toward the more
radical casting choice to be revealed shortly. In this moment he asks his audience to open their
minds to the possibility of a Sidi waan transgressing the confines of societal stigmas: can you

% Bharucha, 231.
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accept a Sidi woman as an actress? The fellpuo this question is, of course, are there
limitations to that acceptance? When Girijeergers the play halfway through dgthis time in
the role ofShakuntala, the audience is confronted with their answers to those questions. If, to
use Marvin CarlsonOs phrase,tthentedstage is alwayhome to theother actors, other
performances, other interpretations of a character, then GirijaOs Shakuntala pxisposition
to the classicist ghosts that dominate the playOs histahherdivergencerom that standard
undermines theidominance.®®

In the world of KalidasaOs pl&pakuntala iglsoan outsiderthoughher otherness
gualifiedas the redglt of herupbringing and socialization, nas a product gbhysical attributes
or racial signifiers. Heappearances described in aphorisms standard to Sanskrit court poetry:
beautiful hips, lips like a flower bud, limbs like tender vines. The quatitolorof her
complexion is not noted: though translators will often render the adjesciwa a as the English
Ofair,O theerm inSanskrit indicates a quality of beauty, not an absenpigwientation.®’
Despite her comeliness, however, Shakuntala is the definition of provincial, having been raised
as the adopted daughter of an ascetic in a ft#estna her clothes are made of tree bark, her
jewelry flower buds. This is appealing to Dushyanta when thesst im the foresthowever when
Shakuntala appears in his cotlie viability of their partnership is called into question, and the
contrast between the ascetics and the city dwellers is clearly denoted by the playwright. As they
enter the palace Sharangea and SharadvdieKalidasaOs disciples who have accompanied

Shakuntal®l express the discomfort they feel at being in Hastinapura. To the former, the city

€ Carlson;The Haunted Stage.

®7In fact, in considering the play in its historical context and within the broader network of mythology from which
the story is drawn, a fair complexion was nomsidered attractive, but rather a defect. InMiad" bh' rata, the

patriarch and namesake of the'#avas, P"du, is secalled because of his abnormally pale skin. This complexion
is a punishment for the reaction his mother had to seeing the poet Vytasaham she was compelled to

procreate. Put off by his grotesque appearance, she turned pale, thus giving birth to an unusually fair child.
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seems Olike a house consumed by fire,O because his Omind is so accustomed to seclusionO, and
the latter watches the Opeople clinging to pleagdrand compares the experience to that of Oa
free man watching a prisoneé¥ @lthough KalidasaOs plagftens the severity of the KingOs
rejection from they way it is depicted in thezhabharata, the playwrightdoes leave traces of
the KingOs cruelsRabindranath Tagore astutely obsentasa brief conversation with his
confidant Madhavya, Dushyanta admits to having passed over one of his wives for the affections
of yet another new conquest. In this mom@itgore writesQthe poet is informing us yer
skillfully that what happens as a result of DurvasaOs curse hagritsag®n in DushyantaOs
nature(° Moreover, to remember GitomerOs prompt, to watch the scene between Dushyanta and
Shakuntala in the court is always to remember his cruel rejectioer af the epic. And thus we
must wonder, despite her beauty, is Shakuntala too provincial, too out of place, for Dushyanta to
formally welcome her to his kingdom?

When Girijaenters the court as Shakuntala her status as an outsidbea®hse of her
not belongings palpabl€® Though the audience is aware of the curse, DushyantaOs reaction to a
black Shakuntala in his court no longer seems bound by the metaphysics of retributive hexes, but
indicates something fundamental to his charatiés.clear hat, despite her beauty, she is out of
place, andhather very presence in the cothiteatens the KingOs reputation: his refusal to
acknowledge her feels inextricably bound upén radical racial difference. The tensions of the
scene are exacerbatedthg Sharadvatta and SharangaravaOs costumeasen wear saffron
robes in a neso-subtle nod to theonservativegovernmentsurrently in power across India.

OltOs a bit of an obvious choice,O Bharucha admits, but one that felt necessary. OShakuntala

®8 Kalidasa4bhijiianasakuntala, 67-8 (verses 10 and 11).

% Rabindranath Tagore, OShakuntalabimdranath Tagore: Selected Writings on Literature and Language, ed.

Sukanta Chaudhuri (New Delhi: Oxford Warsity Press, 2010) 246.

0 My description of this production is based on a video recordings of a performance held in the archive at Ninasam
Theatre Institute, Heggodu, Karnataka.
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today,O he continues, Owould go through the same kind of perseCutigaii®) Bharucha
challenges his audience to question their own willingness to accept Girija as tHsveell
Indian character. Within the structure of the play, DushyantaOs rejdcSibakunintala is
devastating, and the audienceOs sympathy is clearly with her as she leaves the KingOs throne
room, begging for her mother to rescue her. If that same sympathy can be elicited feassirija
Shakuntala, Bharucha seems to assert, then thermadis revealed to be hypocrites for their
perception of Girija the Sidi.

BharuchaOs most direct directorial provocation, however, takes placé,infsat
Dushyanta has recovered both his ring and his memory of Shakuntala. Overwhelmed with
despairthe King passes his days languishing in the gardens, painting a portrait of his beloved as
she was on the day they met. According to conventions of classical stage practice this painting,
like so many other stage properties, would have been enacted fygsheaactorsO descriptions
of the canvas sufficing to bring the painting to life for an audience. In BharuchaOs production,
however, a largethanlife-sized canvas is carried onto the stage, dwarfing the performers in
size, bearing a reproduction af@of Raja Ravi VarmaOs famous portraits of Shakutiting
a love letter [Figurd6]. Raja Ravi Varma, who lived and worked during the latter half of the
nineteentrcentury Owas the first Indian artist to appropriate successfully the materials and
techiques of western academic art and apply them to Indian subject Maxtar@aOs early
paintings depicted episodes from Hindu mythology using certain western techniques, particularly
regarding shading and perspective, thus rendering his paintings withli®a that effectively

brought them to life®Shakuntala was a favorite subject of his, and he depicted her from

"L Bharucha, in an interview with the author on March, 2016.
2 Rachel Dwyer and Divia Pateljnema India (New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 2002) p. 105.
73 i

Ibid.

! "#$



various episodes of the drama, including writing Dushyanta a love letter (act 3), being spirited

away by her mother (act 5) and in the forest with her girlfriends (act 1).

FIG URE 16. OSHAKUNTALA PATRALE KHAO BY RAJA RAVI VA RMA

(Original held at Kowider Palace, Thiruvananthapuram, Kerala)

In addition to his mythological subjects Varma also painted from life, and in 1892
debuted of a series of portraits of women from across the subcontinent. The collection—one of
his first major studies of a non-mythological subject matter—professed to represent women of
different regional types, indicated by both costume choice and surrounding environment. Rachel
Dwyer analyzes the collection as follows:

Though Varma’s paintings depict regional styles, the aesthetic style in which they

are represented serves paradoxically to negate regional variations as identified by

dress and environment and instead creates a homogenized all-India figure of a
woman. Thus, the overriding image that persists is of a full-figured woman
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adorned in Indian attire with a rounded pale face and a graceful and dignified
stature, and this came to represent the ideal figure of Indiaranimod.&

The idealized Indian woman depicted in his paintings is, in essence, a figure of VarmaOs
imaginatiomN his creative embodiment of beauty and femininity represented in a hybrid painting
style inspired by western techniques. Not only is she agiimaaon of India, therefore, but an
image mediated through the visual tropes and narratives of a global edbhaaiiey as seen
through the techniques of, (and therefore the aesthetic eyes of) the west.

VarmaQs imagined ideal becomes further complicated wh begin to trace her
influence beyond these original paintings, and into other artistic applications. ODisseminated to
the wider public through oleographs,O Dwyer observes, these images were ultimately Otranslated
into film imagery, film posters, popar prints and other forms of advertising and packaging.O
They were, in other words, popular images, consumed en mass through their distribution as
advertisements, calendat,aand matchbox covers [Figui&]. They were also translated onto
the stage. Omof VarmaOs most popuSkuntala paintings depicts the end of act one: as her
friends run offstage, Shakuntala lingers behind, making an excuse to catch the KingOs eye one
last time. OAnasuya,O she exclaims, OMy foot has been pierced by a blauig grfagsy and
my blouse is caught on a branch. Wait for me while | free my$&ift@ stage directions note
that this delay is deceitfutdvyaja) and Shakuntala, once she has tarried long enough, exits
along with her friends. In VarmaOs painting of tbéhe Shakuntala stands slightly-oénter,
with her body turning toward the viewerOs gaze. She stands on her right foot, holding her left
heel in her left hand, gazing over her left shoulder, presumably to Dushyanta, who is not in the

frame. She supparherself with her right hareh her friendOs shoulder [Gig18]. The

™bid., 107-108.
S bid., 180.
% Kalidasa dbhijiianasakuntala, 19.
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consistency of how this scene is staged across contemporary productions is ‘$tvikiilg. the

details of this posture may vary, (proximity to her friends, for example, or whethet tire

King the enacts pulling a thorn out of ShakuntalaOs foot), the core position that Shakuntala
strikes at the end of this act is amazingly consistent, and it always feels liaganaf VarmaOs
painting [Figure 19]. His Shakuntala epitomizes thaeteenticentury ideals by which the

character has been confined, and itisisbiquity in performance suggests that the iconography

of Ravi VarmaOs paintings has become indistinguishable from KalidasaOs play asasetiate m

for production. Each subsequent citation of Ravi Varma in performance, therefore, perpetuates a

vortex of reference the original referent of which is a myth, in more ways then one.

FIGURE 17. OSAKUNTALA SAFETY MATCHESO FEATURING ARTWORK BY RA JA

RAVI VARMA
(Image courtesy of the Center for Studies of Social Sciences in kolkata)

" Directors who have cited VarmaOs painting in their staging of thisiackrte: V. Raghavanbhij-! na
"I kuntalam 1961); K.N. PanikkarAbhij- natakuntalam 1982 andChhaya Shakuntalan2014); Vijaya Mehta
(The Recognition of ShakuntalE979, 1985); Rita Gangulif(idhara, 1995 andAbhijnana”akuntal , 2016).
Suresh Anagatbs 2006 production conspicuously does not cite this moment in the actressOs performance, but uses
VarmaOs painting as a stand in for the portrait Dushyanta pa8ttalafntaldn act 6 Kalidasa's" akuntal , 2006).
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FIGURE 18. FIGURE 19.

“SHAKUNTALA LOOKING FOR ABHIJNANASAKUNTALAM
DUSHYANTA” DIRECTED BY V. RAGHAVAN FOR
BY RAJA RAVI VARMA SAMSKRITA RANGA, 1961
(Original held at the Sri Citra Art Gallery, (Photograph courtesy of Samskrita Ranga)

Thiruvananthapuranierala)

BharuchaOs citation of Ravi Varma, however, disrupts the cycle by superimposing
GirijaOs face onto the portraitserting his productionOs black Shakuntala into Ravi VarmaOs
homogenized aesthic of Indian femininity [Figure @]. It is an intentionally rough ctand
pastél the angle on the head sits a bit awkwardly on the shoulders, the proportions are a bit
skewedthe textures of photograph and oil painting chafe at one another. The effect is not
amateurish, however, but rather deliberate, as if to call attention to the point of intersection,
where GirijaOs face supersedes that of Ravi VarmaOs subject, andsbtberdictress in the

role with the cultural memory of the character. There is contrast in their expressions\as well
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whereas VarmaOs Shakuntala gazes wistfully into the distance, GirijaOs looks directly out of the
frame with a faint Mona Lisa smile, asaifitertained by her transgression onto this foreign body.
Her gaze confronts the audience, requiring that they be entertained by it as well; or, at the very

least, that they not miss the irony.

FIGURE 20. SHAKUNTALA DIRECTED BY RUSTOM BHARUCHA FOR NINASAM,
2003

(Photograph courtesy of Ninasam)

The production is inconclusive with regards to where a black Shakuntala belongs in
DushyantaOs court. Though the pair is finally reunited, Dushyanta prostratedf im
ShakuntalaOs feet, Bharucha is reluctant to end with an easy reconciliation. The focus shifts from
Shakuntala to her child, Bharata, who is swept up into the KingOs entourage. The father, reunited
with his soiN the progeny on whose shoulders hisategwill standN forgets his wife for a

second time, but now there is no curse to blame for his negligence. The production ends with
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Dushyanta, Bharata, and a host of celebratory deities processing offstage, leaving Shakuntala
alone, singing to herself. Tis®ng is one of her forest home tloé!" rama, which she sang in

act4 before her departur®ne could read this moment as one of defeat for the outsider, unable
finally to transcend the limitations of her circumstances: Shakuntala disappears under a whit
sheet, singing of the world she left behind. But there is also hrtsah mythical progenitor of

the great families of Indfé whose matriarchal genealogy upsets the homogenous mythology on
which so much of toxic identity politics is based. It is noaRlthaOs job in this production to
easily integrate black Shakuntilzhat tasks falls to his audience. In leaving them with the

image of the sorhowever Bharucha poses one final question: he does not ask that his audience
accept the Sidi for their diffence, but rather to reflect on where they might not be so different

themselves.

V. PANIKKAR AND THE POLITICS OF HUNTING

If BharuchaOs production advocates $tatkuntalacan be representative of the
demographic diversity of the worldOs largest democracy, Kavalam Narayana PanikkarOs 1982
production is about that democracy itself, looking at the political foundation of thefthety
year old nation at a critical crossroaufsts young life. Unlike the rest of the directors discussed
so far, for whonShakuntalanarked a strategic, and often unprecedented, foray into the classical
canon,Panikkar was alreadyersed inSanskritdrama when he first directed the plédaving
previously directed his own original compositions for the stage, Panikkar turned to Sanskrit plays
in 1978 as part of Oan investigation of his classical theatrical h8ritdgis structure and

aesthetics,O and a desire to apply those vocabularies torapuorate practicé® His first

8 Erin Mee,Decolonizing Modern India Theatre(Dissertation in Performance Studies, New York University,
2004) 39798.
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production, Bhasa®adhyama Vyyoga(The Middle One), orchestrated the distinctive blend of
Sanskrit performance aesthetics and Olocal Kerala performance §euelttam, Kathaka)
Kalaripayettu and Theyyttakhfor which hehas become famou$.He continued this

exploration two years later, with a production of Bhagd@s/ kyam(The MessengerOs
Speech), and followed those productions with his participation in Kamalesh Dutt TripathiOs
Vikramorvat$a projectat the Kalidas@ékademi in Ujjain®® It was only after these introductory
explorations othe canon that Panikkar took on its mainstay.

In a conversation with Udayan Vajpeyi (who would later go on to translate the text for
Chhaya ShakuntalayPanikkar notes that this delay was intentional: Ol had to pass through
Madhyamavyayoga, KarnabharaandUrubhangamnto read Kalidasa,O Panikkar remarks.
ODoing Bhasa's plays, | reached the point of interpretation where | found amargaato
reach Kéidasa'sShakuntala3* He waited forShakuntalain other words, until he had a way to
do Shakuntalaan interpretive lens through which to approach the text. Certainly, there are
differences in genre and style between BhasaOs one aktidadaOfll n! %kasthat would
make working with the former good practice for attempting the latter. The length and scope of
the dramas alofea oneact dramaturgical arc as compared to five or sEwvatow a novice

director, particularly one who has professed intareshderstanding the genre, the space to

 bid.

8 For this project, renowned Sanskritist and tdeector of the Kalidasa Akademi in Ujjain, Kamalesha Dutt
Tripathi, brought together three directors, of diffénagional styles, to each present the fourth act of KalidasaOs
Vikramorvat$a. In addition to Panikkar, whose work, as mentioned, integrates various performing traditions from
Kerala, Tripathi himself directed one act, as did Rathan Thiyam, who work$Aaitfpuri performance. The

project remains distinct for its emphasis on style. The careful selection of these three directors, paired with one of
the most notoriously complicated scenes of the Sanskrit repertoire, betrays an artistic curiosity and ethos of
exploration on the part of the Kalidasa Akademi that is uncharacteristic of the institutionOs six decades of
production. This project took place shortly after the institution was founded and expresses its stated mission to
expand the application of Sangldrama in performance (chapter 3).

81 Udayan VajpeyikN Panikkar: the theatre of ragiew Delhi: Niyogi Books, 2012),71. The chronology of
PanikkarOs work contradicts a little bit with his recollection of it here. According to my researdtari8ath! ram

and' rubha gamwere donafter Shakuntalan 1982. The order of productions, however, is less important to me
here than the sentiment he exprelises had to reach a point of interpretive dexterity in order to attempt
Shakuntala.
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explore without getting losHowever there is also the issue of the audienceOs familiarity with a
play. ErinMee notes that, as opposed to Kalidasa, whose Oplays had [already] been produced all
over India in a wié variety of languagesO by the 1980s, Ono one knew what to do with BhasaOs
plays.®& Bhasa, in other words, provided a fresh p&laies plays had not yet generated a
singular archive, did not belong to a complex genealogy of theatrical performance. To direc
Shakuntalameanttaking part in an existing conversation and, before jumping in, Panikkar
wanted to make sure he knevhatto say, in addition to how to say it.

His marga or inroads to the text, was fundamentally bound to the fdleeding and
his relationshipnot only to Shakuntala, but to all of those under his\tuéethe very institution
of his power For Panikkar, the tension implicit in the choices Dushyanta rivafieess to stay in
the!" ramaand then to leavelt boils down to a question of desand responsibility
encapsulated in the action of huntingn@fgaya Writing in retrospect about his interpretation,
Pankkar notes that in his reading of the pre§gayacomes to mean much more than just the
sport that brings Dushyanta to the fore®in the case of Dushyanta,O he writesn@®gaya
indicates his individual pursuit which takes him away from the gr8lipi®a metaphor for the
conflict between what human beings want to do and what we havéltwiiat we desire and
what is bet forour communities at larg©These are the days of democracy,O Panikkar remarked
regarding the changes he made to the play in this production, Oand when a King is to be viewed
in the present contexteglcannot be seen in the same way [thatWas] during théime of

Kalidasa or Dushyanta. It is different. The role, the approach, the relationship is all différent.O

82 Mee, Decolonizing Modern Indian Theatr896-97.

8 KN Panikkar, ODirectors Note.O Program for the Kalidasa Samaroh, Ujjain dated November 13, 1986. Accessed at
Kalidasa Akadami, Ujjain.

8 Udayan VajpeyiKN Panikkar: the theatre of ragNew Delhi: Niyogi Bods, 2012)172.
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Panikkar was born in 1928, and so w&gadya young man when India gained its
independence. Monarchial rule was a form of government héveaidundeN the form of
government that shaped his worldviews India laid the foundations of its democracy in the
years after independence, cultuglivalismand movements to resuscitate a@onial past
put that democracy in direct contrast witle ttiassical court cultures to which Dushyanta
belonged. Using theater as a tool to interrogate nation formation, Panikkar focuses on the
antiquated figure of the king to help articulate the desires and expectations of modern
governancelnstead of a lovstory, then, Panikkar@hakuntalds a political parable of power
gone astray, and the tenuous balance that those who wield it must maintain in a modern
representative democracy.

While the production maintains PanikkarOs trademark aesthetic integfd€ienalite
theatrical formBl sampling especially from the physical vocabulary used in Kathakali and
KudiyattamN and is performed in Sanskrit, it is liberal with the structural changes it makes to
KalidasaOs play texrom the startPanikkarOShakuntalgorgoes the dramaturgical deg of
the prologue, and begins, insteadthe forest® The stage is minimally dress@c black box
forced into a prosceniumUpstage center, a low platform lies flush with the back wall, providing
a small hint of height to ehplaying space. On the platform stands a curtain decorated with the
graphic of a tree, flanked by four additional curtains which fan out, downstage from the platform,
two on each side. As the lights come up a deer runs ohstageesented gesturally byxaman
wearing costume ears and holding her right hand ga'#"a (deerheadedmudi$. She skips
across the stage and, just as she ducks behind one of the stage right curtains, a lion appears in

pursuit. Depicted likewise through a combination of ministaiccessories (in this case, a mane

8 My descriptions of the production are based on video recordings of performances given in 2008 at the Natya
Parvam Symposium in Dharvad and 2010 at the Sri Ram Centre in Delhi, both held by the Sangeet Natak Akademi
Audio-Visual archives.
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framing his face) and physical vocabulary, the lion commences his chase, the pair weaving
behind and among the curtains around the stage. At some point, a minute or two into this dance,
the lion disappears behind thentral curtain, and when he returns he is Dushyanta, pursuing the
deer now in the posture of a humNeris bow raised, his back straight, his gait stylized and

precise like that of a Kudiyattam performer. He continues to hunt the deer for another few beats,
until suddenly shig with a pivot and change of postiitéransforms into a woman before his

eyes. As Dushyanta stares in disbelief, unsure if his eyes are deceiving him, the actress repeats
the gesture and reverts to the deer. He raises his bow to shaoslag&ansforms into a woman
before his eyes, again back to the deer. The pursuit continues, propelling the pair offstage and
into the wings. When Dushyanta returns he is accompanied by his chariot st} (ve

have returned to KalidasaOs text.

The decision to stage his own prologue for the play is a significant departure from the
source text, and one that brings his commentary to theAsreiscussed above, the classical
prologue sets the tone for a dramatic work, and keys the audience iddmitgant rasa, thereby
providing a tutorial in how best to appreciate the performaaeikkarOs prologue likewise
serves as a primer for the reshaf production.Rather than foregrounding an emotional (as with
KalidasaOs text) or aesthetic (as wishelarlier work) focus for the production, Panikkar asks his
audience to center their experience of the play on the shift in naNatinew understanding of
an old story. Hunting, for Panikkar, is a manifestation of the KingOs autonomy; an expression of
his selfserving desires at the expense of his responsibility to the populace at large. Thus, he
opens his production with an unscripted exegesis of that action: hunting in nature, hunting as

sport, and hunting as romantic conquest, all of which willrmfbis understanding of Dushyanta
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as a ruler conflicted and the characterOs placement as the principal dramatic figure of the
production.

The second significant structural change Panikkar makes to KalidasaOs script occurs at
the end of the first acbushyanta, having ascertained ShakuntalaOs parentage and pedigree, has
just begun his pursuit of her in earnest when an offstage voice warns that the KingOs hunting
party has set an elephant into stampede that is now a danger to them all. Hearing this news,
Shakuntala and her girlfriends run offstage, but not before Shakuntala lingers to get the kingOs
attention. Rather than exiting after catching one anotherOs eyes the lovers freeze, and a chorus of
six men enters from stage right, repeating the last wortte afffstage advisory again and again:

Gnl gay' vih" r#p" rthivo DudyantD (King Dushyanta is distracting himself with a hffhen

the chorus finally exits the scene unfreezes, and Shakuntala slinks offstage, never taking her eyes
off the King. Dushyanta, torn between Shakuntala and his duty, remains in place for a beat, as
one more echo of the chorus's injunction resonates lharkstage. As the lights come down he

makes his choice, pursuing Shakuntala upstage and off.

Thoughtheonly action of the chorus is to recite this text, their presence on the stage
anchors the King to the kingdom and creates a strong visual map ofdbtesds inner conflict.

There is no corresponding sense of the citizenry in KalidasaOs text. Although the dramatis
peronae for the play is elaborate, withrty-two distinctive partsthe characters are individuated
and, with the exception of a handfiltertiary figures, belong to the remote contexts of the court

or the "%ama®’ Adding a chorus of citizens to embody what Panikkar calls Othe social mind

% Kalidasa Abhij-" natakuntalg 18.

87KV Subanna, founder of Ninasam Theatre Company, directed an adaptation of the play for the inaugural
production of the Tirugata festival in 1985, which highlighted these characters at the expense of the ttadittonal
Titled, Loka Shakuntal§The People@hakuntaly, this is one of the only contemporary productions of the play to
undertake a full clasBased critique of the source material.
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working as a group®creates the presence of a constituency, a third demographic of people

outside tle rarified worlds of KalidasaOs playe chorus likewise evokes the Greek drama and

its inextricable connection to the institution of democracy in the Atheniassteitg. Panikkar

thus juxtaposes two foundational theatrical traditions and the politieabements that shaped

their poetics. The Sanskrit drama, though edifying in some ways, was not conceived of with a

civic responsibility. In fact, many scholars speculate that on account of the rarefied language and

circumstances of performance (usualfyfestival days), not to mention the royal patronage

necessary to produce such texts, the audience for the Sanskrit drama in performance would likely

have been limited to those within the court and would not, therefore, have been intended to

provoke the sae style of civic discourse engendered by its Greek counterpart.
DramaturgicallyPanikkarOshorus does much more than merely give physical

representation to the citizemyit alsogives that citizenry the power of resolution that is

reserved in KalidasaPlay for the divine.This production does not feature a celestial miracle

that intercedes to rescue Shakuntala, for exdmpistead she is led out of the palace by the

chorus\ the KingOs citizens. MoreovBgnikkar cuts the final act of the pfyvhich tkes

place inMarichaOselestiall" ramalN entirely,thereby cutting the charactdrslra, Marichaand

Matali as well agheir intervetion in the plot.The curse is, therefore, never clarified, nor is

DushyantaOs union with Shakuntala endorsed by supatiatuinstead, Dushyanta and

ShakuntalaOs reunion takes pladie confines of the kingdom and is made possibla result

of the peopleOs acceptance of their union, which is how Panikkar interprets the return of the ring.

OThe awakening of the Kingreemory,O he writes, Owas possible only with the involvement of

the people who were responsible for regaining this syniBdHére the King®Os mandate derives

8 vajpeyi, KN Panikkar: the theatre of rasa72.
89 H
Ibid.
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not from any kind of divine absolution, but from the collective, whose support, it turns out, is
indispensible for him to be a successful hunter.

Also noticeably absent from Panikkafidal scends Bharat&l Dushyanta and
ShakuntalaOs sdrhough not a divine figure of the same ilk as Maricha and Menakgnvhe
mythology of KalidasaOs pl&hardawas prophesied to be an-pthwerful monarch who would
to turn the wheel of an empire and conquer the four corners of the earth. Though he only appears
at the very end, those familiar with the source story fronMila bh! rata know that this
progeny hasignificant consequenbieBharata is to be the progenitor of the great races of the
subcontinent; his descendants will fight the gkaatuk’estrawar, their descendants will extend
through time. The issue of a rulerOs progeny, however, is incompatityedmeics of
democracy in PanikkarOs India. Progeny is no longer a political concern, as government positions
are elected by and as representatives for their constitéasnasdemocratic ruler DushyantaOs
reconciliation with Shakuntala is ancillary to hisonciliation with his peoplé the former may
still bear him children, but their procreation is not longer the purview of the public.

This interpretatioris especiallyrevealing when considerédl light of PanikkarOs own
historical circumstances. His productionSifakuntalgpremiered at a precarious moment for
IndiaOs fledgling democracy, a mere five years after Indira Gandhi enacted emergency measures
in her role as Prime Minister that thréfe nation into uncharted territory, and only two years
after she had been reinstatd\s the only daughter of Jawaharlal Nehru, IndiaOs first Prime
Minister and champion of the Independence movement, Gandhi was seen by many to be a
natural heir to her taerOs legacy, including his role in the government. That her son, Rajiv
Gandhi, went on to succeed her after her assassination in 1984 only confirmed the enduring
appeal of this political dynasty. In his reading on contemporary kingship, Panikkar very

% Gandhi wa removed from her role as Prime Minister after 1977, amdexted to the position in 1980.
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presciently cautions his audience against such lionization of a single person or a single family.

His Dushyanta and Shakuntala do not produce an heir because, for a modern India, there can be
no singular child on whom the future successes of the natiomagjeeted. There can only be a

social contract, taken by whomever the group selects, to strive for a balance between what is best
for ones self and what is best for society.

As opposed to a new work, which might perhaps be better suited to address ooautgmp
politics on their own, PanikkarSsakuntalavas able to bring the past into conversation with the
present precisely because of the playOs multiple histories. The history that it documents, by way
of a political narrative, reflects what Romila Thapalls aconsciousness of histor@an
understanding of the way in which the past is perceived, recorded, andudéw Qistory of
the text itself speaks to the two millennia of Ocommentary, exegesis, scholarship, criticism, and
theological mythmakingthat sediment on classical teXtsPanikkarOs production takes on both.

By diverging from KalidasaOs narrative, he challenges the audience to question that which they
take for grantell whatDharwadker calls the institutional histdiyn favor of an alternive

narrative. By matching the consciousness of historytéeeatiethcentury model, Panikkar puts
centuries of political power imbalance on stage, refracting a modern democratic nation through
the myth of monarchy. Given the recent events of the emeygerd GandhiOs reinstatement,

what better time to critique the evolution of political structures in the country than at a moment
when the stability of such a structure felt particularly fragile?

When Panikkar revisited the play @shaya Shakuntalam 2014, his interest in the
political constituency, and its relationship to the king, remained at the fore. Despite the Hindi

translation, and an array of novel interpretations of the text in performance, the scenes of the

1 Romila ThaparThe Past Before U§Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2013), 3.
92 DharwadkerTheatres of Independenc226.
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king and his chorus were remarkabbynsistent with the earlier production: the chorus enters at
the end of the first act only to be ignored by Dushyanta who follows Shakuntala instead; they
return at the end of act 3, at which point he heeds their reproach and returns to the capital with
them; the chorus is the sanctioning body that approves the return of the ring, and therefore the
reunion of the two lovers; the play ends with their reunion, with no mention of a son. If anything,
these functions of the chorus are highlighted further ingitaduction, particularly their role in

the ringOs retrievalIn the transition after Shakuntala is carried away from the palace, rejected
by the king, the chorus flanks the sides of the stage, joined by the Sutradhar who summarizes
what has transpired he chorus then embodies the river in which the Sutradhar, not a fisherman,
discovers the ring, after which it is claimed by MadhaBgfore leaving the stage, Madhavya
shows the ring to every member of the ensemble, who inspect and approve of its yliscover
before exiting. Only then does Madhavya present the ring to Dushyanta, and the chorus brings

Shakuntala back onstage tbeir reconciliation [Figure 3.

FIGURE 21. CHHAYA SHAKUNTALAM FINALE

(Photo Courtesy of the National School of Drama)

93 Descriptions of this performance are based on recordings held of the production by the National School of Drama
in New Delhi.
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2014, the year th&hhaya Shakuntalanvas performed at the Bharat Rang Mahotsav
festival, was also a tumultuous year for IndiaOs democracy: in May of that year the Bharatiya
Janata Party (BJP), headed by Narendra Modi, came to power over the UnitedsRregre
Alliance (UPA) and the Indian National Congress (INC). The election took place between two
iterations of the productidwits premiere at the Bharat Rang Mahotsav in January, and its encore
presentation at the National School of Drama in Mlayd thustiwould be a stretch to consider
the production a response or reaction to the BJPOs victory per se. The build to the election itself,
on the other hand, had been the subject of national debate for over a year, and it is perhaps not
coincidental that Panildt revived this particular production at yet another political crossroads
for the country. OThe theme of the play,O he writes in the official directorOs note, Osuggests that
the limit of oneOs own rights irrespective of whether one is the ruler or théasléo be
prescribed by some superimposed sanction, lest the social equilibrium be disturbed@d hirty
years after he first found hisarga his way, into the play, its theme remained remarkably
consistent in PanikkarOs mifdtakuntalds not a lovestory. It is a critique of society and the
institutions of power to which we entrust the preservation of our communities and cultures. Itis a
reminder that such institutions are responsible to the populations they serve, not only those in the
seat of powe and that those in the seat of power need not always remain there. OWhichever age
we belong to,0 Panikkar concludes,O Othe problem repeats itself in different contemporary

dimensions.®

V. RECEPTION AND CONCLUSION

% K.N. Panikkar, Ohhaya Shakuntalam: DirectorOs Noia,Qational School of Drama Summer Theatre Festival
Program. (Delhi: Nabnal School of Drama, 2014), 6.
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Academic studies are not the only vehicle of reception in which productions of
Shakuntalasuch as those discussed here have been overlooked. The popular reception of these
productionsl as documented primarily by newspaper reviews and, in more recesit gelne
blog post8l tend either to react negatively to the ways in which they challenge or subvert
historicist aesthetics or, more commonly, simply ignore those details entirely iorttigire.*
Reviews ofTridhara, for instance, highlight the prodimnOs attention to classical detail, with
headines such as ODelhi hasateith History,O and ORevival of classitaatre,O yet neither
review discusses the cuts and changes Ganguly makes to that history, or remarks on where the
limitations of aesthat revivalism fall in theproduction.’® In an item on PanikkarOs 1982
production inEnact atheatermagazine published out of Delhi, J/aushal remarks that
PanikkarOs Ouse of traditional motifs was [E] not very effective,O and that they Ohad already lost
the glitter of novelty through their useMadhyam Vyayo@ yet makes absolutely no reference
to the glitter and novelty of his cuttirige last two acts of thatay.”” A Hindi-language review of
the production that year at the Kalidasa Akademi likewise focused on the productionOs use of
Kudiyattam style to the exclusiaf the content of the play teghough in this case it was
receivedpositively).®® On the occasion that critic® call attention to such interpretive choices,
as with Prasanna and Ensemble 860s use of three actresses, the response is often both
condescending and negativecritic from theStatesmamesolved that Oif aaitional character

is given a new interpretation, adequate foundations must be laid,® and that PrasannaOs attempt to

% This observation is based primarily on Englishguaje media, however the handful of Hiddhguage reviews |

consulted regarding PanikkarOs production in particular all conformed to this same trend.

% Romesh Chander, ODelhi has a date with History.O Leela Venkataraman, ORevival of classical theatre.O

9 JN. Kaushal, OLast Month in Delhi: Sixth National Drama FestivaE@dnt 199294 (New Delhi: Everset

Press, 1983).

% Sandeep Raashinakar, OAbhigyaan Shaakuntalam: layabaddh prastuti.O Clipping accessed at Natarang Pratisthan
Archives in New Delhi, pubtiation not specified.

! II##



present a Omodernistic interpretation of the classical character appears to be a bit of a’fush job.O
Romesh Chandef theTimes of Indiansists that triple casting the lead was unnecessary, and

that articulating the stages of ShakuntalaOs life Ocould have been achieved without fragmenting
the role.&° And Reeta Sondhi simply describes his approach to the play a®cdsm.&*

The persistence of this model can be attributed, at least in part, to the sheer volume of
such productions that still predominate. Consider the Kalidasa Samaroh at the Kalidasa Akademi
in Ujjain: in thesix decadeshat this festival has beenrarally producedShakuntalehas been
presented thirtghree times, many of which were programmed-figside. In 1982, when
Panikkar and Sopanan@yskuntalgpremiered at this festival it was alongside two other
productions of the play: one by Theatre €ermn Calcutta (performed iBengal) and the other
directed by Prabhat Kumar Bletharya of the Kaliaka Akademi | have not been able to find
any further description of the Theatre CentreOs production, but BhattacharyaOs is a textbook
demonstration ofhe revivalist trend. As a director, Bhattacharya sought to understand the
N! tya'l strathrough performance, using the play as a template to experiment with the ancient
aesthetic treatise. In fact, his production aspired to such a degree of authéwtidiig ts one of
the onlytwentiethcentury productions to preserialidasaOinguistic variance by performing
the text not only in Sanskrit, but in its variqusk#s as well. By placing Panikkar and
BhattacharyaOs work back to back, the Kalidasar8ameovided a point of comparison that
could be used to challenge the assumption of a singular, authoritataecurate way of
presenting a classical work, but could also conversely work to reinforce that bias. When the
majority of the productions giveat this festival over the year resemble BhattacharyaOs work,

rather than PanikkarOs, the audienceOs conditioning may well result in apathy or even aversion to

9 OShakuntala: fresh in new garbh® Statesmarugust 29, 1987.
% Romesh Chander, OVivid new shades to Shakuntala.O
101 Reeta Sondhi, ODemygiing Shakuntalam.O
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alternative methods of approaching the playNew Delhi, with most of the majdheates
occupying a central hub around the area known as Mandi House (home to both the NSD and
SNA), even without a major festival in town the saimeates end up as home to multiple
productions: Ganguly, Prasanna, and Panikkar have all presented thein abldast one of
these venues, which have likewise been home to numerous more OclassicalO interpretations of the
play, including the Brahmana Sabha 1954 production at the National Drama Festival, and Vijaya
MehtaOs 1979 recreation of Hilesramadhyamatage.

The overgjht, however, is also cyclicalvhen he documented discourse, criticism and
scholarship surrounding this cannon of workitsthose productions that could seed new
growth, new lineages of the playOs gkngeof theatrical performanBewhenthey are not
written into the archive, in other worldgheir generative potential is stymiedlthough certain
productions discussed above, particularly PanikkarOs, have toured widely over the past three
decades, reaching a large aygbgraphically diversaudienceotherdN such as BharuchaOs
(which toured only within a very limited regional area of Karnataka), and KumarOs (which was
produced in Bangalore but not in more trafficked theater centers like Dalle)reached a far
more localized audienc&heyhave not, therefore, attained the kind of circulation, or immediate
cultural recognition, to be cited with ea3dey have not yet supplanted the Raja Ravi Varma
iconographypr the Samskrita RangsysicalityN but they have begun the process in earnest.
This task does not, however, belong to the artists aloméully deconstruct thenstitutionalized
history of the play in performance, expand discourse surrounding the play tadikersity of
styles, interpretations artdemaic applications it can syort, rather that only remarking on how
it remains the samegquireschallenging that historfrom all platforms, not only in

performance, but ipopularandacademic criticism as well.
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CONCLUSION:
CONTINUING THE SEARCH

Through my research during the past three years, | have learned of over one hundred and fifty
different productions of Kalidasa@ishij-! na'akuntalathat have taken place in Europe, India,

and the United States since 1855. | make no claims that this archive is authbritative

certain that | will continue to learn of productions of this play, both in the present and from the
past, for the rest of mgcademic careelf it is at all representative, however, itmsre than

sufficient toargue the case for th@de-reaching and global circulation of this preodern

Sanskrit playThere are, understandably, many productions | wish | could have addiassed,

for the limitations of both the genre of the dissertation and my own s@hgye is the

fascinating case study of Kedar Nath Das Gupta, who moved to London from Calcutta in 1908 to
study law at LincolnOs Inn. During his time in the UK, Das Gupteifaiwo organizatios
calledOThe Indian Art and Dramatic Society,O@fitie Union of East and West,O the official
objectives of whichwereOto bring before the British Public art, drama and literature of lhdia.O
Between the years 1913 and 1926, Das &uptunted three separate productionSiukuntala

two in London and one that toured between Boston and New York, for which he also
commissioned an original translation of the play by the English poet Laurence Binyon. There is
the work of the celebratedrdctor Vijaya Mehta who, while best known for her approach to
naturalism onstage, also worked whakuntaleand Vishakhadatta®sidr! r! kdasa Not only

did she produce these plays in India, with strict adherence to the staging practices laid out in the
N! tya'l stra, she also toured each production to Leipzig, Germany in collaboration with her

frequent artistic partnethe Brechtian directdfritz Bennowitz. And then there is the tantalizing

! Cower letter from Kedar Nath Das Gupta to India Office, Whitehall, requesting employment in a Government of
India Department. From the India Office Records and Private Papers, held at the British LORAyPJ/6/1415,
File 4786.



1942 production of the play in Nuremberg, directed by Franz Beiahd directed by Heinz
Grete for the Staatstheater at the height of Nazi Germany.

| have also not been unable to attend to the playOs role indhkesoOinterculturalO
period of theater production that emerged in Europe and the United Statemiddiesof the
twentieth century, material that | hope to be able to include in future iterations of this project.
While many theater scholars are at least aware of the fact that Jerzy Grotowski directed a
production ofShakuntalgor his Theater of the 1Rows in Oopole, Poland in 1960, very little
has been said about how this production relates to GrotowskiOs broader oeuvre, or how it reflects
his interest in Indian performance traditions. Still less has been said about the legacy that this
particular prauction has had on subsequent artists who took up KalidasaOs play because of
GrotowskiOs influence on them. Phillip Zarrilli made his name as a scholar of Kathakali and
Kalaripayattu, and was inspired to train in these forms in part because of Grotomsk&3sin
them. In 1979, Zarrilli directed &hakuntalaat the University of California at Los Angeles as
part of their Asian Performing Arts Summer Institute and Festival. This production was given
exclusively in the physical vocabulary of Kathakalisgiée not being part of that dandeamaOs
traditional repertoire. Eugenio Barba, who worked for years as GrotowskiOs assistant in Poland,
later went on to found the International School of Theater Anthropology (ISTA) and the Odin
Teatret in Denmark. He s traveled to India because of GrotowskiOs interests, and subsequently
undertook e&Shakuntalgoroject in 199293. Most recently scholar and performance artist Shanti
Pillai adapted the play for a performance in Havana, Cuba, and modeled the ending of her
production on GrotowskiOs interpretation.

GrotowskiOs production, therefore, pdes a case study for how a Adfestern text has

been applied to the practice of intercultural theateallenging us to interrogate notions of
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cultural ownership, autheniig, and homogeneity as it applies to text as well as performénce.
also models how particular assumptions about physical practice that promulgated during this
period have endured alongside a text to which they do not inherently belong. From Grotowski
this connection is through KathakadiSouth Indian form of danedrama. However throughout

the twentieth centur$ghakuntalaand other works of the Sanskrit canon have also become
indelibly linked to the physical vocabulary of Bharata Natyam, a dance foligenous to

IndiaOs southeast coast. The OBharata Natyam Effect,O as | call it, results in productions of
Sanskrit drama, both in India and abroad, that uncritically marry a specific vocabulary of gesture
with the playtext in performance in an effort suthentically replicate th&bhinaya,or gestural
acting, suggested by stage directions tikgena(by performance) arfpayati(he/she
demonstrates). Dance forms such as Bharata Natyam and Kathakali each have a coded set of
hasta mudrs, or hand gestures, as well as a particular vocabulary of movement that, while often
similar, is distinct both from other dance forms and from the historical theater practice. Which
dances have been paired with the Sanskrit canon in performance, andhawgdieen

highlighted and featured in the intercultural market, are questions that connect us back to the
artistic revival and reconstruction that took place in the early twentieth century in the decades
surrounding IndiaOs independence.

Thus, while the pductions that | have mentioned hastily here would expand both the
chronological and geographical scope of this project, the burden of authenticity experienced by
the play in production remains a consistent reality throughout. My hope is that thisatmsert
will be a starting point to ease this burden, which adheres to, (but does not inhere in) the play in
performance. On a very tactical level, simply by calling attention to the rich history that this play

has already had in performance, and makingtisary more available, this project allows the
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field of theater history to adm8hakuntalaas part of, rather than as always foreign to, the
progression toward modernity. This is equally true for the playOs life in India as it is in Europe
for, as | hoe to have made clear, whihakuntaldtself may not be unfamiliar to Indian
audiences, the role that this play has had in shaping modern Indian theater practice has not been
given it due. However, as someone who writes from a-Buanerican perspectiveecognizing
how interwoven this play has been with Western theatrical modernity is a particularly exciting,
and productive, site of intervention. In chapter 2 | address what | perceives as a fundamental
fallacy at the core of how we think and study Europdaatrical modernity: that of cultural
homogeneity through which the avagarde was able to arise independently of, or at least in
spite of, the avalanche of foreign ideas and literatures descending on Europe throughout the
nineteenth century. Thus togaluce a play lik&hakuntalds perceived as somehow at odds
with, or incompatible with, models of Western theater practice. If we are able to shift that
narrative, however, and thereby acknowledge and embrace how much modern Western theater
has already lBn shaped by neWestern drama and performance, it will be significantly less of a
leap to incorporate those dramas into a regular performance repertoire.

On a more theoretical level this project seeks to deconstruct the illusion of authenticity
itself. This is particularly critical for plays likBhakuntalawhich cannot even authoritatively
claim a single text or manuscript as its point of origin. Not unlike debates surrounding the
multiple print editions oHamlet(which can at least be dated to ShakeseOs lifetime), the
multiple recensions ddhakuntalgthe oldest of which are still close to a thousand years younger
than any text penned by Kalidasa himself would be) fundamentally challenge any claim to the
playOs textual stability. Moreover, not ofithese recensions bears any definitive trace of a

performance culture, does not intrinsically instruct the reader in how it is to be brought to life on
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the stagé.OThavorkO to use WB WorthenOs argument, Ois never present in text; the text is its
signifier and supplement, signifying theorkOsbsence at the same time that it locates a material
space for it, here, in and not in this particular materialization, this boblkeQuork as Worthen
calls it, is what | have considering in this dissertatiothagproduction of a text, whether that be
through translation or through theatrical performance. Whik is not bound in the text but is
brought to the text by the reader, by the director, by the actor, by the audience. Hence why
Antoine Vitez asserthiat Oone can stage plays without end, just as one can translate without
end.®Theworkis a subjective encounter, and thereby limitless. This is true of any dramatic text,
from Three Sisterso A Midsummer NightOs DreaaiThe BacchaeHowever in the casef
Shakuntalahe issue of authenticity is particularly knotted up with the politics of identity and
representation, making the need to deconstruct its authority all the more urgent.

This does not, of course, mean that there is nothing to be gainedtfraying,
practicing, and learning more about historical methods of production, or that these techniques
can never be of service to a theater artist interested staging this play. On the contrary, there is
much value to be gained from thinking through anderstanding the culture of performance for
which Shakuntalavas first written. Knowing this information, however, can be a platform for
experimentation, rather than a mandate to produce it the same way every time. Let us consider,
as an example, the monten act 1, when Dushyanta rescues Shakuntala from that aggressive

bee:

2| do have a dream prajeto map the use of stage directions across different recensions of the play, to see if they
change at all, and if so, how. In contemporary theater stage directions are often traces of peffonotasdeom a

stage managerOs script that are publishethegwith the playwrightOs text. | am curious if there is any such

evidence in the system of stage directions recorded in various manusc8ptskahtalaEven if there is variation

to be found, however, these differences would still be records ofrperfice, not a template or intrinsic instruction
toward future enactment. It would also further embolden the argument against authenticity, as such evidence would
be further proof that there is not singular way to stiggkuntala.

3 W.B. Worthen, ODisciples of the Text: Sites of performandeR 39, no.1 (1995): 17.

“ Antoine Vitez, OThe Duty to Translate: An Interview with Antoine VitezKbénintercultural Performance

Reader edited byPatrice PavigLondon: Routledge, 1996), 126.
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Shakuntala: While watering the jasmine buds I have enraged a bee who has left
the flower and is now attacking my fag&he representbie beeOs
attackdramatically)

Dushyanta: (gazing at her longinglySurely, he is enjoying this.

You lucky bee! You repeatedly graze her trembling eyes, their
outer corners fluttering; as though whispering soft secrets you
hover, murmuring, by her ear; her hand swats you away, but still
you sipfrom her lower lip, which is the essence of loveOs delight.
While you savor your victory, | seek the truth, smitten, hopeless.

Shakuntala: This bee is unrelenting! | run awéshe steps to the side, and looks
around)and still he comes after me. Orefnds, rescue me from
this wicked, rogue of a bee!

Her Friends: (laughing)Who are we to save you? Call for DushyantaI Surely
these asceticsO groves are protected by the’King!

There is actually very little information in this passage of text alote iaglicate how exactly

this meetfcute might take place. Shakuntala articulates verbally the start of the incident by
announcing how the bee has arrived on the scene. Her corresponding stage direction, however,
leaves much to be desired. OShe represesf¥statack dramatically®"yati) could be

performed in so many different ways. DushyantaOs verse gives some potential indication,
mapping the mimetic action out through his description of it. Thus perhaps we can read
DushyantaOs verse as additionalesthigections for the actress playing Shakuntala: the bee flies

by her eyes, her ears, and her lips, returning even after being swatted away. And yet even here
there is no indication that ShakuntalaOs enactment need match DushyantaOs account. He is so
infatuated with her that he may very well be watching this scene througholased glasses.

How terrified is Shakuntala, actually? If she is really frightened, does the KingOs romantic gloss
on the scene as its takes place read as comedic? Or cruel? HerIsexof text provides a little

more context, indicating that she moves around the stage to avoid the bee and that it follows her.

But that is all that Kalidasa have given us.

® Kalidasa Abhij-! natiakuntalg edited by Narayana Balakrishna Godabole and Kasinatha Panduranga Paraba.
(Bombay: Nirnayasagara Press, 1883}11(act 1 verses 18 and 19)

274



What the play text tells us about this scene in performance is that thesguttying
Shakuntala is responsible for enacting both the beeOs attack and ShakuntalaOs reaction to it. That
is it. It does not indicateowthat enactment is meant to take place, what kind of bodily
movement that might require, or its duration. If werevto consult thal! tya"! stra for further
instruction, chapter 9 chronicles the gestural vocabulary of the Hivajos (being the hands,
breast, sides, belly, waist, thighs and feet). One dfdlséa mudrs, or hand gestures,
enumerated here is literalballedbhramarg meaning Obee.O This gesture, the text informs us,
can be made by crossing the middle finger and the thumb while bending the index finger down
and lifting the ring and pinky fingers up separately. It can be usel! tha'! stra continuesto
indicate picking longstemmed flowers, and earringBerhaps this is what Kalidasa had in mind
when he wrote Oshe represents the beeOs attack dramatically.O And yet still this additional
information only tells us so muBhit tells us how to position hand, but not what to do with that
hand once it is in position, or how to hold it, or how to react to it as a performer. It still doesnOt
indicate how long the gesture should be held for, or if it should be used in concert with other
hasta mudrs from chapter 9.

Theater makers, therefore, have a choice when deciding how to bring this moment to life
onstage, and understanding that the play was written for a highly physical, gesturally coded
acting style can be an integral avenue into this kind of worktti@bhramara hasta mudris
not the only way of approaching this scene. What happens most often is that, thanks to the
Bharata Natyam effect | described briefly above, productions will rely on the gestural vocabulary
of Indian dance forms, most commordgthakali or Bharata Natyam. And while the use of these

vocabularies is an excellent interpretive choice to make, it is also important that it be recognized

® NI tya"!l straAscribed to BharatamunEdited by Manomohan Ghosh Vol | (Varanasi: Chowkhamba Sanskr
Series, 2012), 139 (Chapter 9, verses-100).
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as such. For one, Kathakali and Bharata Natyam have very different battafmudrs, and
therdore, the use of one as opposed to the other will look different. These forms are also both
relatively modern in comparison with the Sanskrit play text, the former having been developed
during the seventeenth century, the latter not until the nineteamtirgeand therefore the are
anachronistic systems of movement when applied to the flagy are, in other words, no more
authentic than if Shakuntala were to express her fear of the bee through American Sign
Language, or if the scene evolved into a modeterpretive dance.

It is also not necessary to limit the performance of this scene to physical representation
alone. When Kalidasa wrote this play, the theater for which he wrote was a physical theater
because the body was the best technology alaitathim. Theater makers today have a
cornucopia of resources and technologies of which Kalidasa could not have even imagined. Shy
of putting a mechanical flying bee onstage, this scene could be achieved by use of special
lighting, through sound effectsr with projections. It could also use the old technology of the
body in new ways, by dressing a performer as a bee, or through puppetry. Recently my colleague
Nikhil Mehta saged a very loose adaptation of the play callee Shakuntala Projeett his
theater in New Delhi, in which the bee was represented sonically. In this production, which takes
place in the confines of a modest apartment, the bee interrupts Shakuntala while she is working.
First she (and the audience) hears a Nustze flinches, but comiues her work. She hears the
buzz again, and shoos the ObeeO away with her hand. The sound is persistent, and her reaction

grows increasingly flusterétishe canOt see it, but waves her arms around wildly in an attempt to

" The history of these dance forms is far too complex to repeat in detail here. As with many of IndiaOs traditional
performing arts, both of these forms claim a legacy that is much more antique thatetheh@gwve given here. My
periodization is based on when the dances were standardized which, for the case of Bharata Natyam, is really even
later than the nineteenth century. For, though this is the date of the famous Thanjavur Quartet, who stahdardized t
formOs repertoire, Bharata Natyam as it is know today did not exist until the dance revivals of the early twentieth
century.
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cast it off, except that the pléackfires and the bee ends up inside her shirt! She is officially
unnerved [Figure 22]. Dushyanta enters with an electrieradket, which he brandishes with

one decisive strokeEand misses [Figure 23]! They run around their apartment, and move every
pieceof furniture in pursuit of the bee, which finally flies back out the window. Throughout this
entire scend which remains a scene of physical thelttite presence of the bee was created by

sound cues and the actorsO reactions to them.

FIGURE 22. SHAKUNTALA AND THE BEE IN THE SHAKUNTALA PROJECT (2017)
(Photograph courtesy of NikHilehta)



FIGURE 23. DUSHYANTA AND THE ELECTRIC RACKET IN

THE SHAKUNTALA PROJECT (2017)
(Photograph courtesy of Nikhil Mehta)

I am not by any means advocating that all future artists who endeavor to produce this
play on stage should abandon the use of gestural acting, or should not verse themselves in all that
they can know about what the N! tya'! strahas to say about physical enactment before making
their artistic choices. I am, however, advocating that they not feel constricted by claims to
tradition in how they imagine what their production’s physical vocabulary might be. Likewise as
scholars it is imperative that we think more critically about what it means to use certain
vocabularies of movement in staging Sanskrit plays. What does it mean to use a Bharata Natyam
vocabulary, for example in a production that is not a Bharata Natyam dance interpretation of the
play? Another way of asking this would be: what does it mean to use the system of hasta mudrs
from Bharata Natyam, as opposed to Kathakali, as opposed to Kudiyattam. These are not

interchangeable systems, and should not be regarded as such in production. The question of
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audence is especially significant here, as the use of a particular vocabulary of Indian dance may
read differently for an Indian audience than it would for an American or British one.

As my concluding thoughts here might suggest, | have undertaken tjgist@® much
for theater artists as | have for academics. The visibility of a play goes a long way toward
deconstructing the burden of authenticity, for each subsequent production a play receives is a
reminder and endorsement of the claim that there &nténways to stage it. IShakuntalas
only performed once a decade at best, then each production of the play is tasked with
representation in a way that can be overwhelming, particularly if there are cultural concerns at
stake. The more we s&hmakuntéa, and the other plays of the Sanskrit canon onstage, the more
diffuse the sense of authenticity that adheres to it will become, and the more liberated we as a
theatrical community will be from its authorial grasp.

| would like, therefore, to end by kahg about the collaboration between Kirtana
KumarOs company Little Jasmine from Bangalore, India and Emily GraysOs Trestle Theatre
Company from St Albans, UK. Conceived as an international collaboration between the two
ensembles, this particul®hakuntad project is unique amongst the productions that | have
studied in that it yielded two very different, but both unconventional, approaches to the same
source material. The structure of the project was as follows: Trestle Theatre commissioned Little
Jasmir to create a production based on KalidaSh@suntalathat would integrate the south
Indian martial art form Kalaripayattu, music, and oral storytelling. Little Jasmine then toured
their production to St Albans, where they performed it for the Tresthep@ny and the public,
and conducted a testay workshop in Kalaripayattu, storytelling, and physical theater. After this
residency, Trestle then devised their own approach tS8hhkuntalastory that incorporated

what they had learned from Little Jasmindile adapting the material to an English context.



OThe creative conversation between Trestle and Little Jasmine lies at the heart of [our]
production,O Gray wrote for its program. OMany of the forms in the piece are rooted in classical
south Indian artyut have been reinterpreted through the techniques and experiences of British
theatre makers who have travelled and worked as artists in India and tfe UK.O

As | have discussed in chapter 4, KumarQOs interpretation of the Shakuntala story set a
very progessive tone for this project. Built into the core of her work with the play was an innate
understanding of how limited approaches to its central character have been in India, and a desire
more than anything to disrupt those expectations. She returnezapithsource material,
therefore, to subvert her audienceOs perceptions of who Shakuntala is and who she can be. She
produced the play in English, making it the first Indian production in my archive since 1867 to
use an English language translation. SéeduKalaripayattu, a physical tradition, yes, but neither
classical nor gestural in the way of say, Bharata Natyam, and one that is traditionally practiced
by men. She staged the play with only three actors. Her production pushed, in other words, at
the Imits of what was expected froBhakuntalavhile still very much retaining those key
formal elements that are associated with Sanskrit d¥aitnaas a physical production; it was
staged minimally; it incorporated music.

Trestle Theater CompanyOs adapiaticays even further from the source material,
reframing the story as the relationship between a single mother and her teenagdestdia,
as the production was called, imagines Shakuntala and Bharata approxsixatelyyears after
their abandoment, living together in the remote forest. On the occasion of BharataOs sixteenth
birthday, Shakuntala gifts him DushyantaOs ring and finally shares some of the details about the

father she had always told him was dead to her. Enacting her memorie$tthastbacks

8 OLittle India: a tale of love and loss, mischief and mayhem,O production program, Trestle Theatre Company,
Spring 2007.
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drawn from KalidasaOs play, Shakuntala recounts how she and Dushyanta met, as well as his
cruel rejection of her (a la tidah! bh! rata, with no mitigating curse) [Figure 24]. Bharata
decides to travel to the city to find his father, and thatilon ofLittle India is spent ultimately
bringing this family back together through the reunion of father and son. The production ends
with Bharata returning to the city with Dushyanta to fulfill his destiny as a leader, leaving
Shakuntala Oalone, theyahe] was left, the way [she] was found, the way it all began.O The

final stage direction of the adaptation reads: Oshe begins the incredible task of the rest of her

life.&

FIGURE 24. LITTLE IN DIA, DIRECTED BY EMI LY GRAY FOR

TRESTLE THEATRE COMPANY (2007)
(Photographs Courtesy of Emily Gray)

° Nina Patel with Carl MillerL.ittle India. Unpublished manuscript provided by Trestle Theater Company.
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This collaboration was far from perfect, as so few massive international collaborations
are.And yet where it succeeds isutterly rejectinghe expectations that adhere to the play and
allowing it toresonate in the present fa particular audience. The way that Kumar experienced
the playN as a meditation on the cyclical patterns in human histolig nothold the same
interestfor Gray and her theater, for whom cyclical time is no part of their alitontext.

Instead Trestle Theater Company was compelled by the story of a single, whilbrfelt
extraordinarily contemporary to therAnd yet both productions began from an interest in
Indian systems of movement and performance; both began wigdmeatiirgical exploration of

the storyOs epic origins; both essayed to baldre playOs culture of origiith the culture of
theaudiencdor whom it was being adapteleitherof these productions could be considered a
definitive adaptation of Kalidasafilay, and that is precisely the poifitestle concludes their
production with the character Shakuntala contemplating the rest of her life, but I think they leave
the play in that position as wellhere are so many stories to be told with this @ayyany

ways of finding contemporary resonances in its chard¢tersonances that, as Little Jasmine
and Trestle have provBimeed not béimited by barriers of culture, language, familiarly with
this play.Shakuntalds a play that has long had a life in the world, though that life has been
restricted by its burden of representation. It is time to let that burden go, to allow the play to

begin the incredible task of the rest of its life.
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APPENDIX A:

EUROPEAN PRODUCTIONS OF SHAKUNTALA 1789-PRESENT

Date Venue, Location | Production Title Production Language,
Details Translation
Used
July 14, 1858 The Imperial Opera Sacontala, Ballet- Choreography by M. French, M.
House, Paris Pantomime en Deux Lucien Petipa Theophile Gautier’s
(France) Actes adaptation based on
A.L Chézy’s
translation
1877 The Court Theatre, Sakuntala, Commissioned by | German, Adapted by
Stuttgart (Germany) Schauspiel in fiinf King Ludwig Karl von Heigel, at
Aufziigen Frei nach the King’s request
Kalidasa’s
Altdischem Drama
1884 The Weimar Court | Ein Buhnenspiel in 3 N/A German, Adapted by
Theatre, Weimar Augzugen Paul Felix
(Germany) Weingartner
December 16, 1895 | Comédie-Parisienne, L’Anneau du Produced by the French, Translated
Paris (France) Cakuntala Théatre de L’(Euvre | by Andre Ferdinand
Directed by Lugné- Hérold
Poe.
Décor by Paul
Ranson.
July 3, 1899 The Botanical Sakuntala Produced by the English, Translated
Gardens in Regents Elizabethan Stage by William Jones
Park, London Society
(England) Directed by William
Poel
1902 The Polish Theatre The Recognition of | Directed by Tadeusz N/A
Shakuntala Pawlikowski
April, 1903 Royal Schauspiel Sakuntala N/A German, Translated
Haus, Berlin by Max Mueller
(Germany)
April 6, 1905 The Royal Dramatic Sakuntala Featured Harriet N/A
Theatre, Stockholm Bosse as Shakuntala
(Sweden) and Hr. Hasson as
Dushyanta.
1909 The Schauspiel Sakuntala N/A German, Translated
Haus, Berlin by Max Mueller
(Germany)
1912 The Examination Sakuntala Produced by the English, Translated
Hall of the Elizabethan Stage by Arthur Ryder
University of Society
Cambridge, Directed by William
(England) Poel
1913 The Royal Albert Sakuntala Directed by Kedar | English, Adapted by
Hall, London Nath Das Gupta for Kedar Nath Das
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(England)

the Indian Art and
Dramatic Society

Gupta

December 121914 The Karmerny Sakuntala Directed by RussianTranslated
Theatre, Moscow Alexander Tairov by Konstanti
(Russia) Featured Alisa Balmont
Koonen as
Shakuntala
November 14 and | The Winter Garden Sakuntala Directed by Lewis | English,Translated
21, 1919 Theatre, London Casson by Laurence Binyon
(England) Produced by the | and adapted for the
Union of East and | stage by Kedar Nat
West and Kedar Das Gupta
Nath Das Gupta
under the patronage
of HRH The Duke
of Connaught
December 13, 1924 The Berlin Sakuntala Produced by Paul | German,Translated
Volksbuhne, Berlin Henckels, Erich by Rolf Lauckner
(Germany) Thurm and
Wolfgang Zeller
January 25, 1925 TheCologne Sakuntala Directed by Gustav| German,Translated
Schauspiel Haus, Hartung by Paul Kornfeld
Cologne (Germany) Designed by
Theodor Caspar
Pilartz
1925 Hamburg (Germany Sakuntala Directed by Otto German, Unknown
Werther
Designed by Hans
Groninger
1925 Darmstadt Sakuntala Designed by Lothar] German, Unknown
(Germany) Schenk von Trapp
1926 Dusseldorf Sakuntala Designed by Eduarc
(Germany) Sturm and Franz | German, Unknown
Mertz
JanuaryFebruary, | Josefstadt Theatre| Sakuntala, Indischey Directed by Paul | German, Unknown
1926 Vienna (Austria) Schauspiel in neun Kalbeck
Bildern von Featured Helene
Kalidasa Thiming as
Shakuntala
And Fritz Delius as
Dushyanta
December 16, 1933 Budapest (Hungary Sakuntala N/A Unknown
June 1825, 1935 ThelLittle Theatre, KalidasaOs Produced by the English, Unknown
Sheffield (England) Shakuntala Settlement Players
1942 Staatstheater, Sakuntala Directed by Franz | German, Unknown
Nuremberg Reichert
(Germany) Designed by Heinz
Grete
1956 Hall of Columns, Sakuntala (Act Performed as part o] Russian, Unknown
Moscow (Russia) Three Only) the Kalidasa Festiva
1957 Karl Marx Stadt Sakuntala Advised by Srimati | German, Unknown

Theatre, Chemnitz

(Germany)

Shehlata Senyal
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1858 The Holland Sakuntala N/A Dutch, Translated by
Festival, (The Burt Voeten
Netherlands)
December 13,1960 Theatre of the 13 Siakuntala Directed and Polish,Translated by

Rows, Oopole

designed by Jerzy

Stanislow Shayer

(Poland) Grotowski
1972 Television Wroclaw, Siakuntala of Directed by Jowita | Polish, Unknown
Wroclaw (Poland) Kalidasa Pienkiewicz
1984 Poland Siakuntala Directed by Polish, Unknown
Christopher Byrski
1985 Kuopio Kauppungin Sakuntala Directed by Mayi Finnish, Unknown
Teatteri, Kuopio Tangeberg Grischin
(Finland) as part of the
Festival Finskiego
1986 Kalidasa Samaroh, Shakuntala Produced by the Greek, Unknown

Ujjain, and Triveni
Garden Theatre,
New Delhi

Volos Theater
Company of Greece

March11-21,1987

Theater Royal
Stratford East,
London (England)

The Lost Ring: An
Adaptation of
KalidasaOs
Shakuntala

Directed by Jeff
Teare
Designed by Sue
Mayes
Music Composition
by Baluji Srivastav
Movement Direction
by Shobana
Jeyasingh

English,Adapted for
the stage Y Jeff
Teare based on P.
Lal®s Translation

September40,
1993

Odin Teatret,
Holtsbro (Denmark)

Sakuntala en opera
7 optrin

Directed by Eugenio
Barba for the
International School
of Theatre
Anthropology
Music Composition
by Raghunath
Panigrahi and Fres
Winther

Danish,Adapted by
Frans Winther

February 18, 1997

The Gate Theatre,
London (England)

Shakuntala (After a

Play by Kalidasa)

Directed by Indhu
Rubasingham

English, Translated
by Peter Oswald

September
November, 2007

Trestle Theatre
Company St.
Albans England

Little India

Directed by Emily
Gray in
collaboration with
Kirtana Kumar and

Little Jasmine
Theatre, Bangalore

English,Adapted by
Emily Gray

2008

Milan (Italy)

Sakuntala

Directed by Solange

Bonfil

Produced by Regulg

Contra Regulum
with Roberta Secch
and Raul laiza, in
collaboration with
the Grotowski
Institute

Unknown

JanuaryFebruary,

The Union Theatre,

The Recognition of

Directed by Tarek

English,Adapted by




2009 London (England) Shakuntala Iskander for Tareklskander from
Community 2.0 WJ JohnsonOs
Translation
August 1621, 2015 | Edinburgh Fringe | Shakuntala: A Rock| Directed by Kevin | English,Adapted by
Festival, Edinburgh Opera Oliver for the GEMS Kevin Oliver

(Scotland)

ModernAcademy
from the UAE
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APPENDIX B:
INDIAN PRODUCTIONS OF SHAKUNTALA 178931954

February 5, 1857

Date Venue, Location| Production Title Production Language,
Details Translation
Used
February 3, 1855 The Grant Road Phacoontulla Produced by the Unknown
Theatre, Bombay

New Hindoo
Dramatic Corps

The Home of Babu
Ashutosh Deb,

The Sacoontolah of

Produced by Sarat

October 191867

Ahiritola, Calcutta
The Grant Road

Bengali, Translated
Kallidas Chandra Ghose by Nanda Kumar
Calcutta Roy
1859 The Home of the Sacoontala Unknown Unknown
Mukherjees at

187475

Theatre, Bombay

Delhi, Lucknow,

Sakuntala, or The

Lost Ring

Produced by the
Kalidasa

Elphinstone Society|

English, Translated
by Monier Williams

January 18, 1878

Calcutta, Banaras

Sakuntala

Produced by the
Parsi Victoria
Dramatic Society,
performed on tour

Hindustanj
Unknown

October, 1880

The Bengal Theatre
Calcutta

Sakuntala

Directed by Nanda
Kumar Roy in aid of
the Society of the
Prevention of
Cruelty to Animals
Produced by the
Bengal Theater

Bengali,Nanda
Kumar Roy

January 71890

Anandodbhava
Natyagriha, Pune
Calcutta Maidan,

Sangita Shakuntald

Directed byBalwant
Pandurang Kirloskal

Marathi,Balwant

1930

Calcutta

Sakuntala

Produced by Sarat
Chandra Ghose ang
the Royal Bengal
Theatre in honor of
Prince Albert Vidor

Pandurang Kirloskalt
Bengdli, Unknown

1944

Bombay, and on tou

TheArt Theatre,
Calcutta

Sakuntala

Sakuntala

Scenic Design by
Paresh Basu
Featured Durgdas
Banerjee as
Dushyanta and
Sushila as
Shakuntala

Bengali,adapted by
Aparesh Chandra
Mukherjee

around India

Directed by
Prithviraj Kapoor
Produced by Prithvi
Theatres
Featured Prithviraj
Kapoor as
Dushyanta
And Uzra Mumtaz

as Shakuntala

Hindi, Adapted by
Narayan Prasad
Betab
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1951 The Star Theatre, Sakuntala Directed by Bengali,Adapted by
Calcutta Mahendra Gupta Mahendra Gupta
1954 Sapru House Hall, Shakuntala Directed by Daji Sanskrit, N/A
New Delhi Bhatavdekar

Produced by the
Brahmana Sabha o
Bombay for the
Natya Sangh Theatr,
Festival
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APPENDIX C:

I NDIAN PRODUCTIONS OF SHAKUNTALA 1954 PRESENT

Date Venue, Location| Production Title Production Language,
Details Translation
Used
November1958 Kalidasa Samaroh,| Kalidasa Trilogy Directed by Pandit Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain Gaurinath Shasrti
Organizedoy V.
Raghavan for the
First Kalidasa
Festival
Noverber,1958 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij—! na Produced by the Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain " akuntalam Shas Sanskrit
Mahavidyalay in
Calcutta for the First
Kalidasa Festival
January 15, 1959 | Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-! na Produced by the Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain "akuntalam Calcutta Sanskrit
College
January, 1959 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij—! na Produced by the Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain " akuntalam Madhava
Mahavidyalay in
Ujjain
November 6, 1959 The Hindustani Shakuntala Directed by Hindi, Translated by
Theatre, New Delhi Narendra Sharma Niaz Haider
Music Direction by
Jydtirindra Moitra
Art Direction by MS
Sathyu
1961 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-! na Directed by V. Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain " akuntalam Raghavan
Produced by the
Sanskrita Ranga in
Madras
1964 The XXVI Shakuntala Produced and Sanskrit, NA
International Designed by
Congress of Ebrahim Alkazi in
Orientalists, New association with S.B
Delhi Velankar
Costumes by Sri
Riten Mozumdar
Music by Sri
Jyotirindra Moitra
1964 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-! na Produced by the Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain " akuntalam Kalidasa Samaroh o
Bombay
1966 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-! na Produced by the Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain " akuntalam Maharaja Sanskrit
College, Mysore
1966 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-I'na Produced by Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain " akuntalam Surabharati, Bhopal
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1968 Multilingual Theatre Abhij-! na Directed by Sanskrit, NA
Festival, Allahabad "akuntalam Kamalesha Dutt
Tripathi with
lighting design by
Tapas Sen
1969 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-I'na Produced by the Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain " akuntalam Sanskrit Sahitya
Parisad, Calcutta
1970 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-! na Produced by the Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain " akuntalam Rashtriya Sanskrit
Vidyapith, Delhi
1970 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij—! na Produced by the Hindi, Unknown.
Ujjain " akuntalam Bharatiya
Rangamanch, Ujjain
1972 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-!I'na Produced by the Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain " akuntalam Sanskrit Sahitya
Parisad, Calcutta
1973 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-! na Produced by Artists|  Hindi, Unknown
Ujjain " akuntalam Combine, Gwalior
1975 Ahmadabad Sh&untala Unknown Guijarati, Translated
by Gajendrashanka
Lalshankar Pandya
1976 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-!I'na Directed by Adya Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain " akuntalam Rangacharya and
BV Karanth
Produced by Adya
Rangacharya
1977 Magadh Kalakar " akuntalam Directed by Shri Hindi, Shri
Theater, Patna Chaturbhuj, on the Chaturbhuj
occasion of the
theaterOs silver
jubilee
October 31, 1979 | Kalidasa Akademi, Abhij-!I'na A childrenOs Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain " akuntalam production directed
by Srinivas Rath
1979 Goa Hindu Abhij-I'na Directed by Vijaya | Marathi, Unknown
Association, " akuntalam Mehta, performed ai
Mumbai the Kalidasa
Samaroh in Ujjain
November 2
1980 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-! na Produced by Padati Hindi, Mohan
Ujjain " akuntalam Theater Company, Rakesh
Calcutta
Directed by
Shyamaand Jalan.
1980 Leipzig Theatre, Abhij-!I'na Directed by Vijaya | GermanUnknown
Leipzig (Germany) " akuntalam Mehta in

collaboration with
Fritz Bennowitz.
Music by Bhaskar
Chandavakar.
Choreography by
Rohini Bhate.
Performed with a

German cast.
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1981

National School of
Drama (NSD), New
Delhi

Lok Shakuntala

Directed by KV
Subbanna for the
NSD 3 yearclass

Hindi, S. Balurav
and Atul Vitari
(Based on KV

Subbannas Kanna
Translation)

November 26, 1982 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-I'na Directed by Prabhati Sanskrit and Prakrit
Ujjain " akuntalam Kumar Bhattacharyg NA
November 29, 1982 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij—! na Produced by Theatr{ Bengali Unknown
Ujjain " akuntalam Centre in Calcutta
December 2, 1982| Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-! na Produced by Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain " akuntalam Sopanam,
Trivandrum
Directed by KN
Panikkar
February 1983 Sixth National Abhij-! na Produced by Sangrit, NA
Festivalof Drama, "akuntalam Sopanam,
Sri Ram Centre for Trivandrum
Art and Culture, Directed by KN
New Delhi Panikkar
1985 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-! na Produced by the Go Hindi, Mohan
Ujjain " akuntalam Hindu Association Rakesh
of Bombay. Directed
by Vijaya Mehta
1985 Ninasam, Heggodu| Loka Shakuntala Directed by KV Kannada, KV
Subbanna for the Subbanna
inaugural season of
theTirugata
Company of
Ninasam
November 131986 | Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij—! na Produced by Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain " akuntalam Sopanam,
Trivandrum
Directed by KN
Panikkar
November 14, 1986 Ravindra Bhavan, Nritya Natya Produced by Deva Sanskrit, NA
New Delhi Shakuntala Vanee Mandira,
Bombay
Directed by S.B.
Velanker
February 4, 1987 | National School of Sakuntala Nata Directed by Hindi, Mohan
Drama (NSD), New Sankirtana Sanakhya Ebotombi Rakesh
Delhi in the Manipuri
traditional style of
Nata Sankirtana for
theNSD 3 year
class
September 1987 | Sri Ram Center for Shakuntalen Produced by Hindi, unknown
Art and Culture, Ensemble 86
New Delhi Directed by
Prasanna
November 23, 1988 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-! na Directed by Hindi, Mohan
Ujjain " akuntalam Sanakhya Ebotombi Rakesh

in the Manipuri
traditional style of

Nata Sankirtana
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December 1, 1988 St. StephenOs Shakuntala Produced by the Hindi, Mohan
College, New Delhi Shakespeare Societ Rakesh
(Hindi Section) of
St. StephenOs
College under the
auspiceof the
Sahitya Kala
Parishad
1989 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij—! na Produced by the Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain " akuntalam Sanskrit Sahjta
Parishad, Calcutta
April 10, 1992 Bahawalpur House, Shakuntala Directedby Bharti Nagpuri Dialect,
National School of Sharma, presented ¢ Unknown
Drama (NSD), New the result of a
Delhi workshop in
Neterhat, Jharkhang
November 6, 1992 | Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-!I'na Produced by the | Sanskrit and Hinid
Ujjain " akuntalam Kalidasa Akademi in Unknown
Ujjain
Directed by
Dhirendra Kumar
1993 Gurukul Kalavikash, Abhij-! na Directed by Sutapa Sanskrit, NA
Calcutta " akuntalam Talukdarwith
choreography in the
Odissi style by Guru
Kelucharan
Mahapatra
1994 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-!I'na Produced by the Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain " akuntalam SamskritaRanga of
Madras
Directed by SS
Janaki
1995 National School of Tridhara Directed by Rita Sanskrit, NA
Drama (NSD), New Ganguly for the
Delhi NSD 3" year class
January 15, 1996 | Narada Gana Sabhz Abhij—-! na Produced by the Sanskrit, NA
Madras " akuntalam Samskrita Ranga of
Madras, directed by
Nandini Ramani
1996 Ninasam, Heggodu| Loka Shakuntala Produced by the Kannada, KV
students of the Subbanna
Ninasam Theatre
Institute
1997 Sri Lanka Abhij-! na Directed by Rita Sanskrit, NA
" akuntalam Garguly
Performedby the
NSD 3% year class
on tour in Sri Lanka
1997 Malayalee Club, Abhij-! na Produced by the Sanskrit, NA
Chennai " akuntalam Samskrita Ranga ag
part of the
Malayalee ClubOs
centennial
celebrations
November 10, 1997 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij—! na Produced by the | Sanskrit and Hindi,
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Ujjain I akuntalam Kalidasa Akademi Unknown
Directed by Cetan
Pandit
1998 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-"na Produced by Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain I akuntalam Sopanam,
Trivandrum
Directed by KN
Panikkar
April 24-25, 1999 Srikamah Kala Abhij—"na Produced by the Rajasthani,
Mandir Samskritika I akuntalam Rajasthan SNA Unknown

Sansthan, Jodhpur

October 20, 2000

National School of

Shakuntala ki

Original play by

Hindi, Surendra

Drama (NSD), New Anguthi Surendra Varma Varma
Delhi adapted from
KalidasaOs
Shakuntala.
Directed by Ram
Gopal Bajaj for the
NSD 3° year class
November 16, 2001] National School of Abhij—"na Directed by Kumar Hindi, Mohan
Drama (NSD), New I akuntalam Varma forthe NSD Rakesh
Delhi 2"year class
Choreographyy
Bharti Shivaji
2002 Bharat Rang Abhij-"na Directed by G. Venu Sanskrit, NA
Mahotsav, National I akuntalam from Thrissu in the
School of Drama style of Kudiyattam
(NSD, New Delhi
November 14, 2002, Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij—"na Produced by Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain I akuntalam Jnanapravah of
Varanasi
Directed by
Krishnakant Sharme
April 4, 2003 Ninasam, Heggodu Sakuntala Directed by Rustom Kannada,
Bharucta for the Raghuananda
inaugural Ninasam
Marutirugata
Festival
November 22, 2004 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij—"na Produced by the Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain I akuntalam Kalidasa Akademi
Directed by Sri
Rajendran Avasthi
May 17, 2005 India Habitat Centeql ~ ShakuntalaElts Adapted and Unknown
(IHC), New Delhi Inner Meaning perfomed by
Sovanabrata Sircar,
using songs from
TagoreOs dance
dramas to link
episodes of
KalidasaOs drama|
10-13 November, | National School of Abhij—"na Directed by Suresh Hindi, Mohan
2006 Drama (NSD), New I akuntalam Anagalli for the Rakesh
Delhi NSD 2" year class
2006 Ranga Shankara, Shakuntala Produced by Little English, adapted
Bangalore Remembered Jasmine Theatre | loosely from Arthur




Trestle Theatre, St. Directed by Kirtana Ryder
Albans (UK) Kumar
With music by
Konarak Reddy and
Kalaripayettu
Choreography by
Anmol Mothi
2006 Ninasam, Heggodu Shakuntala Directed by Aithar Kannada,
for the students of Raghuananda
the Ninasam Theatr
Institute
November 22, 2007, Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij—! na Directed by Sri SanskritNA
Ujjain " akuntalam Rajendran Avasthi
2008 Natya Parvan Abhij-! na Produced by Sanskrit, NA
Symposium and "akuntalam Sopanam,
Festival of Sanskrit Trivandrum
Theater, Dharwad Directed by KN
Panikkar
2008 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-! na Produced Hindi, Unknown
Ujjain " akuntalam Samahantar from
Allahabad
Directed by Sri
Anilranjana
Bhaumik
November 27, 2010 Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij-I'na Produced by the Sanskrit, NA
Ujjain " akuntalam Kalidasa Akademi
Directed by Satish
Dave
2010 Bharat Rang Shakuntala Produced by the Urdu, Ahmed
Mahotsav, National National Akademi of Himesh
School of Drama Performing Arts,
(NSD), New Delhi Karachi
Directed by Zain
Ahmed Featuring
songs by Paras
Masroor and Aimen
Tairg and music by
Alan Simon and
Ahsan Bari
2011 St. StephenOs Abhij-! na Directed by Pankah Unknown
College, New Delhi " akurtalam Kumar Mishra
January and May Bharat Rang Chhaya Directed by KN Hindi, Udayan
2014 Mahotsav and Shakuntalam Panikkar for the Vajpeyi
Summer Festival, Repertory Company
National School of of the NSD
Drama (NSD), New
Delhi
February 7, 2014 | Kalidasa Samaroh, Abhij—-! na Produced by Sanskrif NA
Ujjain " akuntalam Rashtriya Sanskrit
Samsthan, Bhopal
Directed by Memala
Vashisht
SeptembeR015 NationalSchoolof Abhij-! na Directed by Rita Sanskrit andHindi,
Drama (NSD), New " akuntalam Ganguly for NSD3™ Asif Ali Haider
Delhi yearclass Khan
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November 21, 2015

Sri Dakshinamurti
Auditorium,
Chennai

KalidasaOs
I" kuntalam

Produced by the
Samskrita Ranga
Directed by Nandini
Ramani on the
occasion of the
produwtionOs 87
anniversary

Sanskrit, NA

2016

National Center for

Shakuntala Awaits

Adapted and

English, Isheeta

the Performing Arts directed by Isheeta Ganguly
(NCPA), Mumbai Ganguly. Featuring
Purva Bedi and
Samrat Chakravarti
September-B, 2017 | NationalSchool of Abhij—"na Directed by Chandrg Hindi, Asif Al
Drama (NSD), New I akuntalam Dasan for the NSD Haider Khan

Delhi

2"year class
Dramaturgy by
Amitabh Srivastava




APPENDIX D:

AMERICAN PRODUCTIONS OF SHAKUNTALA 1789PRESENT

Date

Venue, Location

Production Title

Production
Details

Language,
Translation
Used

June 1718, 1904

Smith College,
Northampton MA

KalidasaOs
Shakuntala

Produced by the
Smith College
Senior Dramatic
Club, Original
Music composed by
Professor Coerne

English, Unknown

June 181905

Madison Square
Roof Garden, NYC

Sakuntala, or The
Lost Ring

Produced by the
Progressivestage
Society
Directed by Edmund
Russell and Mrs.
Olin M Eakins
Featuring Ruth St.
Denis and Edmund

English, Unknown

Russell
May 17, 1914 The Theatre at Rock  Shakuntala: The Sophomore English, Arthur
Springs, Mount World-Famous production of The Ryder
Tamalpais, Hindu Drama of the Mountain Play
California Himalayas Directed by Garnet
Holme
July 18, 1914 The Amphitheatre a| Shakuntala: The An encore English, Arthur

the University of
California, Berkelg

World-Famous
Hindu Drama of the
Himalayas

performance of The
Mountain play given
under the auspices ¢
the Musical and
Dramatic Committee
of the University of
California

Ryder

August 1312, 1916

The City Park of
Stafford, Kansas

Sakuntala

Directed and
Produced by Charle
R. Edwards for the
Shakespeare Club ¢
Stafford, in
celebration of the
opening of City
Park. Lighting by
Gilmore Brown.

English, Unknown

April, 1919

The Greenwich
Village Theatre,
NYC

SakuntalaThe
Great Hindu Love
Drama by Kalidasa

Directed by Frank
Conroy and Harold
Meltzer
Costumes and Sets
by Livingston Platt

English, amacting
version based on

Monier Williams
compiled by Charles
HenryMeltzer

May 24, 1924

Miss MasonOs
School, OThe
CastleQ Tarrytown,
New York

Sakuntala

Produced on the
occasion of Field
Day
Directed by

Elizabeth Beatty

English, Laurence
Binyon
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February 89, 1926

The Fine Arts
Theatre, Boston

Sakuntala: IndiaOs
Masterpiece

Produced by Joy
Higginsfor the
Fellowship of Faiths
and Races
Directed by Joy
Higgins and Kedar
Nath Das Gupta
With Costumes and
Set Dressings from
the London
Production

English, Laurence
Binyon, Prepared fo
the Stage by Kedar|

Nath Das Gupta

March 2122, 1926

The Garrick Theatre
NYC

Sakuntala: IndiaOs
Famous Classic by
ShakespeareOs Eld

Produced by Joy
Higginsfor the
Fellowship of Faiths

English, Laurence
Binyon, Prepared fo
the Stage by Kedar|

Brother and Races Nath Das Gupta
Directed by Joy
Higgins and Kedar
Nath Das Gupta
With Costumes and
Set Dressings from
the London
Production
December 1117, The Carnegie Shakuntala Directed by English, Unknown
1935 Institute of Professor Lovejoy
Technology,
Pittsburg PA
November 24 The PlaywrightOs Shakuntala Directed by Rolf English, Unknown

December 15, 1954

Theatre, Chicago

Forsberg
Featuring Lee
Morgan and Ed

Asner

September, 1959

St. Marks
Playhouse, NYC

Shakuntala: A Love
Story

Produced by Patricig
Newhall, Krishna
Shah and Carol
Davies
Directed by Lee
Morgan
Featuring Madhur
Jaffrey

English, Unknown

1966 Michigan State ShakuntalaAct IV Directed by CC English, Unknown
University, Ml Mehta of the
University of Baroda
as part of a nine
month seminar on
classical Indian
Theatre
May 24, 1967 Prescott College, Shakuntala, or the | Directed by Heathey  English, Monier
Prescott, AZ Lost Ring Murray Williams
February 11, 1971 Wollman Shakuntala Presented by the | English, Unknown
Auditorium, Tagore Society as ¢ Certain verses
Columbia University, benefit for the performedin the
NYC cyclone victims of Sanskrit original

East Pakistan with
music by Siresh

Shukla
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1971

King Phillip School,
WestHartford CT

Shakuntala, a
classical dance
drama

Presented by the
India Association of
Greater Hartford to

benefit the East

Bengal Refugee

Relief Fund

English, Unknown

August 25,1979

The Ralph Freud
Playhouse,
Macgowan Hall.The
University of

The Recognition of
Shakuntala

Directed by Phillip
Zarrilli as part of
UCLAOs Asian
Performing Arts

English, adapted by

Dura MichtTemple
based on the

translation of Monien

California, Los Summer Institute Williams
Angeles andFestival.
Advised by M.P.
Sankaran
Namboodiri
October, 1982 The Studio Theatre| The Recognition of Directed by Joy English, adapted by
Washington DC Shakuntala Zinoman Joy Znoman
May, 1991 International City | The Recognition of | Directed by Shashini English, adapted by
Theatre, Long Shakuntala Desai Caryn Morse
Beach, CA
2002 Bucknell University, Shakuntala: A Produced by the English,
Lewisburg, PA Classical Indian Bucknell W.J.Johnson
Drama Department of
Theatre and Dance
in celebration of Oth
South Asia Focus
YearO
Directed by Gary
Grant
2006 Little Country Abhij-I'na Directed by Paul English, Unknown
Theatre, North " akuntalam Lifton, in

Dakota State
University

collaboration with
Kathalali Artist
Shashi Nair

February, 2010

LaMama ETC, NYC

Shakuntala and the
Ring of Recognition

Produced by Magis
Theater Company
Directed by George

Drance

English Adapted for
performance by
George Drance,

based on translation

by MonierWilliams,
Jones, and Ryder

April-May, 2010

Chronos Theatre
Company, San
Diego

Shakuntala by
Kalidasa

Directed by Celeste
Innocenti

English, Arthur
Ryder

December, 2012

Gist Hall Theatre,
Humboldt State
University, CA

Shakuntala

Directed by Rae
Robison

English, Adapted
from various
translations by
Margaret Kelso

November, 2015

Mainstage Theatre,

James Madison
University,

Harrisonburg, VA

Shakuntala

Directed by Snehal
Desai
Choreographed by
Daniel Phoenix
Singh

English, adapted
from the translation
by W.J.Johnson

April 7, 2018

Tawes Theatre,
Washington College
MD

Shakuntala

Directed by Sofia
Sidhu as her senior
thesis

English, adapted
from the translation
by Arthur Ryder
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