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AKESPEARE AND ASSAMESE LITERATURE

By NANDA TALUKDAR
Pandu College, Gauhati University

AssAM came under the direct control of the British in 1826,
In pursuance of the treaty of Yanda. Simultaneously with
the British came another group of foreigners, the Am-ttrlcéfn
Baptist Missionaries, to whom Assam owes the ushering in
of a new age in literature, for it was their Journal Arunoday, the
first of its kind in the Assamese language, that heralded the
advent of Modern Assamese literature. The advent of Shakes-

the masses had hardly any Opportunity to witness them, a
selected few were fortunate enough to have a close view.

Assamese students in Calcutta had a more frequent and more
intimate contact with Shakespeare plays and, like most of
their Bengalee counterparts, they were deeply impressed. On

the other hand, the spread of English education brought

Shakespeare closer to the intelligentsia of Assam who fell
€asy victims to the charms, and more so the prestige, of the
great dramatist. No wonder th

at the young scholars and
writers of Assam devclopcd a Shakcspeare-consciousness which

In some cases veered dang(zrously to Shakcspcarc-idolatry.
The influence of Shakespeare on Assamese literature is
he dramatic

1S, of course, on t
literature of Assam. T his is followed by the indirect impact of

Shakespearean stories, with the

Ir special S€t-up, on Assamese
novels and narrative poems. The énce is on poetry

third infly
proper.

The influence of Shakespeare
Assam is also three-fold, i

technique of characteriz




9 Nanda Talukdar
of dramatic literature lit by Sankardev and ably nursed by :
his followers gradually died down in the post-Vaishnava period
to be replaced by a new flame kindled by the English. This new
dramatic literature of Assam was a child of Shakespeare.
There was no division into Acts and Scenes in the Ankia-nat of
Sankardev. Such formal innovations as we find in modern
Assamese drama are a direct borrowing from Shakespeare.
The change is first detected in Gunabhiram Barua’s play
Ram-Navami (1857). As a play of transition it carries un-
mistakable signs of affiliation with the older drama. Here we
find the inevitable Sutradhara and also the time-honoured
convention of ending the play in a song of the lachari type.
But the influence of Shakespeare is apparent in the division
of the play into eight scenes. In the days following, the in-
fluence of Shakespeare on Assamese literature grew appre-
ciably. Acts, Scenes, Stage-directions, soliloquies etc. in the
Shakespearean tradition became vital components of the
new drama. Quite naturally, in the first phase of the change-
over, the growth was slow and halting. It was in the Fonaki
era that the new drama sprang into vigorous life, greedily
secking newer avenues. The high priests of this new drama
were Lakshminath Bezborua and Padmanath Gohain Barua.
Both of them were influenced by not only the form and techni-
que of Shakespeare plays but also the Shakespearean way of
characterization. Gajpuria and Priyaram of Bezborua’s play,
Chakradhway Sinha, were modelled after Falstaff. A large number
of characters in Assamese drama have come into being,
following the line of the Shakespearean clown. The special
type of Shakespearean women, playing decisive dramatic
roles in the guise of men, have inspired a number of such
romantically intriguing characters in Assamese drama. We
find such characters in Padmanath Gohain Barua’s Lachit
Borphukan, Sailadhar Rajkhawa’s Pratapsinha, Prasantalal
Chowdhury’s Nilambar and also in a novel of Gohain Barua
named Bhanumati. Shakespeare’s influence is also evident in
long soliloquies, rhetorical specches and occasional sprinkling
of lyrics. Gohain Barua and Bezborua remain the ablest
imitators of Shakespeare in the formal and technical aspects of
drama.

A more comprehensive assimilation of Shakespeare was
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effected by a group of four young Assamese who had studied in
Calcutta colleges. They were Ratnadhar Borua, Gunanjan J
Borua, Ghanashyam Borua and Ramakanta Borkakoti. 7, i
Together they produced the first full-scale translation of 1
Shakespeare in the shape of Bhramranga which is the Assamese
counterpart of The Comedy of Errors. It was not, of course, a |
word for word translation and an interesting feature was '
the substitution of Shakespeare’s blank verse by prose.

The poet-philosopher Durgeswar Sarma wrote two plays i
called Chandravati and Padmavati, modelling them on As %ou |
Like It and Cymbeline. Chandravati retains the set-up of the old

drama, but attempts to bring it in line with the new mode.
Padmavati, modelled on Cymbeline, is an unpublished play. Here
| the dramatist has tried to give the story an Indian colour by
| substituting England and Rome by Avanti and Ujjaini. A
| similar adaptation of Cymbeline is found in another Assamese
» play called 7ard. Indianisation has been effected through
building up the plot against the background of the clash |
between the Mughals and the Rajputs. |

Debananda Bharati’s Bhimdarpa is an echo of Macbeth while
Padmadhar Chaliha’s Amar Lila is an adaptation of Romeo
and Fuliet. The Merchant of Venice and King Lear were recreated
by Atul Chandra Hazarika in the shape of Bany Konwar and
Asru Tirtha. None of these is a literal translation; they are
rather free adaptations with a conscious effort to lend them
a local look. As a result, many of the characters of the original
have lost their Shakespearean quality in the process of being
Indianised.

Karmavir Nabin Chandra Bordoloi also tried his hand at
writing plays of the Shakespearan type. His Tarun-Kanchan,
Bishad Kahini and Danduri Daman are variations of Troilus and
Cressida, King Lear and The Taming of the Shrew respectively.
Of these, only Tarun-Kanchan has come out in the Journal,
Abahan, the other two are still to be published. Another success-
ful adaptation of Shakespeare is Sailadhar Rajkhowa’s Ranjit
Sinha, based on Othello, which has been a great success on the
stage.

Conforming. to the present-day need of one-act plays and
radio-plays, attempts have been made to clip Shakespeare
into radio versions. Phani Talukdar’s Assamese adaptations
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‘penetrated int

of R d Juliet is heard in :

loloi’s omati, while Mir; Jtaroi has a plot ¢

odelled on that of the same play. Romeo and Fuliet p.

also through Lakshminath Bezborua’s Padum Kunwori, wk
- Padmanath Gohain Borua’s Bhanumati shows the indire
influence of both Romeo and Fuliet and As You Like .

In the penetration of Shakespeare into the sphere of the

novel, Lamb’s Tales from Shakespeare has played a vital role,

- It has not only encouraged retelling in prose the more popular
plots of Shakespeare but has also tempted the young Assamese
novelist to incorporate plot-outlines and character-sketches
of Shakespeare into their works. As regards poetry proper,
Shakespeare has acted as an effective inspiration to some highly
successful poetic flights. Hiteswar ‘Borua’s ‘Desdemona’ is a
notable example of such pociry The Sonnets also have a deep
influence on Assamese poetry. Not only have they been
instrumental in bringing into existence a fairly capable sonnet
literature in Assam but have also enriched the poetic idiom
of the Assamese language.

On the whole, Shakespeare’s influence on Assamese litera-
ture has been of a far-reaching nature. In form, tone and
content, the modern drama of Assam has been directly
shaped by Shakespeare. But one has to admit that the in-
fluence has not been as deep as it has been wide. Nevertheless,
modern Assamese drama has been built on an impetus received
from Shakespeare and though today Ibsen is more in vogue,
Shakespeare still remains the base to start from. |
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THE IMPACT OF SHAKESPEARE ON BENGALI
[ITERATURE

By ARABINDA PODDAR '
Rabindra Bharati University, Calcutta Vg

e

I

spectators and
modern Bengali
of the nineteenth century-

The lovers of Shakespearc were the relatively enlightened
members among the early English settlers who built Calcutta’s
¢ Street, as early as 1755, and

first playhouse, in Lalbaz
although information is unfortunately lacking as to its histrio=
he wealth of

nic activities, it may well be assumed, from t
information littered in newspapers and journals of the last two

decades of the century, that Shakespeare’s plays or selected
have figured prominently in the list of

scenes thereof must

1ts pcrformanccs. The elite of the English community, Since
the publication of Bengal’s first newspaper Hickey's Bengal
Gazette, in 1780, as editors, correspondents, reviewers Or
framorists, frequently stated, discussed or commented upon
Shakespeare or simply referred to him by name. -

—This was how the members of the local gentry and banians,
the grandfathers of latter-day Anglophiles, must have found

it both profitable and gratifying to avail themselves of the
and while they eyed the

courtesy of their English masters,
also filled their hearts with

alien beauties in playhouses, they

the grandeur of an exotic art.
tance with the Bard picked up at play-

This chance acduain
houses developed into a kinship with subsequent generations
English education. The s nior boys of

that plunged in for
the Hindu College had to_read ag many as four Shakespeare
Othello, Hamlet, and they were fortunate

to have teachers of the eminence of Derozi

' 2L - zio and D.L.
Richardson to interpret Shakespeare to them. Derozio, himself
tnder the spell of Byron, could yet thrill his studen’ts when

SHARESPEARE’S plays had their performers,
readers in Bengal long before the foundation of

he first quarter

Y//hc read aloud from Shylock’s speeches; while Richardson
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“could read Shakespeare in a way that swept even the
“conceited Macaulay off his feet. One authority maintains
that his reading of Shakespeare stimulated Ma' h udan 1,
“Dutt’s poetic perception. As the study of English htﬁm_a
grew in and around Calcutta, other authors too began to
win the admiration of the young Bengalee, authors. such
as Milton, Byron, Scott and even Macaulay. The primacy
of Shakespeare, however, remained undiminished. To t.he
generation of young men who had grown up on l?lnghsh
education, Shakespeare was the norm by which the quality (?f a
literary piece was to be ascertained. The epoch—rpalnng
_literary journal, Bangadarsan, never missed an occasion to
"quote, discuss or allude to Shakespeare. In an article on the
ideals of chastity of Indian womanhood, Desdemona was set
up as an object of emulation, and in another on ethical stand-
ards, I found a citation from Dowden’s Shakespeare. With the
progress of English education in Bengal, Bacon, Scott,
/Macaulay and even Byron and Milton have faded out, but
v/ not Shakespeare. He reigns as a living presence.

IT

I have said that the staging of Shakespeare’s plays began in
the playhouse of Lalbazar Street (1755-59). Later playhouses
built and run by the English residents of Calcutta continued
to perform Shakespeare plays along with other plays. Of these,
the New Playhouse (1776), Mrs. Bristow’s Theatre (1789),
The Chowringhee Theatre (1813-39), Sans Souci (1839-49)
initiated the local intelligentsia into the complicated art of
dramaturgy. That the Bengalees did not long lag behind in
histrionic ability is evidenced by the singular fact that wh

{Sans Souci presented Othello in 1848, the role of the M&f;
was assigned to a Bengalee, Baishnab Charan Addy, whose

33

performance was greeted with well-merited applause by a *

very full house. Some Bengalee aristocrats of Calcutta started _

a theatre, the Hindu Theatre (1831), built to perfection on the
_/prevailing English model with the intention of staging English

plays. On the very inaugural night, the Theatre presented
\}5 ortions of Fulius Caesar and a Sanskrit play?/All the schools

he time, the Hindu College, Metropolitan Academy, D
e e “ ¥ 3

;k:
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The Impact of Shakespeare on Bengali Literature 3

Hare Academy, Oriental Seminary, etc used to organize, on

festive occasions, the performance of Shakespeare plays in
whole or in parts by the boys. The report goes that Mﬂu-
sudan Dutt appeared in the role of Gloucester at a college
function in a scene from Henry VI, Part 1. David Hare Aca-
demy had on record two performances of The Merchant of
Venice by its students in 1853; Clinger, the Senior Master of
English of the Calcutta Madrassa, having trained the boys.
The Oriental Seminary had a stage of its own, called the
Oriental Theatre, and the alumni of the Seminary successfully
undertook the following dramatic programme: Qthello present-
ed on 26th September and again on 5th October, 1853, The
Merchant of Venice on 2nd March, 1854, and Henry IV on 15th
February, 1855, Clinger again and one Mrs. Alice having
undertaken the task of training and guiding the boys. jJulius
Caesar was enacted at the private playhouse of Peary Mohan
Bose of Jorasanko, an influential member of the Anglophile
middle class. The performance drew a distinguished audience,
including Europeans, and the acclamation was universal,
judged from the encomium of the leading Bengali journal
of the time, Sambad Prabhakar, surpassing the expectation of
everybody present. Hamlet was staged by a set of leading in-
tellectuals including Keshab Chandra Sen, Pratap Chandra
Mazumder and Narendra Nath Sen at the country residence
of the first named at Garifa, near Calcutta.

1857 marks the close of a phase of the theatrical movement
in Bengal; for, since then, no Bengali playhouse ever presented
an English play. But theatrical companies from Europe
continued to pay seasonal visits to Calcutta, and thus helped
the Bengali stage to achieve new dimensions in dramaturgy.
From 1872 to 1876 Lewis’s theatrical troupe organised seasonal
shows on the Calcutta Maidan, which greatly delighted
theatre-goers. The plays presented by the troupe included a
good many of Shakespeare’s. Amritalal Bose, a noted come-
dian and wit, has recorded in his reminiscences that all the
innovations introduced in the stagecraft of the Bengali theatre
by Girish Chandra Ghosh, the great playwright and actor, owed
their inspiration to the performances of this troupe, and that
he himself learnt from them that affectation and mannerism
were not ‘acting’. One Herr Bandmann visited Calcutta with




s of Hm;zlﬁéa Macbeth, R

R

his troupe.in 1882, and gave shov Mac
hlS m}g;c%zigf%f’ ;.;} agld Othello. Charles Venn arrived
e et 3 e . N e

1909, to be follow;g, in 1
ftzrrtt)irngl}zrﬂ;%iccllon they left the stage to A]lf.;n Weekly of
London Repertory fame whose programmes included ZZ."};_e-
Merry Wives, The Merchant of Venice and some of the t_ragedies
named above. Lang and Weekly returned the following year
to repeat their performances. In 1918 came Harding and
Howitt to re-interpret the plays to crowded houses. _&l_ of
them, especially Matheson Lang, left behind a well-cherished

¥ memory, and made possible the rise of Sisir Kumar Bhaduri,

a great name in Bengal’s histrionic art. «; . .
Shakespeare was also presented in Bengali by the commercial
playhouses of Calcutta. Of these Othello (1875) staged by the
Bengal Theatre, Macbeth (1893, tr. by Girish Chandra Ghosh)
and Cleopatra (1914, tr. by Pramatha Bhattacharyya) by the
Minerva Theatre, Hariraj (Hamlet, 1897, tr. by Nagendra
Choudhury) and Othello (1919, tr. by Debendra Nath Bose)
achieved conspicuous success. The Minerva Theatre made
quite a stir with Ghosh’s Macbheih for it was presented on the
v very night of its inauguration with a cast and set that out-
classed everything hitherto considered adequate for the Bengali
stage. The best European talent then available was engaged
by Ghosh to lay the set, draw the scenes and design the accoutre-
ment. And the story goes on. The staging of Shakespeare in
Jboth English and Bengali by amateurs as well as professionals
is as vigorous to-day as it was yesterday.

IT1

Bengali translations of Shakespeare’s works are too numerous
to be enumerated in full; only the comparatively worthwhile
ones will be named here. It is, of course, interesting tg note
that in this sphere too the icebreaker was an Englishman,
I(i;)@llglgt\on, a student of Fort William College, Calcutta.
y e tr?ns.lated The Te.mpest into Bengali in 1809 as, it 1is stated,
one of his class exercises. In 1853 came Harachandra Ghosh’s

version of The Merchant of Venice under the title Bhanumati

Chattavilas. But Harachan ra took so many liberties with

911, by Matheson L;mg. and ey _f-
¢ Taming of the Shrew and Hamlet. Before :
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The Impact of Shakespeare on Bengali Literature 9

Shakespeare that his execution was more an adaptation than F
a translation. The work, however, satisfied the Rev. Long 1
whose comment was, ‘Shakespeares’s idea, but given in a |
Bengali dress; well and ably done.” His next venture, Charu-
mukha-Chittahara (Romeo and Juliet), came out in 1864, but
in this case too what was gained by faithful adherence to the
original was invariably lost by the translator’s unrestrained
preference in most scenes for prose at the cost of poetry. In
1879 was published Nalini Basanta, an adaptation of The
Tempest by a distinguished poet, Hemchandra Bandyopadhyay.
_But the poet’s intention to remain faithful was totally jeopar-
dized by his unconscious predilection for cockney Bengali as
well as by the shifting of the place of action, The result was
anything but happy. The same remark is applicable to his
more publicized adaptation of Romeo and Fuliet, although the
poetry is both graceful and ebullient. Here is a Romeo in
Bengali dress. Nabin Chandra Sen, another notable poet,
published in 1894 an adaptation in Bengali of 4 Mid-
Summer Night’s Dream entitled Naidagh Nishitha Swapna; but
his pseudo-realistic attempt was absolutely foiled by a language
that was vulgar and unpoetical.

Thus ended the rather barren period of adaptation, after
which we enter an epoch of literal and competent translation
of Shakespeare’s plays. The one to be most favourably received
was the version of Macbeth of Girish Chandra Ghosh, already
referred to above. It suffers at points from an exuberance,
both emotig_nal and verbal, but it has nonetheless i-dmirably
preserved the heightened spirit as well as the dramatic tension
of the original. Tagore, the report goes, rendered the tragedy

v into Bengali when he was in his early teens. The manus-
cript has unfortunately not been preserved; but the few
extant songs of the witches clearly establish the superiority
of his juvenile version over that of the matured Girish Chandra.
Jyotirindranath Tagore’s translation of Julius Caesar was
acclaimed by critics at the time of its publication in 1909.
Read today, his literary style appears to be too tender and

Jsupine to match the ascending passion of, say, the murder
scene. Of much popular interest were the complete plays in
two volumes published by the Basumati Sahitya Mandir
translated by various authors. These included some of the

{

|
¥
i
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' day ok do not know of a a,ny poet of even m
reputation who has not turned at least one Shakespm'
sonnet into Bengali. « _
Of the countless prose adaptations and stories, the earliest,
that of Romeo and jfuliet by Gurudas Hazara, was published in
1848, and was followed in 1852 by a collection of stories |
compiled by Muktaram. Vldyab agis and others. Vidyasagar’s
thoroughly Indlamsed version of The (Jome@y of Errors under the
v title Bhrantivilas appeared in 1870 since when prose stories
from Shakespeare, some intended for the consumption of
young people, have continued to flow at regular intervals
from distinguished pens. Of these the most prominent, in
respect of the meticulous attention given as well as the ex-
cellence attained, were the translations in four volumes
(1898-1910) by Haranchandra Rakshit. These ran through
several editions before going out of prmt Basumati Sahitya
Mandir’s collection of a bunch of stories known as_Shakespearer «
Granthabali was also well received by a very considerable
‘ssection of Bengali readers.

The all-pervasive influence of Shakespeare in our literature
is more to be felt than proved with a load of statistics. There
are Bengali plays that have been patterned after his plays or
been influenced by his dramatic ideas, structure, character-
ization, dialogue and blank verse. Jogendra Chandra Gupta,
who wrote the first Bengali tragedy, named Shakespearein a
lengthy preface as his ideal and argued elaborately in favour
of the Aristotelian principles of tragic art.  And although 17-:
Michael Madhusudan Dutt held the view that ‘we Asiatics :

are re of a more romantic turn of mind than our European 5
neighbours’, some of his characters, particularly in his drama
v Krishnakumari, are found to have their prototypes in the pla;
of Shakespeare. Dinabandhu Mitra, his contemporary 2 ;
author of Nil Darpan, came nearest to Shakespeare in
comic view of life, and had his play Nawvin Tagasmm b




i /beth and Othello respectlvely when he fancies himself to

5 Ekadashz, thmks and sPeaks in the Iangua.ge of Romeo Ma

in identical situations. Girish Chandra Ghosh, menti
earlier, who was theoretically opposed to the element of terrorin
Shakespearean tragedies, nevertheless chose for his social drama e
their themes, viz. revenge, madness, tyranny, intrigue, jealousy,

lust, etc. He also introduced, in Shakespeare fashion, the su er-
natural element in some of hlS semi-historical plays in order to
infuse a sense of mysteryin the actionand to make the dramatic
effect 1mpresswe Rabindranath Tagore did not write his
mature plays in the Shakespearean manner but yet, as he
himself has confessed, in his youthful days, Shakespeare’s
plays were taken as the ideal to be emulated. And Rabindra-
nath did emulate him, LSpCClEHIY in some of his early plays
such as Bisarjan, Raja O Rani, Prakritir Pratishodh, so much
7 so that portions of cha.loguc in the second-named play
appear to be clear echoes of the words of Lady ﬁacbeth

Rabindranath scrupuloush followed the Shakespearea.n tech-
nique of using poetry in lhe expression of high passion, and
prose for commonplace conversation. Here also poetry has
been gwen to thoqe be]onglng to 1he I].Oblllt} and prose to the

But the dramatist to be most mﬂuenced by and indebted
to Shakespeare was Dwijendralal Roy, popularly known as
D. L. Roy (1863-1913). It will be stupid to maintain that he
ranks with Shakespeare as a dramatic artist. He does not have
th_egcmus for the rank. But, within limits, and in both theory
“and practice, he did try to scize the Shakespearean atmosphere
and grandeur for the Bengali drama; for example, in Shakjahan
and in some other less successful plays such as MNoorjehan
and Tarabai. In Shaiyahan Aurangzeb, the fratricide, ex-
per1en(m/lacbcth like hallucma’uom while the speeches oli%w

the old Shahjahan have the _poignancy of Lear’s utterances. 5§

It may alsov,be noted en passant that the hero of his historical |
play Chandragupta at one place vividly echoes the high-strung %
words of Shylock (‘Hath not a Jew eyes? Hath not a Jew
hands’, etc.) Contemmama is different, b




in our poetry, The stu
ﬁ'llltﬁll criticism, espe

“ of drama and ethical
Chattcrjcc discusses t it
Bhababhutl and Shakespeare, and
Tagorc s observations on Shakespeare
“essays on literary theory are always i m."é‘*"
nath Tagore has some good t to say on
nature in Shakespeare and Kalidasa; in th
Chandra” Bose we have a vehement
Sh: xkcqpmrc s tragic values. There are sever:
criticism and biography but I am not sure 1f'wc"
that is original and systematic. ~«¢*

To a resurgent Bengal, Shakespeare praved
ful and vital source of inspiration. The love of
in the nineteenth century, was part of an inte

philism. This 1s perhaps why Keshab Chandre
an address, while in England, that Ind:la had as m

on Shakespeare and Newton as England Au
years have Llapscd since this claim was made
but it rings as true today as it did then. 7
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IMPACT OF SHAKESPEARE ON GUJARATI
LITERATURE

By C. C. MEenTA
M. S. University, Baroda

IF the stage has anything to do with literature, or vice versa,
and we believe that the relationship is mutual, Shakespeare’s
impact on the Gujarati stage and literature is not only out-
standing, but one can say that it may be lasting. This remark
is to be confined only to the literary drama and the stage plays,
if at all there is a distinction between the two. The novel is
independent and as far as poetry is concerned, there is the
influence of other English poets, Keats, Wordsworth, Shelley,
Tennyson, even Burns, but not of Shakespeare. During the
middle of the 19th century, a number of performing Com-
panies visited Bombay, staging Shakespeare’s plays when the
Gujarati stage was just taking shape. A small community of
Parsees, enterprising by nature, grew interested in the plays
and started performing Shakespeare either in English or in
translations in Gujarati, devising their own methods and style.

For rather more than a hundred years, Shakespeare’s in-
fluence has waxed on the Gujarati stage. Indeed, were it not
for the fact that the bulk of Gujarati plays staged were never
published, several volumes full of particular examples of his
influence would not have been hard to fill.

Between the years 1865 and 1915, a few scripts were printed
out of the many plays staged; and out of the scripts that were
preserved, a few were lost or unutilised. The chances of their
preservation were not enhanced by the changes in location of
Gujarati theatre-activity which centred successively in Surat,
Bombay and Ahmedabad and later on in Saurashtra with the
consequent losses which took place during transit.

A play called Nathari Firangiz Thekane Avi was staged in the
Andrews Library in Surat in November 1852, telling of ‘How
a bad Firangiz woman was brought to her senses’. Evidently
a Parsce version of the The Taming of the Shrew, this play, by
one Dinshah Ardeshir Talyarkhan, is the earliest adaptation

\@nownm&"éré“ in Gujarati. A book entitled Parsi




_ ;stenc _ A
It is recorded that the Gentlemél{ Amateurs Club

rehearsal in the drawing room of the bungalow of I

a place among those wit]
ore flam ames of the Iranian, the Baronet, t
' .é-ntal,. the Gentlemen, the Amateurs and the E

* Shakespeare’s The Comedy of Errors in Bombay after a

Shanker Sheth. In 1858, onc Mr. Dosabhai Randeria
lated Shakespeare’s Romeo and Fuliet which was staged
year and revived again in the 1870’s. It is a known fact t
Kaikashru Kabraji, a ‘boy editor’ of the Gujarati paper
Fam-e-Jamshed, both produced Shakespeare and wrote under
‘his influence. He was one of the pioneers along with Ranch-"=
hodbhai Udairam to- start a theatre movement in Bombay.

The most remarkable of all pioneers in the theatre was
Jehangir Khambatta. In his autobiography, My Experiences
on the Stage, he tells us that in his keenness to see Shakespeare
performed in London and to act with a Company there he
stowed away on board a ship. Unfortunately, the ship he had
stowed away in, sailed eastwards instead of westwards and
finished up in Java. Undeterred, the irrepressible Khambatta 1
found an Australian Company performing Othello in a well-=8
built theatre there. Later, back in Bombay, he started his own:
Company and produced Shakespeare in both Gujarati and
Urdu. It is indicative of Shakespeare’s influence that when the
famous Victoria Natak Mandali was formed, the Compan:
decided that the choice for their first ever production shoulc ;
be Much Ado About Nothing. 1t was called Khodyo Dunger an
Kadhyo Under, i.c. ‘Dig a mountain to bring out a mouse’. Late
on, some of these plays were rendered into Hindustani
with 35 plays the Company later toured all over India
throughout the Far East, Mandalay, Rangoon,
Bangkok and Java and then West to London.

There is no doubt that in those halcyon days of the
Th.catre, Shakespeare held a place second to none as
scripts were concerned. In the field of acting and direc

histrionic style prevailed—a result of Victorian flo



eatre began to develop a distinctive style of its own, the evi-
- dence of Shakespeare’s influence was still great. The plays of

Dahyabhai Dholshaji, a talented and original playwright,
provide a good example of this. The plotting in his plays, many
of which were performed by his own Company, the Deshi
Natak Samaj, which he formed in 1890, follows Shakes-
pearean patterns and several of his short scenes have strong
Shakespearean overtones. Scencs from King Jokn, the court
scene from The Merchant of Venice, dialogues between Macbeth
and Lady Macbeth, the discourses between King Lear and
his daughters, are clearly the sources of scenes in Askrumati,
Umadevadi and Vinaveli, some of his very popular plays.

Attempts to get the texts of these plays printed are now
being made by Mr. Jayanti Dalal who informs us that among
the 25 plays Dholshaji wrote, there are others which contain
portraits based on Desdemona, Othello and Iago. Obviously,
Othello was a favourite play of the young playwright who
died at the early age of 35 just when his style was asserting
itself and the stage is probably a good deal poorer for that
premature loss.

Apart from Dahyabhai and his Deshi Natak Mandali, there
were stalwarts like Vagjhibhai Asharam under whose adminis-
tration the Morabi Natak Company staged Champraj Hando
based on Cymbeline in 1900. Like the Morabi, there were the
Vankaner the Gujarati, the Subodh and many other pro-
fessional Natak Mandalis who produced plays in which either
the scenes were borrowed outright or characters transplanted
cleverly and all proved stage-hits. Chandrahasa, Fagatsinh,
Malavketu and even Saubagya Sundari are a few examples.

Kanta by M. N. Dwivedi and Raino Parvat by Ramanbhai
are considered classics as literary plays written after Sanskrit
patterns and yet, as Prof. Anantrai Raval points out, both

 areconsiderably influenced by Shakespearean characterization;

B o Jalaka, the hero and the heroine in Raino Parvat, have

m bases in Hamlet and in Lady Macbeth respectively.




T (1

“can be seen in Gujarati plays
ters turn away muttering ‘Frailty,
._ﬁ", and ‘all the world is a stage’. They are 1

ked out except after a careful reading of the manus

re ori

fmce their usage is so common today that we har dly r

that Shakespeare was their originator. . =

Only the songs of Shakespeare have remained 1:613.1:1?’?1...
undisturbed. They are not easily given to translation with
their unfamiliar tunes and intricate rhymes. Similes and
metaphors and the frequent use of the personification of non-
human bodies however were often borrowed from Shakespeare. =
And the popularity of his soliloquies ensured that Gujarati
playwrights would give plenty of scope to that form of ex-
pression.

Shakespeare’s influence may be also traced to the literary
drama, the plays that are printed but are too academic for
popular production. Scholars like Diwan Bahadur K. H.
Dhruva who successfully rendered almost all the best known
classical Sanskrit plays into Gujarati would not leave out
Shakespeare. Neither a playwright nor a producer but a
gifted poet, he experimented with Shakespearean blank
verse to find an equivalent Gujarati metrical form. Dhruva
succeeded in translating a piece from Fulius Caesar into his
newly invented metre called ‘Vanveli’. This has a freedom
ordinarily not allowed by strict metrical composition and -
yet has a rhythm smooth enough to flow with a remarkable
charm of its own. Fluidity is its main characteristic. When he
was alive, the poet demonstrated it in an open session at one
of the bi-annual conferences of Gujarati littérateurs. There was =
a lively discussion on its merits and defects and soon afte:
another scholar-poet Ramanarayan Pathak attempted to
this fluid ‘“Vanveli’ verse in translating a part of Romeo
Juliet. He was eminently successful. He was followed by
Mehta who had translated the entire Ramayan in Vedi
anustup and who exploited the freedom of verse in full len;
translations of Hamlet and The Merchant of Venice.

Kabraji’s translations have been mentioned above. ]



plays translated by Nanabhai Rustomji Ranina, reveals how
widespread was Shakespeare’s influence. Chandru Raman or
Premmi Anti Ghumti by Narbharam P. Dave is All’s Well that
Ends Well. He also published Measure for Measure, retaining
its original title. Othello became Venice no Habsi and was obvi-
ously intended to be a companion play to The Merchant which
he called Venice no Vepari.

There is a good solid prose translation by Apabhai M.
Patel of As You Like It (Kanan Kalol); Malavketu is a translation
of Macbeth by Thakur Narayan Vasanji with a number of
songs interpolated and was staged by a professional Gujarati
Company. Bamanji, brother of Kaikashru Kabraji has
published a version of Cymbeline with the catchy title Vafa per
JFafa.

J;hakCSpeare’s influence has undoubtedly been stimulating
to the Gujarati theatre in the many forms it has taken. As
long as it continued the theatre remained rich, active, con-
vincing, entertaining and financially sound. Nowadays, the
cheaper influence of Shaftesbury Avenue is more in vogue
and the theatre has struck a lean phase.

Im ct of Shakespeare on Gujarati Literature | W __
book Shakespeare Natak, published in 1865, containing two

W
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THE unpact of Shakespeare on Hindi literature has no dou
been part of the wider contact the latter has had with
letters and culture of the Wcst for over a century, but com
as it did, in the formative stage of modern Hindi lang 3.
and literature, it has been particularly effective and decpa
The study of Shakespeare’s plays provided an incentive to
Hindi drama—which has been the principal sphere of his
influence—to come into its own through a series of imitative
writings leading up to inspired original works, and helped
the Hindi stage to pass from the crude farcical theatre of the
folk tradition to a more respectable stage with proper dramatic
effects. The poet in Shakespeare too, as revealed more in the =
plays than in the poems, stimulated the romantic and imagina-
tive sensibilities of Hindi poets to find expression in new lyrical
“forms with a new language and idiom to match. As a matter =
of fact, Shakespeare’s influence on Hindi writers—mostly
dramatists and poets—has been so pcrvaswc and profoun
that although at times its presence is felt in the form of 2
echo or in the turn of a phrase, it defies analysis.

Before Shakespeare came to be known in the Hindi world,
he had already invaded Bengal through the newly mt:rodu
system of education with English as the medium and Shakes=
peare’s plays as an inalicnable feature of the szllabuses for
higher classes and through the recently established aristocrs
theatres where Western plays, mostly of Shakespeare, W
being regularly staged before select audiences. Not men
this, efforts were already under way to assimilate Shake

into Bengali drama. The works of Michael Madht ‘
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play.s- into Hindi. The first first translation of a ”Sha.kcspcafe I

into Hindi—Munshi Imdad Ali’s Blram Jalak “Yalzka—a close render=
R R ing of The Comedy of Errors, appeared in 1879 and it was followed

by a host of translations and adaptations extending to our

own times. Shakespeare continued to dominate the field unt

1912 when other European dramatists too emcrged on the
scene. So far more than 200 translations and agl_a;ptauons of
Shakespeare’s plays have been published. Of these, the adapta-
tions outnumber the translations, their ratio being two two to
three. This tendency towards adaptations or independent
renderings, so marked till Prasad, seems to have been moti-
vated by the urge to populd,ru;e Shakespeare even_among
the non-English knowing, less sophisticated audiences and
readers, by creating as far z'szposmb]e the illusion of a story

%Triffial Indian setting. Of all the plays of Shakes-
peare, comedies and tragedies have been most popular, some
of them having gone through more than four renderings; com-
edies because they recall the familiar romantic comedies of
the classical Sanskrit and vernacular folk traditions, and
tragedies because of their gripping novelty and ‘high serious-
ness’. The histories, except Richard 1I which has a _good many
passages. evocative of the pa.trlou(, Senti Jacnt and the Roman
plays, have comparatwcly found less” favour. Most of the
renderings of the pre-Prasad period were made in strong
reaction against the offensively arbitrary adaptations of
Shakespeare, meant specifically for the Parsi stage, which
twisted character and event and employed at will vulgar
and obscene expressions and crude jingling rhymes for the
sake of cheap popularity. Although aiming at decorum and
decency, these versions too, mostly in prose, depended on,
much like the Parsi theatre’s, a dash of Persianised Urdu and,
like them too, sought to change the spirit of the original more
or less by Indianising the names of characters and places and

even mythological and historical allusions. These translations

and adaptations did much to popularize Shakespeare aﬁ
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time, i.e. during the last fifty years or
erings have been few. The only mentiona
npts are the prose. narratives of the plays by Usha Khdr
and by Dharma Pal Shastri (1960), the series Er \
- derings by Rangéya Raghav (1957) and the translations .
 Othello and Mkt by Tacheth by Bachchan (1957 and 1959).JAIl of
~these are without any doubt superior in language and style |
l to those of the pre-Prasad era and are meant for a sophisti-
“cated audience. Vfangcya Raghav’s versions keep close to
the original, retaining all the names and allusions and often
even the characteristic turns of phrase with explanatory foot-
/- notes where necessary. But the continuous W¥e of prose, and
that too sprawling” and often stilted, detracts from the poetic|N/
charm and dramatic effect of Shakespeare’s sensitive style.%=
Bachchan’s approach is, comparatively speaking, more imagi-
native than any made so far and his versions have been suc-
cessfully staged. -
Here it may be relevant to examine how the Hindi writers
have handled the problem of translating Shakespeare. The
most notable of the many problems is linguistic and sonal. «
The iambic foot is the staple of English speech rhythm
vhereas Hindi words are sonally quantitative. Moreover,
in Hindi, a slight alteration in the position of the verb ‘/:
affects the nature of a sentence: it can turn prose into verse.*¥
t is also customary in Hindi verse to omit the auxiliary verb,
or else the line reads like bald prose. Thus while rendering
Shakespeare, if the translator omits an auxiliary verb or
alters its position in the line—from the end to the middle or
elsewhere (except in expressions of surprise or emphasis)—
his language becomes that of verse; if he uses the verb, as in
ordinary prose, at the end, it may lapse into dull prose. There
is also the problem oLVnmgrc. Most Hindi translators have
failed to devise a suitable equivalent for the iambic metre of
Shakespeare’s blank verse which has its own rhythmic sweep.
JBachchan has however succeeded in reproducing the desir 1
effect by the use of Roja—the traditional metre of
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- drama—with rhymes left off, having 24 matrds or
 mora. In addition, the rendering of Shakespeare’s word-plays
can be a source of headache for the translator. “
Along with translations and adaptations, much of ‘the
creative dramatic work of the last hundred years of Hindi

literature too bears the imp\zyzfof Shakespeax:e. [l?ah@gtgndu
(1850-85), the father of modern indi literatyre, in his essay on

gD

drama, Nataka, refers appreciatively

special achievements, particularly t_rz_tﬁdy (though he narrows
its meaning to a play ending with the death of the hero or
heroine or some other type of catastrophe) and the subdivision
of acts into scenes, a subdivision not known to Sanskrit drama;
he advises th;playwﬂ-émﬁajust his art to the tastes_and
interests of his audience; he lays stress on the individuality
of characters; on the need for discarding what is ‘out of nature’
and out of date]) Elsewhere, while surveying the growth and
development of drama in the West, he pays tribute to Shakes-
peare’s genius{In practice too, before translating The Merchant
of Venice (1880), he had made a departure in Vidya Sunder
(1868) from the classical Sanskrit fradition under the impact
of Bengali writers like Bharat Charidra Ray, Yatindrs Mohan
Tagore and through them of Shakespeare, |He discarded the
conventional prefatory invocation to the dciﬂtj (Nandi), the
prologue by the stage manager (Sutradhar), the choral poems
before acts (Vishkambhak) and the. moralizing epilogue (Bharzi-
@a) and divided the play instead into acts and scenes in the
manner of Shakespeare. In his later playSm@“;_ya Harishchandrq
{(1875) and Neel Devi (1880), he also endeavoured to *s'p&‘(‘j“{fight
he inner conflict in the pro

tagonist’s mind. He was the first to
attempt tragedy with original plots in Bhara

Durdasha (1876)
and Neel Devi (1880). Bhartcnduvz_;}lso recalls Shakespeare in
the use of solilofuies in Harishchandra, Bharat Durbasha, and
Neel Devi; in the manipulation of the supcrnaturﬁé,-l, in the
gradual working up of suspense in the reader’s mind as well
as in the contrivance of situations and characters close to real

life. After Bhartendu, the practice of writing

to Western drama and its

lu ictice of Ng romantic plays
on the pattern of Romeo"and Juliet, The ercﬁmﬁt%_@g?, and
Twel fth Night, already initiated: by his Vidya Sunder was further
strengthened by Shri Nivas Das’s Randk

Das’ fuir aur Prem Mohini,
modelled on Romeo_ﬂand Juliet. =




pqpular because they sui-t_etzl th’ff taste of l:fqth the él
- were steeped in the romantic spirit of classical San <rit
 such as Bhavabhuti’s Malati Madhav and Kalidasa’s Ska
and the unsophisticated who took declight m the love stc
of ‘Rasaks’ and ‘Nautankis’ of the folk tradition. In the ag
% Mahavir Prasad Dwivedi that followed (1885-1910), drama
activity received a setback from the critical temper of the new
times which inclined to prose rather than verse, to consolidation
rather than creation. The vogue of Shakespeare nevertheless
continued through translations and adaptations made from
the original or from current Bengali versions as well as through
bio-critical essays that appeared from time to time in periodi-
cals. i | 2
When Prasad came on the scene, Hindi drama emerged
from the stage of borroWing and depéndence to that of original =
plays. The dramatists before Prasad, writing mostly in the
traditional mode had approached Shakespeare for his novel
[themes and stories and some of his striking formal devices, it
ilwas left to Prasad to assimilate the spirit and manner of the
'master, without however breaking away from tradition
altogether. Prasad chose his themes, like his predecessors, from
historical sources, but unlike them and more’ like Shakespeare,
Utrcated them creatively, to invest them with significance in
the context of his own times. He substituted the Shakes~
pearean method of dividing a play into acts and scenes—
though the number of acts varies from play to play—for the
conventional structure of Sanskrit drama, and introduced
certain items into his plays that were considered indecorous
in Sanskrit dramaturgy, such as scenes of love-making, fight-
ing, murder, suicide, burning pyre, etc. Hindi drama at his
hands came into its own. His skilful handling of the interplay
‘bctwecn the main plot and the sub-plots on the principles of
contrast and parallelism, the use of dramatic irony, pathetic
fallacy, the supernatural, the element of disguise, the play of
chance, the deft employment of the comic and of drea.
portending disaster, the functional use of songs—all these offtt
recall Shakespeare. In all his plays, character dominat
over action and all of his protagonists are sharply individi
1zed, as Shakespeare’s. His major characters—Ajatsha
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T C san _t1es hke ShakesLarc S trag}c eroes, cons tossed
v Kby ulses. Skandgupta’s philosophical témper and
occa.sf—'T fits of pessimism recall Hamlet. [Ajatshatru is
ambitious like Macbeth; Bhatarka is mahgnantvllke Tago.
Prasad’s heromes—Vga?é, Devaséna, Alaka, Koma, Surina
and Anant Devi—are not tame, domesticated women, but
like Lady M Macbéﬁ'la and Cledpatra, they frequently plunge
into the seethmg turmoil of life around them, displaying at the
/0 same time the i Inner storm of their hearts, the impact of some
frustration in 10ve or life.] Prasad’s comic figures too, are not
s:.mply the comic jesters of Sanskrit drama; they are witty

"

fools, who are often set in contrast with foohsh _wits, as in
Shakespca.re '
~{When all is said to indicate Prasad’s indebtedness to Shakes-
peare, the fact remains that nowhere does Prasad lose his
individuality of approach, and originality of dc31gn.. His
heroes and heroines, despite the pull of conflicting forces m
their minds, are more inclined to virtue than Shal\cspcarc S.
The ultimate triumph of good over evil too in his plays 1s
more positive and more_ reassuring than in Shakcspca.res
tragedies, and more _realistic and less idyllic than in Shakes-
peare’s last plays, though in both the sense of evil is equally
pervaswe and profound.iMost of Prasad’s plays—this is their
umque feature—end on a quiet note, the C Major, when
“ life’s sharps as well as flats are no more. They are neither
tragedms nor comedies nor even tragicomedies, strictly speak-
\lng, in the Shakespearean sense. Moreover, although Prasad,
like Shakespeare, wrote h1story plays to awaken patriotism, he
endeavoured, more than Shakespeare, to recapture the spirit

and flavour of the earlier periods of history he drew upon.'/

The language and style, too,—poetic and dignified at their
best, and avoiding the galhmaufry of the plays of his
predecessors———were intended in their sustained refinement to
revive the glory of ancient Hindu culture as well as to serve as
2 model for other writers. In Prasad’s view, natural dramatic

speech precluded the use of dialects or hybrid expressions, for

they dlsmpted the homogeneous character of the language,
although it implied adjusting the language to the mood and
the situation, the culture and the status of the protagonist as

-~ % < V/ S
¥ upta, Bhatarka, and Chag?a——arc all s-Elit pe/ =




.;-' dramatic style, Prasad’s plays

. plays of the English romantic poets

4 fﬂlccloset - -
of Shakespeare because, unlike Shakespeare, he did not w.
- his plays for the contemporary stage, thinking, rather
 justif 1bly, that the stage should adjust itself to the play ang i
not vice versa. 4
< Hindi dramatists after Prasad have shown a tendency to E
grcak away from the romanticism of Prasad’s times, under b
the impact of the realistic problerm-dramas of the We§t. CO L
sequently, Shakespeare’s influence on them has been _l_ndy:ect .
and less perceptible, making itself felt mostly in the wording
{gf a dialogue, in the handling of a situation, or in the presenta-
ion of a _character,

Before the advent of Shakespeare, Hindi drama unfortunate-
ly had no stage of its own. The only stage in vogue, mostly in
rural areas, was the ‘Rasak’ or ‘Nautanki’—a survival of the
lower species of classical Sanskrit drama like ‘Bhana’ and
‘Prahasan’. This stage consisted of an improvised booth with
no curtains and other devices to indicate a change in the
scene of action. It was static and presented traditional themes
with dialogues in doggerel, composed impromptu by the actors
themselves. [Interest in drama was eventually revived with the

(‘establishment of the Calcutta theatre i
V"fvﬁ_e_égrcs elsewhere which staged plays
mostly by the Shakespeare performances of these theatres, as
well as by the immense popularity of Amanat’s Indra=Sabha—

an opera—on a similarly constructed stage of Nawab Wajid
Ali Sha of Avadh in 1853, some rich P ¢

blished theatrical companies in Bombay
cities of I._ndja, in the last quarter of the
companies had a well-set stage in imitatior

arsi“businessmen esta-
and the other leading
19th Century. These
1 of the Western style

1//c:.onsi:rm:ted Hindi stage have had a greater

variety of subject-

matter and a higher dramatic appeal, “but they have been v
seldom based on _Shakespeare’) I | S
Shakespeare in Hindj has been se

ldom”staged in the

o -
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half of this century, mainly because educated peopl

~ preferred to witness Shakespeare performances in the

either on the screen or by various itinerary English tro

Interest in Shakespeare was however reviv‘;g(in the el
ences mth_lﬁs

\fifties when Prithviraj Kapoor thrilled large audie i
d Pathan. Bachchan, a reputed Hindi : "_i

| Hindi plays, Deevar, an
© poet, rendered Macheth and Othello specifically iythc _Hindi
' stage in the later ’“ﬁftiéfs. His Macheth—the first Hindi play
lLi(:’m blank verse to appear on the stage—was presented at the , -
¥ ¥ Fine Arts Theatre of Delhi in 1958 and widely acclaimed. vy
vf'OuEidé Shakespeare’s plays, the sonnets rather than the
other poems have atiracted some notice. Some efforts have
been made to imitate them but more in form than theme.
_ Two recent attempts deserve mention: one is aerse rendering
) >FalT of Shakespeare’s sonnets by Rajendra Dwivedi, published
~ A.in 1958; the other is a sequence of original sonnets modelled
¥ on Shakespeare by Yatendra Kumar, published in IQ/Q_O._J

Biogrzﬁphical and~ critical literature o1 Shakespeare 1n
Hindi has been considerable but no outstanding and systematic
assessment of his genius has been made so far. Besides the
inadequate prefaces in the various Hindi renderings of his
plays, briefly outlining cither the popular view of his biography
or the story of the play in question, a number of prose €ssays
and a couple of books on Shakespeare have appeared from
time to time. Bhartendu was perhaps the first Hindi writer
to pay a tribute in his essay on Drama (Dramatic Works,. i1,
425) to the genius of ‘this jewel of God’s creation’ that ‘outshone
1 the others on this earth’, combining, as he did, within
himself, ‘poetic sensibility and creative genius of the highest
order’. Until Prasad, a majority of the articlés that appeared
/ 111 tht.a'currcnt periodicals—mostly S_gzm&féati——oﬂ‘ercd short
bio-critical studics of Shakespeare, reminiscent in some degree
of Dr. Johnson, who_was often quoted with approval. It has
been customary to draw parallels between Shakespeare and
well-known Sanskrit and Hindi focts—Kalidas, Tulsidas and

Prasad—in their lives and circumstances and in their handling

of plots and characters. These critics all

ot ; ; erally conclude b
dwelling upon the fundamental __cjiﬂcréﬁg;?z;‘ attitude 1;\ei:vsree:1j;r
writers of India and the West. What Padum Lal Punna Lal

Bakshi, a leading critic of the Dwivedi era, comparing Kalidas i




to display the disast ; ._
acter and disposition to sin.... To
- alone was tempting. He considered mighty
edge, mighty revenge, mighty ambition to be ti
bjects for art.... There is no doubt that he has pla
~ the greatness of character below power. Indian poe
~ the other hand, valued Dharma most. Their hig
goal was the glory of character. They could never acc
the ranking of character below power. Hence
. propagated the rule that the hero in drama should |
invested with all virtues and no vices. Kalidas was
Indian poet. He endeavoured in his plays to elevate the
character of the chief protagonist as best as he could.




THE IMPACT OF SHAKESPEARE ON T

By S. R. Moxkasur ,
The Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay

It is a strange irony of fate that Karnataka, renowned in
history for deep-rooted traditions of drama, should have, at
the present moment, no living stage of her own. The acuteness
of the irony will better be understood if it is realized that the

very positive existence of a past tradition is the cause of the
present lack.

Kannada audiences and Kannada players have been
famous since the days of Pampa. Indeed, this dramaturgical
cultivation was the main mode of a cultural life for the widest
commonalty. This native rural drama with its patient appre-
ciative night-long audience, its wealth of dance, choric song
and dialogue, and a very well-set mode of dramatic airs
could have provided an audience that Shakespeare, Yeats
and Eliot might envy. But this seasonal drama began to
appear suddenly outmoded beside the up-coming ‘commercial’
(known as Company Drama), set after the pattern of the
successful Parsi and Marathi theatres.

The first thirty years of this century, the golden age of
Kannada professional drama, witnessed the rise of gifted
actors like V. Varadacharya, T. Raghavacharya (a Shakes-
pearean actor whose talent won attention from George Bernard
Shaw) and showmen like Gubbi Veeranna. This was the one
period when intellectuals like Kailasam, Pandit Taranath,
Mudaveedu, Bharadwaj, A. N. Krishnarao, used to be in
active touch with showmen like Gubbi, Garood and M. Peer. 3
But alas, this golden age was not golden enough to offseta
rift between the educated classes and the masses. Before it
consolidated its position as a mode of entertainment cultured
enough to draw educated acting and wntlng talent,
naive enough not to alienate the primalzy audience, ¢
destroyer, the non-Kannada film. It diffused both tra
and profession. The result was a near-barren period
~on all through the forties and the fifties. This period w
- the collapse of the play-house and the slow




~ traditional modes from the countryside. It also saw spor
theatrical effort among the educated. But even writers of -
distinction (by any standard) as Kailasam, Adya Rangachar 5
and Karanth have hardly succeeded in building up anything
like a consistent theatrical tradition. The lack of a professional
theatre is the major cause of this sorry state of affairs. The
story of the ‘modern’ Kannada drama is one of really great
individual pieces without any living stage. It lacks continuity
either within itself or with the previous cultivation. And
unfortunately, the one great Kannada playwright who is
thoroughly conversant with the older drama, Adya Rangachar,
is too great an individualist and ‘rebel’ to subject his art to the
limits of a previous cultivation. His magnificent plays must
for ever remain apart in their isolated grandeur; they must
be for ever his plays, not the progressive products of a tradi-
tional theatre.

Where will Shakespeare come in into this chaos? The

Elizabethan audience is still there, but in a dismembered
condition. The forty odd translations from Shakespeare,
Mnost of which have never been staged, have hardly made any
impression on the Kannada audience. When we talk of
Othello or Hambirrao in Marathi, we inevitably remember
ngurao__f_’chl_lar}iar. Do we remember any actor or play-
house of note in Kannada with the same persistent associa-
tion? I do not think so. Isolated amateur performances on
College Days and in Youth Festivals do not make a Shakes-
peare theatre.

The most frequently translated and produced of Shakes-
peare’s plays in Kannada is The Taming of the Shrew! Over
the last eighty years, around forty translations have come out.
Such competent writers as Churmari in the eighties of the
last century to Dr. K. V. Puttappa, have attempted transla- =
tions, some of which, as translations, are admirable. A. Ananda-
rao’s Ramavarma Leelavati Charitre (Romeo and Juliet) is hallowed
In its stage rendition by V. A. Varadacharya. Dr. L. K. Rao,
the veteran actor who knew Varadacharya, tells me that an
adaptation of Otfello entitled Nirupama was another Varada-
charya-favourite staged with his well-known vigour. It is
clear why the other plays translated by A. Anandar
Panchali Parinaya (The Merchant of Venice) and Hamlet
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up by Varadacharya. It is also interesting to note
Raghavacharya produced Shakespeare mostly in

~ English but took up local plays for his Kannada productions.

Translations from Shakespeare date back to the eighties of |
the 19th century and in all there are about forty translations.
The remarkable feature of Shakespeare translations in Kannada
is the employment of blank verse. That the distinguished poet
K. V. Puttappa uses a powerful blank verse in his translation
of The Tempest need surprise nobody. But other less-known
translations, like G. Gundanna’s The Merchant of Venice have
used blank verse remarkably well which indicates that
the metre has come to stay in Kannada. K. V. Puttappa has
written an adaptation of Hamlet which admirably renders
some monologues (but alas, Hamlet becomes passive and
Ophelia dynamic in this adaptation!). Both his plays have
been produced frequently with success on the amateur
stage.

In recent years Masti Venkatesh Ayyangar, the great story-
teller, has undertaken translating Shakespeare. He too employs
blank verse. His translations are faithful. The blank verse he
employs is limpid in its flow. But this advantage is offset by
a lack of sense of stage delivery. He has already translated six
plays, which, in their accuracy, set models even to teachers of
Shakespeare. If syntax in Masti could discourage the players,
so could D. V. Gundappa’s archaisms. Gundappa in his able
translation of Macheth employs a very tight, very ‘literary’,
almost archaic Kannada. He has translated the Jack Cade
scenes from King Henry VI, and written a very acute political
introduction to this little piece. G. Gundanna (The Merchant
of Venice) has learnt a great deal from previous translators’
use of the blank verse. He employs variation in consonant
collocations between male and female réles as consciously as
K. V. Puttappa does. But he falls short of that flexibility
which can make blank verse take in humour too but that is
a problem yet to be solved by Kannada blank verse.

T. M. Shanmukhayya writes prose that is readable thougha

trifle ‘literary’. His use of old Kannada metres poses an inte;
ing problem. There were players v_vho could sing stage s
to these metres once. They sang in the Gamaka style
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~ rendition of ‘Kanda’s on the stage. Alas, such singers are too
~ few these days! In this matter Shri Masti has shown the way by
~ employing modern metres so as to make a lyrical interpreta-
~tion possible.
It is here that the great prose translators of Shakespeare
hold their own against the more sophisticated verse translators,
G. K. Churmari (Raghavendrarao, Othello), Basavappa Shastri
(Shoorasenacharitre, Othello—a play, Dr. L. K. Rao informs
me, which was the only one touched by T. Raghavacharya),
and Kerur Vasudevacharya, are all gifted with an equally
beautiful mastery of Sanskrit and Kannada which makes
Kannada prose come very near to poetry. It becomes a multi-
lateral instrument, flexible enough to achieve at once the
keenness of poetry and the bastinade of humour. These trans-
lations can be described as part of a single tradition. If Chur-
mari wrote under the shadow of a slightly non-Kannada
influence, Basavappa Shastri tended to be a trifle pedantic.
The fullest flexibility was achieved by Kerur Vasudevacharya
who kept a vigorous independence in translating the ‘local’
humour of Puck’s doings in A Midsummer Night’s Dream.
His impressionistic, if not accurate, renderings do greater
justice to Shakespeare than the obsessive accuracy of some.
He employs independent parallel idioms, similes and meta-
phors in translating Shakespeare’s more down-to-earth pass-
ages. He translated A Midsummer Night's Dream and The
Merchant of Venice. In the latter, one is struck by that flexibility
which can render both Lorenzo’s speeches and Shylock’s rant
with equal ease. His plays are frequently staged by amateurs
in Bagalkot, his native town. On the same lines, Shri G. H.
Honnapurmath translated 7he Taming of the Shrew under the
title Tratika. As the name suggests, it is rather an adaptation
of the Marathi version of the original, but it was popular on
the stage and displays a vigorous prose style.
As regards adaptations, we have already referred to K.V.
Puttappa’s Raktakshi. It is a brave attempt to create a Ham-
letesque situation in the Bidnur state, but the change of
locale changes the tenor of the drama to such an extent that
barring a few freely rendered monologues (which his passive
Hamlet does not deserve) there is little in common between the
two. The price for creating a passive Hamlet is to remove the




mon; this could be an unfair comment but for
- Puttappa’s Rudrambe is possessed by hysterics
are rather consciously poetical.

collegians. It is adapted to a modern situation and makes a
suitable youth-festival play. :

V' V. K. Gokak’s Jananayaka is based on the Shakespearean
conception of tragedy. I value this play because it has possi-
. hbilities of continuing the Kannada stage tradition and at the

L same time of becoming acceptable to the educated. The main
defect of the play is its thin*action. But more disastrous is the
fact that no professional players have taken it up. The same has
been the fate of Samsa’s Vigada Vikramaraya, which could
come nearest to Shakespeare’s Histories. Adya Rangacharya’s
Parameshwara Pulikeshi also has this quality. All these plays
have suffered for the lack of a professional theatre.

There are several retellings of the stories of Shakespeare’s
plays. Shakespeare-criticism too is practised by scholarly
writers in the Kannada language. Among the playwright-
adaptors should also be mentioned the following: C. B.
Dharwad (Macbeth, 1881), M. S. Puttanna (Cymbeline, 1881,
King Lear, 1889), V. B. Bandiwad (Romeo and Fuliet, 1881),

R. Mudgal (The Winter's Tale), Shrikanthesh Gowda (Macheth,
1895), S. S. Bellave (The Taming of the Shrew and Alls Well),
A. L. Malleshwar (The Two Gentlemen of Verona), Chakrapuri
(Cymbeline), K. Laxmanrao (The Taming of the Shrew), Narahari
(Romeo and juliet), V. G. Bidignawale (The Merchant of Venice),
Hanumanta Gowda (7The Merchant of Venice).

But the whole range of Shakespeare translations and adap-
tations in the Kannada language is under the same curse: the
sad divergence between the educated and the uneducated,
the futile rebellion of genius against the audience. Not until

modern Kannada literary drama reaches back to the audience

‘it has left behind, can it hope to come out of the limits of the
printed page; it can at best be the possession of student act
for college-day performances. sl
I have to thank the following gentlemen for their

~ Parvatawani’s Bahudur Ganda is one of many a.daptatiﬁm.»;éf?- < 1
. The Taming of the Shrew, and has proved popular among
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SHAKESPEARE AND MALAYALAM
LITERATURE

By S. Gupran Namr
Victoria College, Palghat, Kerala University

"SHAKESPEARE! Of course he is a world-poet, very great
indeed, like our own Kalidasa. Don’t ask me why he is great.
I haven’t read much of his writings.”

This, I believe, would be the manner in which most young
Indians would react to the magic of Shakespeare, and the
average Malayali is no exception. Mind you, this average
Malayali lives within, five miles of a Junior College! He has
had no time to read Shakespeare, and he'is not likely to find
time either. But he knows in a vague way that Shakespeare
is_great. And if, by chance, he has been to a college, he has
only dreadful memories of his Shakespeare classes.

Shakespeare, for all his universality, is so much a part of
the English language and English culture that unless you are
fascinated by, that language, unless you breathe the air of
the intriguing” Elizabethan world, you cannot enter into the
spirit of the Shakespearean world. This necessitates a proper
background and a proper training. The present intellectual
climate in India is hardly conducive to a genuine appreciation
of Shakespeare. V

Nevertheless, University-trained Indians have been grapp-
ling with Shakespeare for the past one hundred and odd years.
They have studied him in “class-rooms, with ‘whispering
humbleness’, they have disguised themselves as Hamlets and
Shylocks; they have declaimed long passages with ‘sound and
fury’. In this agreeable pastime, they have been encouraged
and patronised by several enthusiastic English professors.
They were able to produce a few Shakespearean actors
everywhere in India, especially in the big cities. We too had
our coaches and our actors, particularly in Trivandrum,
Ernakulam and Palghat where European principals invariably
presided over the fortunes of premier colleges. A few of those
actors are happily still with us; C. I. Parameswaran Pillai,
L. M. Pailee and T. C. Balakrishrga Menon.
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age. What about Shakespeare as literature ?
Bard of Stratford got into the ligaments of
y taste? I doubt. He has reached us only second or

&

il 3

- hand through imitations or imitations of imitations.
D. L. Roy, the great Bengali dramatist who was influenced
- o by Shakespeare, was a considerable force in our drama during
] "'ﬁie nineteen-twenties and the thirties. Many of those colourful
historicals produced by our professional theatres, such as
Anarkali and Ajnaataputhri had the unmistakable imprint of
D. L. Roy’s craft. I cannot here assert with confidence that
the late E. V. Krishna Pillai (1894-1935) who set the pace for
historical dramas in Malayalam consciously assimilated
Shakespeare or D. L. Roy, because E. V. was no serious
student of literature. He relied on his own mother wit (which
was riotous) and creative encrgy (which was impromptu).

| But in Kainikkara Padmanabha Pillai’s two impressive his-
torical dramas (Velu Tampi and Calvery), we can listen to
distant echdes of Shakespearean art and technique or perhaps
more of Marlowe. But these are only the exceptions, not the
rule. It is perhaps strange that our carlier playwrights, who
went crazy about Moliére and Sheridan were disinclined to
squeeze the juice out of Shakespeare. Was it because they
were averse to serious dramas? No. It was because Shakespeare
was, to change the metaphor, a hard nut to crack. He was
inaccessible in various ways. His total otherness, his consummate
craft, his word-music—all these were beyond the range of
our translators and imitators. Even with a scholar’s knowledge
of Shakespeare’s language and a vigorous and colourful st
of one’s own, such passages as
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m was The Comedy of Errors (Aalmaa raattam, |
is known about the author (Oommen Phi ).
that he was associated very closely with the oldest s A
h newspaper of Kerala—the Western Star of Cochin,
: 1e historians of literature consider this slender narrative L
~ as the first Malayalam novel. This trend of free narration 1
continued for a long time. There is perhaps no need to add '
that the stories were Indianised or, to be more precise, made
exotic. No one, the writers thought, would quarrel over
happenings in such unmapped lands as Vikramapuri or
- Alakaapuri. One author begins thus: ‘About one hundred and
fifty years ago there lived a reputed royal family by name
Nedumkolathu Swaroopam. Iravi Raja Varman was the 9th
King in the line’ etc. He does not say where this Royal family

existed.

Those were days when a text-book committee was being
| organised in Travancore. Books had to be written, not merely
; scrutinized and selected, and prose was having its teething trou-
’ bles. The Prince Consort, Kerala Varma and Prince Visaakhom
|
|

Thirunaal encouraged aspiring authors to produce standard
books to suit the primary and secondary classes. Shakespeare’s
stories came in smoothly. K. Chidambara Vaadhyar K. Pappu
Pillai, K. Paramu Pillai—those early university graduates—were
only too eager to help Kerala Varma in this new venture. But
these well-meaning people gave us, not Shakespeare, but
. " specimens of prose which now have no more than antiquarian
| interest. Then came Kandathil Varghese Maappila, the famous
founder of the Malayala Manorama. Strangely enough, he
pitched upon that overblown comedy of the early Shakes-
peare—The Taming of the Shrew—as a worthwhile piece (1894),
He translated the work with considerable fidelity though later
he succumbed to an inner compulsion to reduce the proportion
of poetry to a minimal dose. Critics and connoisseurs who were
fed on Sakuntalam and Uttara Rama Charitam did not take
to this work kindly. They were not yet ripe for Western models
~ and not at all willing to digest dramas without an over
~ of slokas in them. And so Varghese Maappila’s wor
- get the attention it deserved. BT




Dewan Bahadur Govinda Pillai (1849-1925), a judg: ge-
the High Court of Travancore, then entered the field mth
greater determination than all those who went bc_forc’h@____
A fluent versifier, though full of idiosyncrasies he was faithful
beyond a doubt. His love of the mother tongue led him to t-he o
classics of all countries. To have chosen the Bhagavad Gita,
Tirukkural, Marcus Aurelius and Shakespeare all in a sweep,
one must have had immense catholicity and undaunted
courage. Yes, Govinda Pillai was that sort. Of Shakespeare
he translated the four major tragedies and The Merchant of
Venice. The plays appeared in quick succession. (I am unable
to trace the exact dates of publication.) They were ostensibly
correct though mechanical. There was no mark of the creative
translator in his works. He was not an inspired poet but only
a methodical writer with a great capacity for versification.
Shakespeare’s poetry was dressed up in stiff ‘upajaathi’ metre
which often looked quaint with the proper names jutting &
out uneasily from several points. There was nothing at all of : J
Shakespeare’s word-music in these translations. It was too %{
strait-laced, too arithmetically precise to carry literary %
excellence. It was, in short, a tragedy of good intentions.

The illustrious translator of Makabharatam, Kodungalloor
Kunhikuttan Tampuran, though he did not know English, was
fascinated by Shakespeare and with the help of a good friend
made an attempt to render Hamlet and Othello (1896-97)
into Malayalam. The former was published while the latter
still lies hidden among his many unpublished works. He §
frankly admitted that the form of Shakespearean dramas went ;
against the grain and that he was not happy about his own
work. 5
Years later, Sardar K. M. Panikkar translated King Lear l
(1959) using Dravidian metres for the poetic portions. This
also was not much of an improvement. Shakespeare’s ins-
pired lines were damaged beyond repair by almost all these
translators. Perhaps we have now reached a stage when none
would think of putting Shakespeare into metrical or blank
verse. Malayalam Poetry with a dress suit on would fascinate
none. Prose, rhythmical, inspired and muscular prose alone
would catch something of the magic of Shakespeare’s eloqu-
ence. Kainikkara Kumara Pillai, Sanjayam (M. R. Nair)

i
%t.




 giving an almost equivalent effect
" the bounds of dramatic effectiveness’. .
' translations of this type and let us hope, we W
in due course. But mere translations, alas, would not
~ far. The present writer once attempted to '
| translations Though by no means complete, an
impressive one, with thirty-six volumes of translations, adapta-
tions, and stories retold. But the tragedy is that most of them

are now forgotten—perhaps deservingly. Who is interested

now in those high school primers in stilted prose or those

laborious exercises in versification? They are neither literature

nor grist to the theatre. Harold Downs somewhere speaks of
ht ‘plays we hear about, but too seldom see’. To us Shakespeare
is just that. We hear and learn a good deal about his plays, but
have no idea how they look like on the stage. Unless we take
them on to the stage, there is no hope for sustaining a lively
interest in his works. The college professors of the present age or
the future cannot enhance his importance or enthrone his
image by lecturing at length to their students. But if Othellos

and Hamlets in their original costume and compound appear
on the Indian stage and talk Malayalam or Bengali, then
there is 1 believe a possibility of reviving Shakespeare in

our country.




¢ is a period in the history of Marathi Drama known
e period of ‘Bookish Plays’. This is roughly the p
tween 1860 and “1880. The University of Bombay
- founded in 1857; its first graduates read not only Kalidas and
fova ‘Bhavabhuti but also Shakespearc. As a matter of Tact, even
prior to the founding of the University, English was taught in
- schools and semi-collegiate institutions and senior students were
acquainted with Shakespeare’s writings; but it was with the
founding of the University that the study of Shakespeare
came to be a regular part of the curriculum. Most of the pro-
fessors who taught English in colleges in Bombay and Poona
in those days were Englishmen and they not only taught
Shakespeare to their students but also helped them in pro-
ducing Shakespeare’s plays at annual sotial gatherings.
Shakespeare’s plays were staged in Bombay and Poona by
Ysome of the English touring players and they were on many
occasions invited to colleges to coach students in the produc-
tion of Shakespeare’s plays. There is evidence to show that
students in Poona gave public performances of Julius Caesar,
The Merchant of Venice and other Shakespeare plays. It is there=

fore no wonder that we witness a definite change in outlook
towards drama in the sixties and seventies of the last century;
the plays of Vishnudas Bhave and his followers steadily lost.
their vogue in Maharashtra and lovers of the theatre came t
develop a taste for drama roughly modelled on both Kali
and Shakespeare. ;
The times also witnessed a spurt in the adaptatio
Shakespeare. This enthusiasm for adapting Shakespeare
till the end of the century and even outlived it. More t
plays of Shakespeare were adapted into Marathi. Thes
adaptations of Shakespeare and the first attempts at origir

i




Shakespeare’s Contribution to Marathi Drama

great that we comc across two, three and sometimes fou:
Marathi adaptations of a single Shakespeare play. For instance,
it was Mahadeoshastri Kolhatkar who first translated Othello
- 1867 and this was later on followed by Zunzarrao in 1890, -7
the famous adaptation of Othello by Govind Ballal Deval. There
are three well-known adaptations of Hamlet which come from
those times: Himmatbahadar by A. R. Varde, Veersen, the Prince of
Vichitrapuri by Govind Vasudeo Kanitkar and Vikarvilasita, the
famous adaptation by the great Agarkar which is still per-
formed on the Marathi stage. Two adaptations of Macbeth
come from the same times: one called Malavaketu Kinwa
Mayaprabhava by Thakur and the other Manajirao by the
veteran Shivarampant Paranjpe. Four adaptations of Romeo
and Juliet are available from these times: Shashikala Ani Raina-
pala by Narayan Bapuji Kanitkar, Shalini by Karmarkar,
Prataprao Ani Manjula by Musale, and Mohantara by Chapa-
khane. Some of the important adaptations of Shakespeare
which come from these times are Vijayasing, an adaptation of
Fulius Caesar (1872) by Kashinath Govind Natu, Atipeedcharit
(1880), an adaptation of King Lear by Shankar Moro Ranade,
Tratika,and Veermani v@ Shrangar Sundar, adaptations of The Ta-
ming of the Shrew and Antony and Cleopatra respectively by Professor
V. B. Kelkar. There is another adaptation of Antony and
Cleopatra known as Shringar Manjari available from these
times. It is interesting to note that even some of the
less known of Shakespeare’s plays like King john, Pericles,
Timon of Athens came to be adapted into Marathi. The better
known plays were presented through adaptations to the
Marathi audience during these days; of these the following
are certainly noteworthy:—the adaptation of The Tempest by
Nilkanth Janardhan Kirtane done in 1875, Bhrantikrit
Chamatkar, an adaptation of .lee Comedy of Errors by Bajaba
Ramchandra Pradhan done in 1870 and Vishnu Moreshwar
Mahajani’s adaptations of Gymbeline, The Winter’s Tale and
All's Well that Ends Well known as Tara, Mohabilas and Vallabh-
anunaya respectively.

These adaptations of Shakesp.eare were not only read but
zflso produced on the Marathi stage. Touring companies
hke_ Ichalkaranjikar Natak Mandali, Sanglikar Natak I1\*[21.1&--
dali, Poonekar Natak Mandali, staged many of them in




 Play written in Marathi in the 19¢h century. T
- in 1865 by the same author’s Jaipala. On careful
of these plays we realise

‘Novel ani Natak’, recommending Kirtane for

achievement. It can be thus seen how the study of Shakespeare
in the university was influencing the course of Marathi Drama.
But the credit of making Shakespeare popular in Maharashtra
gocs mostly to the dramatic troupe which was known as
Shahunagarvasi Natak Mandali. This dramatic troupe had
the support of Prof, V. B. Kelkar, the author of Tratika, an
adaptation of 7he Taming of the Shrew and that of Shankar
Moro Ranade who had adapted King Lear into Marathi. They
were a great help to the Company in training the young
actors and in directing the production of Shakespeare. This
dramatic troupe was captained by the great Marathi Shakes-
pearian actor, Ganpatrao Joshi who was ably supported by
the veteran Balvantrao Jog. These two, especially Ganpatrao o
Joshi, made Shakespeare popular in Maharashtra., Ganpatrao
Joshi’s characterization of Hamlet is a glorious legend of the g
Marathi stage. He was acknowledged to be a great ‘Sha.kes’-'--
perian actor not only by the Marathi Press but also by the
enlightened British Press of the times. e

It was in 1880 that Annasaheb Kirloskar ushered in t
era of Marathi musical plays. This Marathi Sangeet Nat:
was a creation of the Marathi stage and apparently owed
little to Shakespeare; but if we examine it closely we find
that it too owed not a little to Shakespeare. Though m:l |




of these three veterans, we realise how .
_ to Shakespeare. Of these three, Khadilkar was by far the
 best dramatist. His musical and non-musical plays were
- equally successful on the Marathi stage, but it was Shakes-
~ pearc who moulded the dramatic genius of Khadilkar. As a
' student, Khadilkar had studied Hamlet and Othello and the
| impression they had created on his mind was so deep that he
tried to bring Hamlet and Iago together in the historical
play Sawai Madhavaraocha Mrutya (1893). The influence
of Shakespeare on Khadilkar increased as time went on. We
. can witness this in his non-musical plays like Kanchangadcht
: Mohana, Bhaubandaki and Savatimalsar and his musicals like
Vidyaharan and Menaka. Like Shakespeare, Khadilkar also
went for his plots mainly to history and mythology. Khadilkar’s
Raghobadada reminds us of Macbeth whereas his Anandibai
is Lady Macbeth. Khadilkar, like Shakespeare, has an attrac-
tion for great characters with a tragic flaw. Khadilkar borrowed
even the structure of plays from Shakespeare. His plays havea -
sub-plot besides the main plot: this two-fold structure of the
plot which later on became a regular feature of the Marathi
drama was an inheritance not from the Sanskrit drama
(which has always a.single-plot structure) but from Shakes-
peare’s plays.

Kolhatkar was a contemporary of Khadilkar. His was a
different literary make-up. It was not casy even for Khadilkar, |
with his keen sense of the dramatic, to master Shakespeare; it is
therefore no wonder that Kolhatkar who had more wit than

ination, could not get at the essence of Shakespeare
although he made the plots of his plays as complicated as those
of Shakespeare. Kolhatkar, like Khadilkar, also borrowed the
two-fold plot-structure from Shakespeare and, following the
- Shakespearian manner, his plays abound in characters that '
- change names and dresses and have some mystery about

" their birth. In complimenting Kirtane on his achievem
rle Madhavrao Peshve, the great Vishnushastri
congratulated him on introducing to Marat




the Shakespearian type of tragedy. It was the study of Shakes-
peare that really inspired Marathi dramatists to write tragedy,
This can be seen if we examine the nature and structure of
well-known Marathi tragedies such as Kanchangadchi Mohana,
Sawai Madhavraocha Mrutyu, Vidyaharan, Totayche Band, Eakach §
Pyala, Rajsannyas. They are all modelled on Shakespeare: the 5
fall of a towering personality with a tragic flaw is practically
the theme of each of these plays. Ram Ganesh Gadkari, the

on Shakespeare. This
can be seen as much from Aund}

: I

hakar’s historical Bebandashahi |
as from the comparatively recent Dusra Peshya and Kauntaya b
written by Shirwadkar.

The Marathi theatre has during recent times
innumerable adaptations of English,
plays but its love for Shakespeare
been more performances of the
and The Taming of the Shrew
the twenties' and thirties. Ve

witnessed
American and European
has not lessened. There have
adaptations of Othello, Hamlet
in recent years than all through

ry recently Macbeth came to be
adapted again into Marathi, Rajmukut by the famous Shirwad-

kar, and its performance on a stage similar to that of Shakes-
peare was enthusiastically received by Bombay theatre-
goers in 1954. This was followed in 1959 by the staging of -
Nana Joag’s Hamlet which is an adaptation of the original into #
three acts. All these years Marathi theatre-audiences have
witnessed unzarrao, Deval’s adaptation of Othello done in
1890; very recently, in 1962, Shirwadkar wrote a fresh adap- i
tation of Othello and it is now being performed on the Marathi
stage. What we need now is an authorized translation—not
adaptation—of all Shakespeare’s plays. Taking into consi-

deration the vast resources now at our command, I believe
this should not be an impossibility.




v6f 19th-century England, and for

S

“THE INFLUENCE OF SHAKESPEARE ON
ORIYA LITERATURE’

By B. Das
Ranchi College, University of Ranchi

T}ﬁ; influence of Shakespeare has never been remarkable at
any time on the growth of modern Oriya Literature. This
growth started from the third quarter of the 19th céfitury when
an English-educated generatlﬁff'_g‘rew'U’ﬁ'wfri‘ Orissa. The
three major writers of the timc—lj_a_k_i_l_‘p__}g_ha:_x}_ﬁ_eﬁati, the
novelist, Radhanath Roy, the poet, and Ramsattkar Roy, the
dramatist_—were born between 1845 and 1860. All three had
studied English literature. Radhanath Roy, especially, was
the leader of modern education in Orissa and the moulder of
literary taste in the Orissa of the later 19th century. Though
he did not actively formulate this taste, his influence was per-
vasive and his likes and dislikes decided the preferences of
others. This preference was mostly for the Romantic literature ||

Shakespeare to some extent.
Radhanath Roy’s own poctry shows interesting examples
of Shakespeare’s influence. The most well-known case is his
transplantation in Oriya soil of “The Most Lamentable
Comedy and Most Cruel Death of Pyramus and Thisbe’
from A Midsummer Night's Dream. Roy’s poem ‘Kedar Gauri’,
h a conclusion that strongly re-

based on this story and wit
minds us of the conclusion of Romeo and Juliel, was based on a
11 temple at

widely known legend that grew up around a sma
Bhubaneshwar. Elsewhere in Roy’s poetry Shakespeare’s influ-
ence is more indirect. In ‘Pagr__z_tti,’ a long narrative poem, Roy
seems to have adopted the supernatural suggestion of Hamlet.
Parvati, an Oriya queen, kills her husband, the king, who was
alleged to have violated his daughter’s virginity and was the
cause of her subsequent death. The allegation was made by
the daughter’s ghost who appeared to her mother in the
darkness of the palace and demanded to be avenged. There
may be other possible sources also. In the long history of
modern Oriya poetry that starts from Roy in the last century,

e influence of Shakespeare is, therefore, almost negligible.
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| Shakespeare as a poct or Shakeg
for Oriya poetry has hardl

peare as a source of enrichment

JTiye ; y been exploited. The solitary ex-
ception is possibly Mr., Guruprasad Mohanty, , powerful
contemporary poct. Mr.,

Mohanty’s sonnets can never he |
considered as translations from, or adaptations of, Shakes. "

peare’s sonnets, but in the; isati '
complexity they suggest a deep aff
than Mr. Mohafity, Madhus

particularities,
There are, however, other younger poets today who having
studied Shakespeare h

ave come to regard him as the repository
of great poetry. But it is difficult to tr

ace any direct influence
except in technical matters.

The lack of serious interest in
the few_translations one comes across in Oriya. There are
only three so far, and only one is a direct translation. It is
Hamlet, translated by A. K. Bandyopadhyaya. The other
two are Siba Das (King Lear) and Atala ( Othello) done by B. K.
Kar and M. Mansingha respectively; in beth, the translators
have given Oriya names, and local Oriya setting. In all three,
the quality of translation is not high. They fail to communicate

the “feel’ of the original, and it is also difficult to accept them

as genuine Oriya books. The translation of Othello was financed
land published by the Bharatiya Sahitya Akademi. i
The students of Ravenshaw College, Cuttack, staged Fulius

Caesar on 27th April,"1 895. It was perhaps the first ever pro-

duction of Shakespearc’s pl
& The Merchant of Venice. The

could be understood by a

after fourteen years of the p

Kanchi Cavery,

Shakespeare is also seen in )

ay in Orissa. It was followed by
productions were in English and
select audience. This happened
roduction of the first Oriya play
and after 92 years of British administration in

Orissa. et ‘
& Lanchi_Cavery was first staged on 7th February, 1881, at ;
Cuttack. In the second performance, the writer, Ramsankar i

Roy, himself acted in the play. It was written when the writer _ﬂ
had just passed his F.A. from Ravenshaw College z'md in the :
background of the play one can discern four broad 1nﬂuence§;:
~The most important, of course, was the influence of .Szmslc:uf
dramatic literature, but there were also distinct elements o
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ne Oriya, and the other Bengali, of the same na
to an ancient king of Orissa who, in order to achi
and avenge an insult, led his army against a powerft
bouring kingdom known as Kanchi, won victory, amn
married the daughter of the enemy-king. The similarity
outline of the story with Henry Vis interesting. The even |
considered as a glorious event 1n “Orissa history, comparabh:; i
to the victory of Henry V over France, and Purusottam Deb,
the king, like Henry V, is a popular hero. There are also
details in the play that suggest a possible indebtedness to o
Shakespeare. Thus, the play is divided into five acts with the |
main emphasis coming in Act II1. The dramatis_personae-
pattern is like the one found in Henry V where the main charac-

ters with their associates are evenly balanced. The main lines

of the development of the play are discussed and suggested

) the first scene of the first Act. The director opens the play;

he talks to the audience and introduces the story, and in this
connexion one remembers that Henry V is one of the few plays

of Shakespeare to open with a Chorus. There is also the use of
soliloquy though its use in the play is not particularly nota‘b/lg.

inally, the frequent use in the play of blank verse and rhymed

verse with prose is a well-known Shakespearean device.

“Roy’s second play Banabala, written and staged in 1882,
shows Shakespeare’s influence more prominently, The story

is imziginary and comﬂlicatud; but the influence of The
Tempest is obvious in many scenes and characters. Chitrasen,

the main character, is modelled on Prospero, and his aide
Satabuddhi, on Ariel. Similarly Banabala, who enjoys the
protection of Chitrasen, resembles Miranda, and the hero
Birachandra has similarities with Ferdinand. The two scenes
that come closest are Act II, Scene 111 in Banabala and Act I,
Scene 11 in The Tempest. In both, the hero talks to his magician |/
aide, and the young pair fall in loye with each other. 8

Ramsankar R%/wrotc ten ‘é:ys, and Shakespeare was g
always a casual influence on him. This was also the case wi% )
two other later playwrights, Godavaris Misra, and Kan
Misra. The former’s Purusottam Deb (1910) deals with th




s of the play writes his name
he suggestion is obviously from As
a Misra’s Basanta Latika the king unjt

_ ill h hful wife and baby-son. But they, with the

~ aservant, manage to escape to a distant land, where the

| grows up to be a fine, brave young man. Gradually, the ki
realizes the full implication of his unjust act, and thinking
that his wife and son are dead, he plunges into great sorrow
and repentance, and almost renounces his kingdom. Finally, his
repentance ends when the king, to his great happiness, gets
back his wife and son. But, as already noted, Shakespeare
has never been a vital force for the Oriya dramatist. It is only
by close scrutiny, and distant association that one can possibly
gather echoes and resemblances. But the Oriya dramatists
who have grown up in the last three decades have completely
ignored Shakespeare.

Academic discussion on Shakespeare is rare in Qriya. The
one which is just a popular estimate, and popularly known, is
by Dr. Mayadhar Mansingh, written more than fifteen years
ago. Stray, aphoristic passages from Shakespeare have found
their way into Oriya literature, and a well-known example
is in Sarmistha, a long narrative poem by Nanda Kishore Bal.
It is a discourse on mercy, translated from Portia’s court-

uspcech in The Merchant of Venice. ;

JLoday thousands of Oriya young men and women read T
Shakespeare as a compulsory subject in their colleges. But
for them Shakespeare is just an examinition subject, and the
great creative artist, the source of rich and vital life, is either

" missed or lost in the weeds of annotated books. An intelli
acceptance of Shakespeare is yet to start in Oriya literatus
< It is occasionally glimpsed in the writings of the young
and critics who understand the greatness of Shakes
poetry, his magical use of language and above all, his pere
- vision of life that prompted Arnold to say, ‘Others abid
- question. Thou art free.” v/ -




University of Madms |

~aD had no dearth of theatres and actor:
i buf Tamil literature, very rich in other aspects, ha
' Jow ebb as far as literary works of drama are concer
~ influence of Western literature had not made any app
jmprovement in this field. Translations and qdaptano' S
literary forms such as novels and short stories are foun L4
numerous, but dramas are very few. : -
English education acquainted the Tamil scholars of
last century with Shakespeare and other Western playwr
and stimulated new thinking in the art of creating dramas.
The first drama thus written was Prataba Chandra Vilasam b sl
Ramaswami Raja in 1877. Dramas written before this date
were not divided into acts and scenes. This Praiaba Chandra G-
Vilasam was the first drama to have acts. This had th:l‘&lfgr 4
acts. Though acts were known to Sanskrit playwrights, the ¥
division of each act into some scenes was quite unknown.
The Tamil scholars of the last century became acquainted
with Shakespeare’s plays and introduced this device of many
scenes in each act, ' gl
The few works of drama that Tamilnad had in the 1
three centuries, viz. ‘kuravanci’, ‘pallw’, ‘nondintakam’, ete.
were conventional and stereotyped with typical heroes a
heroines. They were unrealistic in their themes, though o
vivid and interesting by the artistic talents of some &
playwrights. In images and diction also they were
Only the names of places and characters were cha:
the themes and forms remained the same without an
or novelty, No play was written exclusively on
though there was an attempt in the type called
Playwrights use to write dramas mainly on
- @nd religious themes. Some of them wrote or
stories found in the epics. There were
uch, though social problems were d




3

luence of Shakespeare on Tamil playwriti
1 many of the adaptations as well as trans |
The first translation of a Shakespearean play into
- Tamil is that of The Merchant of Venice by Venugopalachariar,
~ Sankara Dass Swamigal who was the spearhead of the renais-
sance of Tamil drama and who wrote about forty plays mostly
on mythological and epic themes, has left us adaptations of
Shakespeare’s Romeo and Juliet and Cymbeline, The versatile
genius among Tamil playwrights, P. Sambanda Mudaliar,
was not satisfied with the first translation of 77e Merchant of
Venice and so improved it in his Vanipura Vanigan. According

to him it is more difficult to translate a drama from another

language than to write an original play in one’s own language.
Yet he was so

much interested in introducing the master
playwright Shakespeare to the Tamils that, besides writing

about sixty original plays, he translated and adapted some of

Shakespeare’s plays, e.g. Hamlet, Macbeth, Cymbeline, As You
Like 1It.

Sambanda Mudaliar has stated that it took him six years
to write the adaptation of Hamlet. He took pains to study all
the critical works on that great work. He himself acted in the
role of the hero, Hamlet, and tried his best to be true to Shakes-
peare’s imagination.

Besides Hamlet, The Merchant of Venice seems to have attracted
the imagination of Tamil playwrights more than other plays.
It had many translators. Even after Venugopalachariar and
Sambanda Mudaliar’s translation, it was translated by S. V.
Kannapiran Pillai. 4 Midsummer Night's Dream and Othello
were translated by S. Narayanaswami Iyer and A. Madaviah
respectively. P. Doraiswami Iyengar wrote an adaptation of
Othello. Hamlet had a translation from the pen of K. Venkata-
rama Iyer. King Lear and The Comedy of Errors are the other
dramas that were enjoyed by the Tamils in translation. :

The interest of the English-educated scholars in translating




\bout 20 stories of Shakespeare’s dramas have been rendere

> Tamil prose and published by Saiva Siddhanta Worl <
: lishing Society, Madras. There are also others who have
- published the stories of Shakespeare in Tamil. '

& ~ There are amateur dramatic associations which occasionally
. stage Shakespeare’s dramas translated or adapted in Tamil.
For example, the Madras Sangeetha Nataka Akademi staged
the translation of the The Taming of the Shrew and it was a
great success. It would have been better if such renderings
are also printed and published by these institutions or other
publishers.

] Many changes have been introduced by the Tamil scholars
in modern plays and most of them are due to the influence of
Shakespeare. For example:

Supernatural elements used to be introduced in the ancient
Tamil plays, but they were used to determine human actions
directly. But Shakespeare’s dramas taught the Tamil play-
wright the subtler and more important method of employing
those elements, to intensify human action without directly
changing the course of events. For example, a dream is intro-
duced in the play of Sundaram Pillai and its purpose is to
intensify the love of the hero and the heroine. It does not alter
the condition of natural working in the course of events but
only stimulates and intensifies it as the oracles and other
supernatural clements do in Shakespeare’s plays.

Another noticeable change in Tamil drama caused by the
i influence of Shakespeare’s plays is the elimination of the
? invocation song in the beginning of the drama called ‘tipati’

+  or ‘totayam’. Almost all the dramas of the nineteenth century
contain this invocation as an integral part of the drama. Now
the modern playwrights have ceased to introduce it, Another
feature in the old Tamil dramas is the introducti y

on of a song
called ‘taru’ wishing prosperity and happiness to hum anity.
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This may also be said to have disappeared on account of the
influence of Shakespeare’s dramas read and appreciated by
the scholars in Tamilnad. g |

Old Tamil dramas invariably had a character called
‘Kattiyankaran’ similar to ‘Sutradhara’ in Sanskrit plays.
Kattiyankaran appeared in Tamil dramas frequently from
the beginning to the end of the play, whereas ‘Sutradhara’
appeared only at the beginning of the Sanskrit plays. The
role of Kattiyankaran in Tamil dramas is to announce to the
audience the characters as they appear on th
to offer his remarks on them. Even in the gypsy play called
Kuravanci, he was felt to be an essential character for this
purpose. It is this character that indicated, not by curtains
but by his words, the change of acts and scenes. But, after the
introduction of many translations and adaptations of Shakes-
peare’s plays in Tamil, this character was fe
in the new Tamil dramas written on
has disappeared from the stage.

The art of holding back from the audience essential parti-
culars relating to characters, motives or incidents till a parti-
cular stage in the drama and producing a telling effect when
they are disclosed suddenly, is an art not so familiar to Tamil
dramas of the past. It is through Shakespeare’s dramas,
The Two Gentlemen of Verona, The Merchant of Venice, As You Like
1t, Cymbeline and Twelfth Night, that Tamil playwrights came
to realize the value of this device and began to introduce it
in their writings. For example, Sundaram Pillai has introduced
sex-ambiguity in Civakami Caritam in his Manonmaniyam. We
think that the person who follows the hermit in this scene is
really a youth but we are surprised to find that it is only a
girl and that the hermit is really her lover, not a hermit as
he appears to be. This element of concealment to please us

¢ stage and also

It to be unnecessary
these new models and

with a sense of surprise is due to the influence of Shakespeare. -

It is found in many other Tamil plays like S. D. Sundaram’s
Kanniyin Kathali.

Also in the characterization of villains, Shakespeare seems
to have influenced modern Tamil playwrights to a great
extent. The villains in Manokara of Sambanda Mudaliar and
Manonmaniyam of Sundaram Pillai can be cited as examples.
Like Shakespeare, modern Tamil playwrights try to portray




y of his techniques and device

-




SHAKESPEARE IN TELUGU

By D. V. K. RAGHAVACHARYULU
- Marathawada University

SHAKESPEARE’S entry into the Andhra literary scene—a
somewhat delayed reaction—was the direct result of the intro-
duction of English as the medium of instruction in schools and
colleges, in which the curriculum was heavily or iented towards
Enghsh language and literature studies. No literate Andhra
since the 1860’s left schogl or college without at least a noddmg
acgualntancc of Shakespeare’s plays, which have always been
prescribed study. Savants and teachers, like Sir Raghupati
Venkataratnam Naidu, Sn C. R. Reddy and chlala Venkata
Subba Rau, involved an entire _impressionable gener ation at
the begmmng of the present century in their own swirling
enthusiasm for Shakespeare’s works. Earlier, in the late
eighteenth, and nineteenth centuries, British missionaries and
administrators, like C. P. Brown, William Cary, R. Caldwell,
A. D. Campbell, and Colin_Mackenzie,—who had Iendered
unforgettabl“g /service to the cause of linguistic, literary and
historical research in Andhra—had indirectly prepared the
ground for the cross-fertilization of the English and verna-
cular traditions. And finally, the Telugu writers of the later
half of the nineteenth century—Kandukuri /Veeresalingam,
Vavilala Vasudeva Sastri, Kolachalam Srinivasa Rao, Guru-
jada Srirama Murty, Gurujada Appa Rau, Dharma-
varam Ramakrishnamacharyulu and Vedam Venkataraya
Sastri, followed by Panuganti Lakshminarasimha Rao and
others into the twentieth century,—gave a varied projection
to the early mingling of traditions in their translations, adapta-
tions and technical and imaginative assimilations of Shakes-
pearean drama. Quite frequently, the Shakespearean /mﬂuence
as transmitted into. Telugu through the overwhelming impact
%;' the Bengali literary Renai {a,nce represented in ‘/pa,rtlcular
Tagore and Dwijendralal Roy.
And then came, after the dJm ‘twilight begi ings of an an earlier
era, the discernible sunshine of the twenticth-century Romantic
movement and the modern Enlightenment which, whatever

y the work of Rabindran
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actual achieved output, did have a wider understanding
~ and a deeper knowledge of the Shakespearean imagination
~ and of Shakespearean studies. A latter-day manifestation of
 this growing knowledge of Shakespeare, his work, his times,
his art and his world has been the post-independence renewal
of the attempts to translate, Shakespeare into Telugu by
writers such as Vayilala Somayajulu, Durbha Srirama Murty,

Amarendra and K. Viswanathan. ./

[Telugu drama was born in the latter part of the nineteenth
century, under the impact of various social, intellectual and
cultural forces, among which English literature was undoubted-
ly an important factor. In the past, the Prabandha—with its

- leisurely exuberance of rhetorical s&creotypes—-exercised an
unremitting tyranny over the Andhra imagination, and drama

was jettisoned momentarily out of respectable literature.
Industrious translators that Telugu writers have always been,

they duly flattened out even the drama of Kalidasa and
Bhavabhuti in the Procrustean straitjacket of the Prabandha.
What drama there was before 1860, lingered on in its marginal
existence in folk-art as Vidhi-Bhagavatam, Yaksha-Gana,
the Burra-Katha and the Harikatha-Kalakshepam. With the
growth of English education and the spread of new ideas,
drama too made its début on the literary scene. The tourin
Dharwad and Parsi theatrical companies took by storm the
Andhra country from town to town, and an eager public
awaited the arrival of an authentic vernacular drama. When
the Telugu writers turned to dramatic creation they were
faced with a crucial choice of models. On one hand was the
traditional Sanskrit drama of Kalidasa, Bhavabhuti and
Bhasa; on the other hand was the Western drama represented
by Shakespeare, Moliere and the Restoration dramatists.
As a matter of fact, the Telugu dramatists converted their
choice into an eclectic strategy of fusing the traditional Sanskrit
and Western dramatic prototypes—a fusion that is best re-
presented by Gurujada Appa Rau’s Kanyasulkam (1897) which,
some 70 years after its publication, still continues to be the
unsurpassed masterpiece of Telugu drama. By and large—as
witnessed by the work of Kandukuri Veeresalingam—they
discovered that Restoration Drama, the Comedy of Manners

of Congreve, Wycherley, Farquhar, Etherege and Sheridan,

".'\':*"-'.‘ ol



avaram Krishnamacharyulu’s Vishada-Saran-
and Vedam Venkataraya Sastri’s Bobbili Yuddha
w and Pratapa Rudriyamu represented the real fruitage |
~ of the Shakespearean influence at the time,
- The Shakespeare phenomenon in T gu ca.nKt;e"studied

R i

- under _three convenient heads: translitions, adaptations and
imitations. [One may safely venture the gencralization that
all Telugu translations of Shakespeare make di , almost
obsequious, reading—and are still worse in_ performpance on
the stage as this wri discovered, when he sought to project
under 1deal theatre and audience conditions, during the
current Shakespeare quater-centenary celebrations, a_highly
knowledgeable, if scvyly faithful, translation of King Lear
by K. Viswanathan. ¥{~ i
Vavilala Vasudeva Sastri in Seezar Charitra (1875) (Julius
Caesar), the first known Shak%spearc translation in Telugu,
claims to have made an impressive job of it, for, had he not
discovered the exact _metrical equivalent of Blank Verse in |
the Telugu Teta-Gita? In fact, the TCL;.«(".Git'a" only adds
unrelieved' nfonotony to the pathetic ba ality of the entire
translation—which is neither Telugu nor Shakespeare. The
Telugu reader of today will feel both amused and scandalized
when he makes even a random sampling of the ‘first metrical
translation’ of Shakespeare. For example, the original

I kiss thy hand, but no flattery, Caesar,
Desiring thee that Publius Cimber may
Have an immediate freedom ;

-

mes transmogrified as follows in a literal retranslat
Telugu into English: :




Shakespeare in Telugu

The banishment abroad, that befell Publius Cimber,
That to 1evoke forthwith, and there be no delay,
Thee I implore again and again.

In another passage, Shakespeare’s stricken deer is metamor-
phosed without warning into the rampant tiger:

How like a deer, strucken by many princes,
Dost thou here lie! (Shakespeare)

Confused by the sporting pun in the original, the translator per=
petrates his evolutionary outrage against the nobler of the
species:

Like the Tiger felled beside the hill-side,
Hast though fallen here in dire defeat. (reverse translation)

Another early translation of Shakespeare was Gurujada
Srirama Murty’s Venisu Vanjia Natakamu, or Suhrut Subhashitamu
(1880), a diversified metrical-cum-prose rendering of The
Merchant of Venice, which, although closer to the native Telugu
idiom than Sastri’s, produced such intolerable howlers, as
‘Budide-Budhavaramu’ for ‘Ash Wednesday,” and such
prurient metabolisms, as ‘Nalika-Vadana’ (Lotus-Faced-One)
for ‘she is fair.” The figures of Portia, Shylock and others become
in the Telugu version hopeless travesties of their quick, full-
blooded originals. The reasons for this are: the translator’s
linguistic acrobatics resulting in malapropisms, and his total
incomprehension of the non-lexical ingredients of Shakes-
peare’s poetry and of his plot-structure and his methods of
characterization and psychological motivation.

Adibhatla Narayandas—a connoisseur in many languages
and literatures and art-forms and better remembered now as
Andhra’s greatest Harikatha artist,—has left behind him an
interesting anthology of translations from Shakespeare and
Kalidasa, Navarasa Tarangini, which purports to compare the
masters on the common ground of the nine rasas, Love,
Wrath, Pity, Terror, etc., by means of selected illustrative
passages rendered into Telugu. Narayandas has the distinction

of having rendered both Shakespeare and Kalidasa utterly

unreadable.

.
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N t were being
s and their students. More and more En ish gra
rning into Telugu writers, and some of them |
making fresh assaults on the Shakespeare Everest. The

Akademi and other institutions have by official s

symbol for the modern writer. Of the four recent Shakesp:
translations, three have been done by English teachers, anc
the fourth by a writer with a wide knowledge of several
literatures. Durbha Srirama Murty’s Hamlet, Amarendra’s
Macbeth, Vavilala Somayajulu’s Antony and Cleopatra and K.
Viswanathan’s King Lear represent the new eflort to make
Shakespeare available to the Telugu reader. Of these, Viswa-
nathan’s King Lear is casily the most impressive scholarly
rendition; unfortunately, however, the translation—as a
Telugu play—is mercilessly stiff, immobilized by its own
massive literalness and variorum-crammed diligence. Amar-
endra’s Macbeih and Durbha’s Hamlet fall short of perfection;
but they do not suffer from the recoil of any dogmatic monism
in respect of translational theory. They are both honest ar
spirited renderings of the Shakespearean quintessence r
than copy-book declensions of the trustful letter. Vax
Somayajulu has rendered Shakespeare into good Te
more consistently than many others, and the result has b
altogether salutary, for he has come to know Shakesp
from inside, as it were, through translation. His translz
as illustrated by his Antony and Cleopatra, are free and
and are gracefully adapted to the subtle loct
Telugu sensibility, and are attuned in their s

5, fluted cadences of the Telugu language
ntly tends to sacrifice fidelity -
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heroine of an original play) than Shakespeare’s Serpent of
the Nile. |

Telugu adaptations of Shakespeare have failed only by a
lesser degree than the translations. Kandukuri Veeresalingam,
the Father of Modern Telugu Literature, was a pioneer
whose versatility was unhampered by inflexible linguistic or
literary postures, and he was realist enough to recognize ;
the pitiful futility of translating Shakespeare. He began by
translating sixteen of Charles Lamb’s Stories from Shakespeare
into simple, elegant Telugu prose, adapting the names of
characters as well as the local customs to suit the Telugu
environment, thus sustaining throughout the illusion of reality
without destroying the reality of the Shakespearean illusion.
He adapted two plays of Shakespeare, The Comedy of Errors
as Chamatkara Ratnavali (1880) and The Merchant of Venice as
Venisu Vartaka Charitramu, left in a fragmentary form. Veere-
salingam’s renderings of Shakespeare are eminently read-
able; and they never fail to involve us in the exciting abund-
ance of the narrative action, as the drama moves through the
Shakespearean plot-structure with all its twists and turns.
In 1900, Panappakam Srinivasacharyulu published his play,
Kanakangt, in which he followed, as he says, ‘the best tragedies
of the immortal Shakespeare to guide me in the development
of characters.” But the play finally tapers off into a happy-
ending medley of Romeo and jJuliet and Antony and Cleopatra.
In 1909, B. Srinivasa Rao brought out an adaptation of
Othello under the title Pulinda-Susilamu, in which Shakespeare’s
characters are ingeniously Sanskritized: Othello becomes
Pulinda; Iago, Ugra; Desdemona, Susila; Emilia, Kamala;
and Cassio, Krishna. In 1911, Rentala Venkata Subba’Rau
published his adaptation of Othello as Athila-Bimbamu. Subba
Rau was the author of two expositions in English entitled
Othello Unveiled and Hamlet Unveiled, but his adaptation of
Othello is corny and insipid, and reflects little of his perceptive
brilliance as a critic. Subba Rau, in his prefatory note to
Othello, composed three stanzas all made up of his own Telugu
rendering of the titles of Shakespeare’s plays. Othello-Athila:
Hamlet-Amletha; King Lear-Layarka; Romeo and Fuliet-Ram
Timon of Athens-Timanyathina; Julius Caesar-Sizaru; Macbe
Mahapatha ; Pericles-Praklesaka ; Cymbeline-Simhalianka ; A




rantivilasa; All’'s Well that Ends Well-Satijaya; As You Like It-
 Pravasalalita; The Two Gentlemen of Verona-Mitravanchana ; A Mid-
summer Night's Dream-Vasantavinoda ; The Winter's Tale-Pativrata ;
Love’s Labour’s Lost-Samaranala- Vzphala One heaves a sigh of
relief that Subba Rau’s titular fancies were limited to these
three poems; the Shakespearean canon was mercifully saved
from a total engulfment. An impressive, but now almost
forgotten, Shakespeare adaptation was D. Kondamacharyulu’s
rendering of the Trial Scene in The Merchant of Venice as
Daya-Nidhi, which was given a scintillating performance at
the Stall’s Girls High School, Guntur, in 1946-47. Mention
should also be made of Pokala Venkata Narasimha Nayani

Garu’s delightful prose retelling of Shakespeare’s Cymbeline in
his Kamalavati Parinayamu (c. 1895).

When one turns from translations and adaptations to imagi-
native works in which the influence of Shakespeare is genuine,
the experience is altogether refreshing. In the creative assimila-
tion of the Shakespearean principles of dramatic structure, cha-
racterization, motivation and symbolic action, Telugu play-
wrights such as Dharmavaram Ramakrishnamacharyulu,
Kolachalam Srinivasa Rao, Vedam Venkatararaya Sastri,
Gurajada Appa Rau and Panuganti Lakshminarasimha Rao,
reveal an enviable grasp of the master’s craft—in particular
of the Shakespearcan unity of action as the unity of character.
Dharmavaram Ramakrishnamacharyulu, known as Andhra-
Nataka-Pitamaha, is associated with the introduction of
tragedy into Telugu literature, and his Vishada Sarangadharamu
(c. 1918) is an important landmark in the growth of Telugu
drama. The play combines several Shakespearean tragic
prototypes; the heroine, Chitrangi, takes after Lady Macbeth,
while the hero, Sarangadhara, is fashioned after Lear and

Hamlet. Into the dramatization of Sarangadhara’s tzam b

conflict and his tragic predicament and destiny, have gone 1n
varying proportions, but always making a homogeneous totality
of impression, Hamlet’s indecision, Othello’s jealousy, Lea

oo .;. b
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pride and Coriolanus’s self-righteousness. Dh

Chandrahasa (c. 1918), although it went through endle
sions, first as tragedy, then as comedy, and finally as tr
again, is another strongly Shakespearized work whose !
Dushta-Buddhi is obviously drawn from Shakespeare’s ago.
Kolachalam Srinivasa Rao’s historical tragedy, Ramarajuw
Charitra (1888), is a highly imaginative work, which reflects a
sensitive insight into Shakespeare’s technique of dramatizing
the grand impersonal structures of history by letting them
operate on the overwrought textures of human conscious-
ness under the stress of will and circumstance. Ramaraju, in
his self-willed catastrophe, in his deluded political exuberance,
and in his miscreant runaway vitality, is a combination of
Richard ITI and Richard III. Vedam Venkataraya Sastri
wrote one of the most popular historical plays in Telugu,
Prataparudriyamu (1897), which reflects the author’s indebted-
ness to Shakespeare. In the low-comedy scenes, the play
closely follows Shakespeare’s Henry IV ; in its more serious as-
pects, it imitates the Shakespearean tragic ethos. Yugandhara,
the patriot Prime Minister, in his political feigning of madness
as well as in his shattering terminal presence at the graveyard,
resembles Hamlet, while he also recalls the bedraggled storm-
punishing Lear on the bedlam heath. Yet, Yugandhara is a
profoundly authentic vernacular hero whose dynastic line
goes back to Kalidasa’s Mudra-Rakshasam and Bhasa’s Swapna
Vasavadatta. Sastri’s Bobbili-Yuddha Natakamu has echoes from
Henry V, Macbeth, Coriolanus and Antony and Cleopatra. D.
Kondamacharyulw’s Andhra Vijayamu (1930), a historical
comedy, achieves a successful fusion of native and Shakes-
pearean elements in the characterization of Nagaraju, who is
an amalgam of Uttara-Kumara and Sir John Falstaff on the
battle-field.

Panuganti Lakshminarasimha Rao, known as the Andhra
Kalidasa, and Abhinava Shakespeare, was the author of
many plays with a Shakespearean range and diversity— e
histories, mythologies, tragedies, comedies and romantic
comedies. His Kokila (1907) is a bouquet of the mingled flavours
of Shakespeare’s A Midsummer Night's Dream.
and The Comedy of Errors. Intrigue, disguise, f




A da.Ckma@amu (1909), a historical play, closely imitates

a;ndenacts the complex psychological mechanisms of Othello.

His comedy, Kanthabharanamu (1917), adds to its Shakes-
pearean dimension the dazzling conversational brilliance of
TRestoration drama and the purposive social realism of Ibsenian
drama.

In many ways, Gurajada Appa Rau’s Kanyasulkam (1897)
represents a characteristic synthesis of the two great traditions
of drama which have shaped Telugu drama since its emergence
as an autonomous art form about a hundred years ago. When
Kanyasulkam was first published, it had unconsciously directed
the infant art of Telugu drama towards a many-sided growth,
assimilating the tonic strength of the Indian classical and the
Andhra folk traditions, the Western traditions of Shakespeaer,
Moliére and Congreve. Surprisingly enough, the play had also,
without the author’s knowing, responded to the demands of
social realism on the international stage, even as Ibsen and
Shaw were emerging into their famed existence as masters of
the modern drama. More than any other Telugu dramatist,
Gurajada Appa Rau understood deeply and compassionately,
without ever losing his aesthetic detachment, or his negative
capability, the complexity, the unpredictability, and the in-
cv1ta.b111ty of human character and behaviour as Shakespeare
reveals in his creations. Gurajada’s Gireesam is a multivalent
projection of the Andhra personality; Gireesam, is Falstaff
and Hamlet, he is Feste and Lear’s Fool, he is Iago and
Macbeth, he is Claudic and Angelo, he is a polysymbolic
unity in which all become each.

With becoming self-irony, which is a characteristic Andhra
trait, Gireesam addresses his disciple, Venkatesam: ‘How
come you’ve put on that Shakespeare Face’ and thus sums
up what Shakespeare is to the Telugus and Telugu 1s to

Shakespeare.




LITERATURE

By AsLooB A. ANSARI
Aligarh University

THERE is no denying the fact that the genius of Shakespeare
has evoked the deep admiration of the Urdu literati over the
last few decades though it must be conceded that an intelligent
and fully informed appreciation of it is a phenomcnon of
only very recent origin. It should be interesting to note that
Shakespeare was introduced as early as 1796 by no less a
person than GlIChrlSt who included tr anslations of fragments
of Henry y VI and Hamlet in his well-known book on Urdu
grammar. It has been “established by the latest rescarch work
done in this field that as many as one hundred Vérsions—
adaptations and translations—of Shakespeare; p]ays are
avadablc in Urdu. Chronologically speaking, Ahsan of Lucknow
may be credited with making the first sustained effort in
rendering some of these masterpieces into Urdu. He was the
grandson of Mirza Shaug—a well-known classical poet—and
had thus inherited and assimilated the rich tradition of Urdu
poetry. He composcd plays based on the materials of the
plots of Ha Ham!et Otkello, The Merchant of Venice and Romeo and
]ulzet and recast the originals with a certain felicity of ex-
pression and in his own distinctive style. He did not care to
be scrupulously faithful to Shakespeare’s text but made it an
excuse for writing plays of his own. Betab arayan of Delhi
later on rendered 7he Come({y cj Errors with the title 4 Labyrinth
and tried to recapturé the spirit of the original, though only
with dubious success. He also made such drastic modifica-
tions in his version of 7he Tempest as to make an entirely

different thing of it, and this was staged by the Parsee Gom-
pany in 1891. Muns}u Mehdi Hasan brought out his versions
of Hamlet and Ot}zelZo and these were staged by the theatrical

et)mpamcs of Bombay in 1897 and 1898 respectively, and his

: mrsxon of Twelfth Night was enacted by the New Alfred

mpany in 1905. Mohd. Azhar composed a play
tled The Goblet of Love in which he tried to rework the
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plot of A Midsummer Night’s Dream. This was done in the verse
pattern of Masnavi (2 well-known poetic genre in Urdu) and
consequently failed to suggest the full dramatic tension though
the defect was partly redeemed by the limpidity and {;}Izﬁrity
of the songs interspersed here and there. Willayat Husain
tried his hand at 4s You Like It and substituted Indian names
for English characters but did not succeed very well in retain-
ing the flavour of-the Shakespearcan humour and the deft

“stic devices so characteristic of that play.

handling of \l}%ﬁ
Agha Hasher Kashmiri, an important practising playwright,
rendered The Merchant of Venice, Measure For Measure, King
Richard IIT and King Lear, and all these versions were staged by
The Alfred and The_Parsee T heatrical Companies of Bombay
in 1900, 1905, 1906 and 1907 respectively. His version of
The Winter’s Tale became very popular on the contemporary
stage, and that of King Fohn, produced by the Parsee Company
in 1905, attracted no less attention. It may be observed,
though, that the total effect of the play was mangled by an
improvised ending. Even greater liberties were taken with
Hamlet so that in the Urdu version horrors were piled upon
horrors and Hamlet’s reflective temper and searching analyses
of his own predicament were simply ignored. To crown all,
,both Lear and Hamlet were turned into comedies and one is
¢ thus inevitably reminded of the mutilation Shakespeare
|suffered at the hands of Nahum Tate in England. A version of
Antony and Cleopatra entitled Kali Nagana was produced by
Moulvi Anwaruddin Mukhlis in collaboration with Munshi
Mahshr and appeared in 1906. The very title suggests that
the collaborators were primarily concerned with the seductive
appeal exercised by the heroine over the protagonist and
with little else. All these different versions—and there are
many others of varying degrees of excellence—are adaptations
and were not meant to approximate to the design and spirit
of the original Shakespearean plays. The changes introduced
reflect the level of the literary sensitiveness of the adapters and
were also governed by the fact that the ordinary theatre-
goers, including all classes, could stomach only a particular
kind of stuff. The original plays were heavily tampered with
and adapted versions bear only a very remote resemblance
to their models.




" into Urdu prose. This prose is marked by such flexibility

t of Shakespeare on Urdu Literature gadis: AT
- This phase was™ followed by one of literal
Taffazul Husain Nasir translated Henry V and Julius

.

force that it scems to be a fit enough medium within

context of this translation. Henry V, which appeared under

the caption The Conquest of France, was serialized in the literary
Journal 4/ Nazir from July to December, 1913. A more
ambitious plan for rendering Shakespeare accessiblg~to the
Urdu-reading public was undertaken by Inayatull#h of Delhi
and his version of Shakespeare’s plays continued to be pub-
lished in the monthly periodical Sagi (Delhi) between 1935 and
1944. Though these were done in simple and chaste Urdu
yet they fail to suggest, on that very account, th¢ dramatic
vitality and creative depth of the original[ A few years ago,
Aziz Ahmad, on the suggestion of C. J. Sisson and Moulvi
Abdul Hagq, translated Romeo and Fuliet in verse libre.] This

translation, done with scrupulous care and sensitiveness, is a

. marked improvement on all earlier attempts and tends to

v,
7

)

reach Il_p“ti)/ the freshness and distinction of the original.
Shanul Haq Haqqi, a young Urdu poet and critic, has so far
published only fragments of Antony and Cleopatra rendered into
Urdu and has employed the medium of the closed couplets.
This is by far the best Shakespeare we have had so far in
Urdu and it conclusively proves the potentiality of the Urdu
language for capturing the magic and felicity of the Shakes-
pearean line to some extent) / 5
Shakespeare’s impact on Urdu drama has not been so far-
reaching as one could wish. The obvious reason is that there
has been no indigenous stage tradition in Urdu which could
readily respond to and assimilate the European influences,
What retarded the growth of dramatic tradition was by and
large the fact that any kind of theatrical impersonation and
worship of images and idols goes against the spirit of Islamic
doctrine. Moreover, the various tliéif?fﬁanies. in
India, especially those in Bombay, which staged the Urdu or
Gujarati Ygsions of Shakespeare’s plays, were mainly com-
mercial ventures. The proprietors were, therefore, interested
more 1n getting profits than in the quality of the plays that

were produced, and hence adaptations from Shakespeare
were made with a view to satisfying the expectation of the

\/:g
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to be _owcd by subscqucnt generatwns
__ mmauon by saying that the dommant

s g little or no attention was paid to either firm chara‘ iza
ks or to convincing dramatic conflict. The audiences looked
forwa,rd to hﬂanty, sensational “thrills, grotesque incidents,
the confusion arising out of mistaken identities, over-abundance
of songs and insipid and banal humour. In tragedy, on
the contrary, emphasis was placed on the evocation of the
" macabre, diabolical intrigues, occasional preaching, admi-
nistration of poetic justice, and all this led to a melodramatic
close. There was a general craze for the composition and
staging of comedies in preference to tragedies though it must
be added that the playwrights had neither any awareness of
the civilizing function of the comic nor of the existence of the
mighty opposites in the universe and in man and the ancient
mystery of evil against which human beings wrestle and thus
become the subject of tragic writings. Thus what is most
characteristic of these plays is that they are concerned with
the bare bones of the plot—the externals of action—and not
with the portrayal of human psychology. Hence the subtleties
of human behaviour and the inwardness of approach, the
little fugitive hints about the motivation of characters and
their emotional involvements have been entirely neglected.
In the earliest phase of the Shakespearean impact, plays
were adapted in Urdu primarily with a view to producing
them on the stage From 1935—the year in which the Pro-
gressive Movement in Urdu literature was inaugurated—
down to the present times, a continuous stream of authentic
translations has been flowing. These have been undertaken by
more or less well informed and devoted students of Shakes-
peare who have based them on close and scrupulous reading b
of the texts and have some knowledge of the temper of the:-_.'.i':.i ]
times in which the poet lived: These translations are superior
“ to the adaptations because/ the latter were in most cases
merely a rehash of little bits of mformatlon gained from hearsay

"




he Tales from Shakespeare told by Charles and Mary R
but even these fail to suggest the force and profundity of the
~ originals. In more recent years, a few verse translations, notably
: those by Aziz Ahmad and Shanul Haq Haqqi, have aimed at
? restoring the balance and provide some inkling of the sublime '
poetry and rhetoric and the subtle and moving character-
drawing of Shakespeare. The two major factors that have so
far inhibited the full infusion of the Shakespearean spirit into
the Urdu reader’s mind are firstly the absence of any stable
tradition of the Urdu stage and secondly the almost insuperable
difficulty encountered by a non-specialized reader in mastering
the idiom of Elizabethan English. It may also be mentioned
en passant that the Aligarh movement which fostered the
growth of many other forms of Urdu literature sadly neglected
the dramatic art. In the earliest phase of the Indian Renais-
sance it came to be erroneously believed that Shakespeare was
a Christian apologist, deliberately sponsoring Christianity
r through the medium of a literary form, and hence the resurgent
E nationalist tendencies prevented the Urdu-speaking person’s
| mind in general from being particularly responsive to his art. -
Though Shakespeare has been loved, admired and acted and
held in much greater esteem than any other European play-
wright, yet all this devotion to him has failed to provide
impetus to any definite literary movement which could
E diversify and enrich our cultural heritage. It may also be

added that verse translation from one language into another

is beset with enormous hazards because poetry is the most
: sensitive mirror of the genius of a people and poetic subtleties
: and nuances suffer heavy loss in the process of transference.
l

Tk

A translator of the dramatic poetry of Shakespeare into any
Indian language has to accept a more than usually heavy
responsibility on account of the many-sided richness of Shakes-
peare’s vision and the ambiguity msu'uctmc ofhis
i plays. The earliest Urdu versions have only the vaguest resem-

~ blance to the original plays and cannot, therefore, claim

literary value. With the dawn of independence 2
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. Indian languages can be fe
~ however modest the ac

_ n of Shakespeare into Urdu or- any othe: - 1a
is bound to have the status of a literary artefact thric
from reality. : X
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PEARE Was not a traveller. He spent his life at Stra S
in London. There is no evidence to show that he ever left
England to visit any foreign country; yet the range of the

world to which he refers in his works is amazing. The countries

and the people of Europe, Afiica, Asia and America are fre-

quently introduced. Of urse, Shakespeare views them
v through the magic casement of imagination. The references to

the topics relating to Asia and Africa in particular haye not

the degree of realism necessary to influence the tHeme and

actions of a play. Yet they were enough to create an , indefin-

able yearning for far-off and little-known lands in the minds of +

e Elizabethan audience. :
Shakespeare’s patrons must have appreciated Benedick’s

readiness for circumnavigating the globe. He asks the Prince
of Arragon:

Will your Grace command me any service to the World’s
end? I will go on to the slightest errand now to the
Antipodes that you can devise to send me on; I will fetch
you a toothpicker now from the furthet inch of Asia; bring
you the length of Preston John’s foot; fetch you a hair
off the great Cham’s beard; do you any embassage to the
Pigmies rather than hold three words’ conference with

this harpy. (Much Ado, 11. i)

v Vasco da Gama’s discovery of the sea route o India soon

after the discovery of Améfica, caused a silent’revolution in
 the life of the multitudes of Europe. Love of adventure and
- : impelled them to sail for the newly discovert e
he widening of the world was closely

-




f the voyages. They eagerly lister
> sailors; read the travel accounts with
' as for romantic novels; and this was the princip

versation in the taverns and other meeting pl
Eﬁ:;t and Samwel Purchas—two contempora
eare—themselves no travellers—compiled _tra
accounts from various sources to satisfy the demands of the
Elizabethan readers. g
This was the demand of the Elizabethan audience as well, %
No contemporary playwright could afford to ignore the mood
of the people. The spirit of the age was introduced in the =
dramas by referring to the voyages and to the ne discoveries.
Even the scenes of some of the dramas by Marlowe, Greene,
Massing€r and Beaumont and Fletcher were laid in Asia and
Africa. The events of Shakespeare’s The Tempest take place in
. an enchanted desert island which does not belong either to
Asia or to Africa. In Anfony and Cleopatra, Shakespeare takes
his audience to an Africa so thoroughly romanized that one
can hardly feel the effect of the change of milieu. The scenes
of his other plays do not cross the geographical limit of Europe.
Yet references to countries and places outside that limit
are frequent. No other drama of the period has succeeded in
representing the spirit of the age more than Othello. Fair
Desdemona falls desperately in love with the Moor of Venice
after listening to his enchanting stories of adventure and travel.
» Othello assures the Duke that the narration of the stories of his
“adventures ‘is the witchcraft I have us’d’ to win Desdemona.
The sources of information about the places mentioned by
Shakespeare were written accounts and verbal narratives of
sailors and travellers. Though he deftly refers to some of the
. Characteristics of these places there is no proof regarding his
“special knowledge about them. Shakespeare did not use any
of these places outside Europe as a background of his plays
He was not therefore required to have specialized knowledge
necessary for introducing local colour. i ’ |
The same is equally true of his references to India_-.ELi_kb;::

his predecessors, Shakespeare used ‘India’ as a synonym for
% Jgol_d, wealth and sunshine. To him India was more an abstract

idea than a country peopled by men and women having_
distinctive features. 5%



< U l."i"'._'f"chylus ferred to some special features of In",, an v
the wealth of India was not foremost in his mind. -
Even before the discovery of Vasco da Gama and the pu g
cation of The Lusiad, Chaucer associated gold with India lﬂ,, oL
The Ii'mght’s Tale: <

The grete Emetreus, the kyng of Inde,
f steede bay trapped in steel,
= Covered in clooth of gold, dyapred weel,
Cam ridynge lyk the god of armes, Mars.

Other British poets and dramatists also referred to India
and her gold, but none had Marlowe’s enthusiasm for India F

and the East. His Taust says: ‘ :
I’ll have them fly to India for gold, ¥
Ransack the ocean for Oriental pearl, ... =

Marlowe envisaged the opening of a short route to India
through the Suez Canal. Tamburlaine foresees the Suez
Cana.l when he says:

And here, not far from Alexandria,

Whereas the Terrene and the Red Sea meet,
Being distant less than full a hundred leagues,
I meant to cut a channel to them both,

That men might quickly sail to India. \/ -
(2 Tamburlaine, V. i

As a dfamatist, Shakespeare’s indebtedness to
cons1derable. But he does not share Marlowe'
Shakespeare mennons, Indla. abor



the whole of Sodth-East Asia and the ]
: '*-.-..alkﬁﬂizfeare used ‘India” “elusively for
. 1C -". ! - i
vThe mistaken belief that Columbus had discover
East Indies led to some confusion regarding the usé of ¢
antfl its variations. Commentators afterwards made the
N 'ﬁ;smn. worse. The confusion persisted because both India as
N9 America were considered lands of gold and plenty. In ¢
Sun Rising’, Donne Bayae s

Look, and tomorrow late, tell me
\Whether both the Indias of spice and mine
Be where thou leftest them, or lie here with me. |

Shakespeare’s earliest reference to India is probably in
King Henry” VI (111 i). King Henry values the feelings of
the heart more than the crown on his head, even if that

. . a3 .
crown be decorated with precious Indian stones:

My crown is in my heart, not on my head,
Not deck’d with diamonds, and Indian stones,
Nor to be seen.

There are four references to India in A4 Midsummer N
Drearp. In no other play is India mentioned so many fin
India, land of gold _End sunshine, has been appropriz
v, “introduccd at intervals to suit the fairy-world theme
play. ol : R | § e A
Oberon, the King of the Fairies, quarrels with his
Titania about a boy whom he wants for a page. Pu .
about this quarrel: |~ =it T

- For Oberon is passing fell and wrath,

she as h




~ And Jealeus .bemn wauld have the 'fff“l?"'? d
Knight of his train, the trace the forest wﬂd

But Titania is not wﬂhng to give up the boy wham
dearly loves. Titania is annoyed when she finds Oberon is
pursuing her even in a dlstant wood near___@_q:ns to ask for

" the boy. So she asks, .{/ a9

Why art thou here,
Come from the farthest steep of India? (IL. 1)

Oberon says:
Why should Titania cross her Oberon?
I do but beg a little changeling boy,
To be my henchman. (1E5a)

| Titania explains the reason for her love for the boy. The

boy’s mother was a concubine of an Indian king. The mother,

“a great friend of Titania, died in child-bed. For love of her

friend Titania has stolen the boy to bring him up properly

\/] under her care. She describes her friendship with the boy’s
mother as follows:

His mother was a vot’ress of my order,
And, in the spiced Indian air, by night,
Full often hath she gossup’d by my Slde ¢ 808 )

But this explanation docs not satisfy Oberon. In revenge,

I’ll to my queen and beg her Indian boy;
And then I will her charmed eye release
From monster’s view, and all things shall be peace.

(IL. i)

\V4
“"In the hzag%an age, trade with a rich country like
India was" profif: able) In The Merchant of Venice, Bassanio
makes a reference to his friend Antonio’s trade ylth India:

What, not one hit?
From Tripolis, from Mexico, and En la:nd,
~ From Lisbon, Barbary, and Imfm? s




ays that Indian women use attractively d
cover their dark faces: s,

Thus ornament is but the guiled shore
To a most dangerous sea; the beauteous scarf s
Veiling an Indian beauty; ./ (ITL. ii)

There are a few instances where Shakespeare compares the

goQd _qualities of his characters with the wealth of India. In
1 Henry IV (I11. i), Mortimer says that his father is,

... as bountiful
As mines of India. - e

- Again, in Twelfth Night Sir Toby describes Olivia’s gentle-
woman Maria as ‘metal of India,’ or, as good as Indian gold
(IL. v.) The heroine of Troilus and Cressida (I. i) is compared
with a precious and beautiful Indian pearl: ., N

. Her bed is India; there she lies, a pearl, _

7

Troilus is lost in love for Cressida. Pandarus is anxious to %
bring Troilus back to himself. To achieve this he is even pre-
* pared to go barefoot to India; '

Condition, I had gone barefoot to India. (1. i1)

.~ Helena of All’s Well That Ends Well is deeply in love 1
_ Beztra,m whose high social status \/ts beyond her reach.

~ mourns that her lot is like the sun-worshippers of India:

- .. thus, Indian-like,
in mine error, I adore




| ... of one whose hand,
Like the base Indian, threw a pearl away,

Richer than all his tribe. (V. 1)

‘Indian’ in the above passage has been interpreted differently
by the critics. Coleridge emphatically says that ‘Indian’
‘means ican, a savagé in genre.” But he offers no reason
for his conviction. ‘Base’ did not always mean savage in the
days of Shakespeare. It was also used to refer to ignorant
people. It is more likely that ‘Indian’ was used to mean an

a3 inhabitant of India for the following reasons. [Venice had
& trade relations with India. The inhabitants of India were
‘/'bcttcr known to the people of Venice than Red Indians. As
a great traveller, Othello, might have visited India; the possi-
bility of his American visit is remote. In his last speech
Othello mentions India, medicinal r\Labian trees, Aleppo,
turbaned Ig_ﬂi and a Venetian; the association of ideas
unds particularly natural and inevitable because of the
geographical contiguity of the items mentioned. It is not
probable that the grief-stricken man’s thought suddenly
roamed for once to far-away America leaving his well-
known surroundings and violating the law of association of

ideas. _
: The Duke of Norfolk refers to India’s gold in Henry VIIL.
, The British people were jealous of France’s wealth and pros-
“*perity. But after some time Britain ‘was made India’, i.e.

fabulously rich, after the conquest of m of
Norlolk says prophetically: i N |

v To-day the French,
clinquant all in gold, like heathen gods
e down the English; and to-morrow the;

All
Mac India. every man that stood 4




wel is like Rosaiiﬁd."'“\/

ein 7 J;g Merry Wiges of Windser, Falstafl' compares
Pagez and Mistress Tord w1th the East and West Jnc Indm T
tively for their wealth: °... they shall be my East and
Indies.’ (I.1iii) >
Speakmg of Antonio’s pecumary resources Shy]ock com-
ments in The Merchant of Venice: *Yet his means are in supposi-
tion: he hath an argosy bound to Tripolis, another to the
Indies; ...> Here Indies refers to the East Indies; India was
pn:)minent in contemporary international trade.
In Twelfth Night Maria describes Malvolio’s smile as follows:
He does smile his face into more lines than is in the
new map with the augmentation of the Indies. ¢
(I11. ii)
v
Opinions differ on the identification of the Indies,—whether
East or West. According to one commentator the new map
drawn by Edward Wright (1600) ‘showed the whole of the
East Indies, including Japan, which the map of Linschoten
did not.” In Henry VIII (V. iv), the Porter is annoyed by the
noisy crowd into making the following exclamation: ‘Is thi
Moorfields to muster in? or have we some strange Indian wi
the great tool come to court?’—the strange Indian here cou
have been one of the many Red Indians who were from time
time brought to England as captives.
Y The Indies, like Ipdia, stand for fabulous wealth. In
VVIII Shakespearc compares the queen with the nchcs '

king has all the Indies in his arms,
€ and ncher, when he stra:ms




~ countries in her.” In different parts of her body
‘can find out Ireland, Scotland, England, France,
Belgium, the Netherlands and even the newly disc
America. But no part of the globe-like body of the
reminds Shakespeare of India. - - et
z +(T'6 Shakespeare India was a Jarid of gold. He also knew that
Indians engaged themselves in international trade; they

| were sun-worshippers and the women of India used to wear
veils. He had Iittle acquaintance with Indian literature.

- Otherwise, ke would use some of our stories as his plot. The
E episode of caskets in The Meghant of Venice is said to have some
j}'esembliﬁ?e*to a Buddhist®parable. This parable probably

v I P gt -
reached Shakespeare through some Latin version.
e e i ,}‘(//
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VERSIONS OF KING LEAR

By AMRrIk SiNGH
Panjabr University, Patiala

L

Or the four versions of King Lear in the neo- (:T/sical _period,
the one by Nahum“fc;te first presented in 1685, proved the
most Eopular as well as the most dufable. Till 1756, the year
in which Garrick produced his version, whcne‘;.f_gf King Lear
was produced (and it was produced 372 times between 1701
and 1800)%, it was invariably Tate’s version which was pre-
sented on the stage. Even after 17 756, Tate’s version conti-
nued to be more Popular than Ggrrick’s. According to Hogan,
between 1751 and 1800, Tate’s version was pt oclacud 107
times whlle Garrick’s was produced 61 times.2 Garrick natural-
ly preferred his own version to that of Tate but others con-
tinued to patronize Tate. As a matter of fact, Tate’s version
held the ground right into the nineteenth century. So both
for chronological and other reasons, Tate’s version ought
to be considered first.

Was Nahum Tate fully aware of the signifiCance of his

alteration of King Lear? The question is both interesting and
important. If his own statement of aims in the Epistle Dedica-
tory to the play is any gidde, the answer may be found in the
following relevant passage from it:?

*Twas my good Fortune to light on one Expedient to reclifie
what was wanting in the Regularity and Probability of the Tale,
which was run through the whole, A_Love betwixt Edgar and
‘Cordelia, that never chang’d word with each other in the Original.
This renders Cordelia’s Indifference and her Father’s Passion in
the first Scene pmbable It Likewise gives Countenance to Edgar’s
Disguise, makmg that a generous_Design that was bqfore a poor
Shift to save his Life. The Distress of the Story is evidently
heightened by it ... This Method necessarily threw me on
‘makzng the Tale conclude in a Success to the innocent distrest
Persons: Otherwise I must have incumbred the Stage with dead

——




~ Clearly,

Nearly, Tate’s decision to give a happy ending
“was subsidiary to his main purpose which was to
_love affair between Edgar and Cordelia. [This concern w
love was by no means_extraordinary. No playwright could
hope to succeed on the Restoration stage without devoting
considerable attention to matters &f love. Love-interest was
often introduced into pre-Restoration plays: Shadwell’s
version of Tumon of Athens is one example of this. The reasons
for this preoccupation are of no conceri. here, though part of
the explanation might lie in the tlag_a:}gjjcal_ {igencies of the
; period, as has been persuasively argued by a recent scholar.?
Whatever the explanation of the changes introduced by Tate,
| this much is almost certain, that in inventing the love relation-
S ship of Edgar and Cordelia he was not in anyrespect departing

from the practice of his fellow playwrights.”As a matter of fact,
this alteration of King Lear turned out to be a brilliant anti-
cipation of what the audiences preferred at that time, and
even later. Indeed, It was not till 1838 that Macready was
‘-(;at_g_l_(_:m to present the play as Shakespeare had writlen it, the
| part of the Fool being still played by an actress instead of by

¥ /‘an actor.~/,
What about Tate’s attitude to poetic justice which his
version of King Lear came to exemplify to such a marked degree?
If Tate is to be believed, and there is no reason why he
should be disbelieved, poetic justice was a secondary consi-
deration with him. The same is true of his alteration of
Coriolanus which he called The Ingratitude of a Commonwealith
(1682). According to Hazleton SE_encer, “Poetic justice [in the
above play] is flouted by Tate even more than by Shakes-
peare.’> And he goes on to say, ‘Again the love motive is
emphasized. Rape is a favourite device with Tate; he uses it:in
" both Lear and The Ingratitude without the slightest warrant in
e either source.’ Thus, it appears that Tate who was alm.lngat
i ‘what, charitably speakirlg,-nﬁght be called stage effectiveness, it
: blundered upon poetic justice. However, it was the kind of
blunder that was soon hailed as a triumph. | i L




gust the Reader anc

e Vertue and Piety meet so unjust a Rewar

this® Plot, tho’ of so celebrated a Play, has none
Ends of Tragedy moving neither Fear nor Pity. We 1
joice at the Death of the Bastard and the two Sisters, as of
Monsters in Nature under whom the very Earth must
groan. And_we see with Horror and Indignation the

Death of the King, Cordelia”and Kent; tho’ of the Three
the King only could move pity if that were not lost in the
Indignation and Horror the Death of the other two pro-
duces, for he is a truly Tragic Character not supremely
Virtuous nor Scandalously vicious; he is made up of
Choler, and Obstinacy, Frailties pardonable enough in an
Old Man, and yet what drew on him all the Misfortunes
of his Life.

Gildon’s remarks set the tone of what most people were to
say on this subject in the course of the century JAlmost simulta-
neously, however, came Addison’s protest against King Lear

thﬁng been robbed of ‘half its Beauty’? in Tate’s version. e
But this was a minority point of view at that time: the maj ity ;
share"a“Gilg_i_on’s way of thinking. For instance, Lewis Thebbald® AR
was prepared to excuse _Shaﬁ(;spcaré’s ‘Ignorance of Mechanical s

9] Rules’ but not ‘the déf_’_(éétropﬁe’ of Ring Lear. No wonder that |

" “he commended Tate’s alteration most emphatically. Indeed so
did Thomas Cooke® who said that he had read many a sermon
but did not remember even one that ‘contains so fine a Lesson
of Morality as this Play’. And he continued:

Here is Loyalfy/ to a Prince, Duty to a Parent, Per-
severence in a chast Love, and almost every exalf

Virtue of the Soul, recommended in the lovelyest Colo
and the opposite Vices are placed in the stronge

jin which Horror and Detestation can place

1

ews in this Tragedy that the Vengeanc

-



W say, witl , Lnere
is their Care; for the all-wise Disposer of all
from the Beginning annexed Rewards 1o Virtue,
Punishment to Vice; and in these we find Na.ure
consistent with herself, as when we behold the
producing their proper Fruit. What more profitable

Lesson can the People be taught than this?

Cooke’s certitude of faith in the ‘all-wise Disposer of all
Things’ is astoundingly naive, even for his own day. In a sense,
it is also pathetic. At the same time, it must be rgg_'o/gniz&i- that

{ v}his is precisely the attitude which finds the concept of poetic
) justice irresistibly attractive. If life promised justice to all
'-" those who deserved it, poetic justice would, obviously, be
1 superfluous. (It is largely because in actudl life there is no sure

ﬁzorregpondence between what we deserve and.what we get
v’

that a nced is felt to establish such a correspondence. But to

elevate this need into a belief, or into a critical precept, is to

affirm that life must be portrayed not as it is, but as it should be.
1 This is how we would argue today. But Cooke’s contem-
' poraries argued otherwise. Indeed they concurred with him
} s0 wholeheartedly in this matter that sometimes they did not
even stop to consider whether it was necessary to distinguish
| between Shakespear¢’s play and Tate’s 1z;}teration of it.[In
1734, Jacob Tonson, the well-known ublisher, criticized
R. Walker, another publisher, because the latter “thro’ Ignorance
¢ what plays are Shakespeare’s’® had brought out Tate’s
version without realizing his nﬁs;’?c. Tonson’s motive for
this criticism was evidently comm fcial rivali:y, but the light
that it throws on the popularity of Tate’s alteration is

revealing _ e
It would be pointless, and possibly misleading, to find 1 alt

{with one publisher when almost eg:gone in that peri
Apreferred Tate’ version to the original play. Even those w
set out to expound comparatively new principles

~ ation of Shakespeare ended up |
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~ Similarly, while concluding his summary of Tate’s
 of King Lear, the anonymous author of the Dramatic
grapher (1735) observed that though he would not pretend
determine how far the ‘Catastrophe (of the play) is consonant
to Truth’, he had no doubt that it was ‘certainly agree-
able to that Poetical Justice, which in representations of this
Kind ought always to be strictly observed ' In view of the =
foregoing, it would not be wrong to say that till about the
middle of the century, not a single voice had been raised
against Tate’s alteration except for that of Addison, and

Addison’s protest had failed to find an echo.

I1

However, this situation-did not remain static for long. ith
the emergence of Gafrick in effective control Qf:-p;"u:)?”glne
was inaugurated what is usually known as ‘the Age of Garrick’,
No one before Garrick had possessed either the talent or the
prestige to influence and, if he wanted, to manipulate the
taste of the theatre-going public.vAllowing for his limita-
tions, it is perhaps best to grant that Garrick was a _genuine
admirer of Shakespeare. At any rate, it was assumed by a
number of his contemporaries that, if sufficiently pressed, he
s Amight be willing to present Shakespeare without alteration.
A proposal to this effect was put forth fairly vigorously by
the anonymous author of An Examen of the New Comedy Call’d
The Suspicious Husband, &e., in 1747. He said:13
.. .why will you do so great an Injury to Shakespear, as to
perform 7Taie's exccrable Alteration of him? Read and
consider the two Plays seriously, and then make the
Publick and the Memory of the Author some Amends,
by giving us Lear in the Original, Fool and all; (Macklin
or Chapman will play it well;) and as some small Re-
compence for your Conversion to thc Ways of Truth,
I will convince you of some Errors you are guilty of
in that capital Character. i

- After this, the author proceeded to point out some
Garrick’s faults in his representation of Lear and added
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‘You will say the alter’d Play has mark’d it so; to whic
answer, that it can be no Mitigation of your Fault, |
plead that Mr. Nakum Tate has seduc’d you; tho’ you are
not the Principal, you are accessory to the Murder, and
will be brought in Guilty—How can you keep your
Countenance when you come to the Spheres  stopping
their Course, the Sun making halt, and the Winds bearing on
their rosy Wings, that Cordelia is a Queen! Surely you are
not acquainted with your own Powers (for let the Censor
say what he will) the last scene of Shakespeare’s Lear must
shew you to advantage; and I hope it is rather your
Idleness, than Judgement, that makes you persist in the

other. ..

Considering the date of these retnarks, one cannot help
being struck by the boldness and, what is more important, the
acumen of this critic of Garrick., Furthermore, he does not
appear to be one of the people otherwise hostile to Garrick.
The occasion for his remarks was provided by Samuel Foote’s
discussion of the theatrical merit of Garrick in his Treatise
of the Passions (1747). Foote had not only commended ‘7ate’s
Alteration of Shakespeare’,'® he had also quoted from Tate’s
version in support of his argument. While pointing out this
mistake of Foote’s, the author of An Examen of. . .the Suspicious
Husband had said:'®

Is it not surprizing that this great Critick and Man of
Taste, should propose Lines for your Consideration,
which are in the vile Alterations by Zate?

Indeed it would not be too much to say that throughout his
pamphlet this writer reveals an uncommonly perceptive mind.
Within a year of this strong appeal to Garrick to throw his
weight in favour of the original King Lear came another, and
this was from someone who also enjoyed public prestige and
favour. In the Postscript to Clarissa, while quoting Addison’s
attack on poetic justice, Richardson said in a footnote:!?

- Yet so different seems to be the Modern Taste from that
of the Antients, that the altered King Lear of Mr. Tate

6




s constantly acted on the English Stage, in |
the Original, tho’ written by Shakespeare hir
Whether this strange preference be owing to the
Delicacy or affected Tenderness of the Players, or t
that of the Audience, has not for many years been tried.
And vyet, if it were ever to be tried, Now seems to be the

Time, when an Actor and a Manager, in the same person, '

is in being, who deservedly engages the public favour
in all he undertakes, and who owes so much, and is
gratefully sensible that he does, to that great Master of
the human Passions. :

Garrick, who could afford to ignore the author of An
Examen of...The Suspicious Husband could hardly afford to
ignore Richardson. So he wrote to Richardson, and in the
course of his reply said:'®

The honour you have done me (& I do most sincerely
think it a great one) in y*. last Volume, has flatter’d me
extreamly; and had not a Visit from Me immedeately
[on] the Receipt of your present, appear’d m[ore] the
Effect of your favours, than my Friendship I had seen
you last Week; but as I ha[ve] now kept from you a
decent time, I will wait upon you soon to thank you
i[n] Person for your last good Offices to Me.

It appears from the tone of Garrick’s letter that though
Richardson’s proposal was made in public, Garrick preferred
to deal with it in private. In any event, we are in no position
to know what transpired at their meeting —or meetings, as
the case might have been. Judged by the result, nothing
particularly startling came out of these appeals to Garrick.
The first occasion on which Garrick turned his attention to
King Lear was in 1756, and that was to effect a compromise
between Shakespeare and Tate rather than to reject Tate.
But more of that later.

Meanwhile, the circle close to Richardson took up the
attack on Tate. In the Remarks on Clarissa (1749)—usually
attributed to Sarah Fielding—is an interesting reference to
King Lear. Miss Gibson who appears to speak for the author
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ard the proposition that, in her opinion ‘th

~ Eyes melt not at scenes of well-wrought |
properly be said to laugh, from a liberal and che
at the true Scenes of comic Humour.’®® This propositic
illustrates as follows:®

The beginning of this Season I went with a Lady, whose
Acquaintance I accidentally fell into, to Drury-Lane
Play-house, where Mr. Garrick performed the Part of
King Lear. I should have thought (tho’ altered and defaced
as it is by Mr. Tate) that even Butchers must have wept;
but to my great Astonishment, my Companion sat un-
moved: Silent indeed she was, only now and then said,
she did not love Tragedy; that, for her part, she had rather
laugh thar cry, and liked a Comedy best. I had a Curiosity
" to see in whal manner comic Scenes would affect her;
and therefore proposed going to Covent-Garden play-
house the next Night, when Mr. Quin was to play the
part of Sir John Falstaff, in Harry the Fourth. Accordingly
we went. The Lady did, indeed, now and then catch the
Laugh of those around her, enough to move about her
Features a little; but upon the whole was pretty near as
unmov’d as she had been the Night before and at last
she confessed, that the Humours of Sir john Falstajf
was not the Sort of Comedy that pleased her Fancy,
but that the merry Dialogues between Tom and Phillis
in the Conscious Lovers, and the comical Humours of
; Ben and Miss Prue in Love for Love, were more suited to
her Taste. I was not much surprised, because I before
suspected, that whoever could sit the Play of King Lear
without weeping, would see Sir john Falstaff without

laughing. ;

Sarah Fielding’s approach is uh/t;sua_l as well as challenging.
At the same time, it throws new light on the self-conscious

attitude of Richardson, and others of his way of thinking,

to the problem of pity as a tragic emotion.

An important representative of Richardson’s way of thinking
in that period was Frances Brooke. Before her marnage, she =
edited an interesting weekly called The Old Maid. It ran for




A f King Lear, the preferefice to Shakespear
~original; which Mr. Addison, the most cahdic
judicious of critics, thinks so infinitely prefe:
bear no degree of comparison; and one car

rcmarkiyﬁ/ particularly, and with some surprize,
Mr. Garrigk, who professes himself so warm an idola
of this inimitable poet, and who is determined, if I may
use his own words, in the prologue to The Winter’s Tale,

To lose no drop of this immortal man.

Should yet prefer the vile adulterated cup of Zatfe, to ~
the pure genuine draught, offered him by the master
he avow’s to serve with such fervency of devotion.

This was written only a few months before Garrick presented
his alteration of King Lear which, to be precise, was staged on
98 October, 1756. The repeated appeals to Garrick to dis-
continue the staging of Tate’s version eventually led to Garrick
undertaking to prepare his own version of King Lear. To what =
extent this was a step in the right direction, we shall see
presently. Meanwhile it is important to give details of the
pressure from the other side too, that is from those who dis-
tinctly favoured Tate’s version of the play. Indeed, that
alone can present a balanced picture of the pressures and
counter-pressures on Garrick which decided him to come
out with his own compromise version. S

In The Actor: A Treatise on the Art of Playing (1750)
Shakespeare (and not Tate) was commended for ha
‘thrown into the mouth of this lady [Cordelia] expressions
as full of love for Edgar, a4 those he has given to Juliet
Romeo.’?* In the Gentleman’s Magazine (1752) a correspo
writing under the name of ‘A.B., echoed Lewis Thec

view that there was at least ‘one absurdity indeed °
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of mechanical rules, and that is, in the catastrophe of this piece,
Cordelia and Lear should have survived, as Mr. 7ate has made
them in his alteration of this play’.22 Charlotte Lennox, one
of the first critics to study Shakespeare’s sources, wrote in
1754, ‘Had Shakespear followed the Historian, he would not
have violated the Rules of poetical Justice; he represents
Vice punished, and Virtue rewarded; in the Play one Fate
overwhelms alike the Innocent and the Guilty, and the Facts
in the History are wholly changed to produce Events, neither
probable, necessary, nor just.’®® To swell this chorus of
enthusiastic approval of Tate, Arthur Marphy also joined in,
though, to be sure, his was a better-argued approach than
that of the others. While concluding his reply to Joseph
Warton, Murphy?* observed: NP
The close of this Tragedy is full of Terror and Com-
miseration, and our great Poét has here given us a Death,
which is not often found in the Playhouse Bill of Mos tality,
viz. the Death of Lear without the Dagger, or the Bowl.
But, perhaps, after all the Heart-piercing Sensations,
which we have before endured through the whole Piece,
it would be too much to see this actually performed on
the Stage; from the Actor whom I have already named
[Garrick], I am sure it would; though, I should be glad
to see the Experiment made, convinced at the same Time
that the Play, as it is altered, will always be most agreeable
to an Audience, as the Circumstances of Lear’s Restoration,
and the virtuous FEdgar's Alliance with the amiable
Cordelia, must always call forth those gushing Tears,
which are swelled and ennobled by a virtuous Joy. ..

Thus, subject as Garrick was to pressure from both sides,
he thought it expedient, it appears, to steer a middle path
between the two opposing points of view. In his version which
was published for the first time in 1773, the ‘happy’ ending as
well as the love affair between Edgar and Cordelia are re-
tained. The Fool is still omitted. The chief improvement that
Garrick effected was to restore a great deal of Shakespeare’s
poetry. Indeed he advertised his version as one ‘With Res-
torations from Shakespeare’,?® which is significant in so far




- It might be asked, however, what is the cri
of Garrick’s version? George Odell’s?” answer is that G
version was ‘as good as a false start allowed it to be’
fair; equally fair is his further commenc, ‘The result is pr
as 1f one looked again through 1ecent1y polished
after for a long time having viewed the scene through
dirty glass.” The only qualification one might offer to f
above statement is that, when faced with the same problem
as Garrick, George Colman the Elder—only thirteen years
Iatcr—acqultted himself much better. As a matter of fact,
Colman came very close to exorcising the ghost of Ta_te
altogether.

And yet, it must be admitted that Garrick’s understa.n
§of what the audiences wanted was decidedly surer than that
_of Colman. Of hostile reactions to Garrick’s alteratlon,
there were almost none. Either commentators were indifferent
to Shakespeare or they were satisfied with the alterations made
to suit the contemporary mood. For instance, one Josep' 9
Pittard, while discussing Garrick’s histrionic talent, made a’
passing reference to Aing Lear, without in any way takin
sides on the question of the alterations of Shakespeare.

said : 3

III

This Play terminates happily, as it is acted different
the Manner in which Shakespear wrote it: Corde
made Queen, and Lear retires, to pass away his Laf
Quietness and Devotion. Many of the Passages
transposed from the Order they stand in the
for that Reason I have sent you the Alteration,
may see it as it is played. The words which e
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~ Joy, at the Thoughts of Cordelia’s being 2.
spoke with an Emphasis ¢ d Energy, which

to Mr. Garrick’s only: And though the Poet 15 1

visible in this Place, the Player sustains

in this also.

Since Pittard was writing in prais

safe to infer that he must have seen Garrick playing 1n

own version of King Lear. To that extent, he may also

to have approved of it. e
Thomas Wilke, however, more specific In

his reference to both the versions of King Lear. Writing in

1759, he said:*

-

v/ In some things it were injustice not to own that Tate has
4 changed Shakespeare’s plot for the better: in Shakespeare
we see the king bringing in the body of his Cordelia, whom

he supposes to have hanged herself: the picture here, with

a1l its concomitants, raises disgust, and rather excites
horror than creates pleasure. But Tate, to make amends

for his judicious emendations, lest too much merit should
accrue to him from them, has left out some of the finest
speeches n the character of Lear, which Mr. Garrick

has properly restored; and they are, 1 believe, retained

by other performers.

of Garrick’s policy of retaining
the structural outline of Tate’s yersion, but substituting for
it as much of Shakespeare’s language as was possible. In a
sense, therefore, Garrick’s approach had been vindicated.
It is curious, however, that though otherwise so close to
‘each other, Dr. Johnson did not make any reference {to
Garrick’s version in the course of his remarks on King Lear.
Indeed he pointedly mentioned Tate but not Garrick. His .
remarks on King Lear, too well-known to be reproduc-edhefe_ Pk
' refer to Tate’s version and not to that of Garrick. Is b
conclude from this that Garrick’s version had not made
deep an impression on the public as we are isposed to
rrespondent writing under the name of ‘Thea
year which saw the publication

. This was emphatic support




allow the play to be well perf
ises; and Tate’s Lear (as at Covent Garden) the best
~ most agreeable alteration.’®® The whole question (which ¢
the two versions was better) was, however, soon compl
by the appearance of Colman’s version in 1768.

The reasons which prompted Colman to prepare yet |
another version of King Lear are described by him as follows:3!

Now this very expedient of a love betwixt Edgar and
Cordelia, on which Tate felicitates himself, seemed to be
one of the capital objections to his alteration: for even
supposing that it rendered Cordelia’s indifference to her
father more probable (an indifference which Shakespeare
has no where implied), it assigns a very poor motive for
it; so that what Edgar gains on the side of romantick
generosity, Cordelia loses on that of real virtue. The dis-
tress of the story is so far from being heightened by it, that
it has diffused a languor and insipidity over all the scenes
of the play from which Lear is absent; ... and had the
scenes been affectingly written, they would at least have
divided our feelings, which Shakespeare has attached
almost entirely to Lear and Cordelia, in their parental
and filial capacities; thereby producing passages infinitely
more tragick than the embraces of Cordelia and the ragged
Edgar, which would have appeared too ridiculous for re-
presentation, had they not been mixed and incorporated
with some of the finest scenes of Shakespeare.

This reveals, as Odell®? said, ‘a new conscience in matters
Shakesperian’. But, perhaps for that very reason, Colman
failed to carry the bulk of the theatre-going public with him.
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icious alteratmns made, in tlus revis:

most cap1tal dramas; though in some respects,
= the critics may dissent from the judgment of this ingen %

Editor; and it is also equally probable that no two ef R

. them will agree in their decisions. &

Another brief but more appreciative comment came from
Benjamin Victor® who said:

The Intent of this Alteration was, to clear this celebrated
Tragedy from the Love Scenes of Edgar and Cordelia, which
were introduced into this Play by the Poet Laureat
Mr. Tate.—This Love Business has been ever ridiculed by
the Connoissieurs and Admirers of Shakespear; and yet
when the above Alteration was performed, the Play-going
People, in general, seemed to lament the loss of those

Lovers in the Representation.

?r—

As a matter of fact, Colman’s exclusion of the Edgar-
Cordelia affair provoked considerable criticism. Of those who
objected to it, Francis Gentleman® is both vigorous and
representative. He asserted that the

incident of Edgar’s saving Cordelia from the Bastard’s
ruffians, is not only as we think, defensible, but worthy of
praise as a happy thought, and well calculated for action;
as is the princess’s cordial and becoming deportment to
her exiled deliverer when he makes himself known. This
scene ever has, and ever will have, except upon unfeeling
stoical criticism a very engaging effect; it enriches and re-
commends both the characters so much that we m;ust
pronounce Mr. Colman’s objection to it, as the whimsical
offspring of judgment too squeamishly chaste; es
where, in his preface, he sneers at Cordelia’s ¢
the ragged Edgar. - . The matter appears to us 1
$a poxnt of view, that we are bold to -
- PEARE, l:hateempeteat m;: v




‘Coolman’s versior: was acted 15 times between 1768 an
whereas Garrick’s version (done twelve years before Coln
was acted 61 times. One obvious explanation for the c¢
parative lack of popularity of Colman’s version is the fact tl
Colman was not as popular as Garrick. But surely no I
important is the fact that Colman’s version was much closer to
Shakespeare and, hence, not very acceptable to contemporary
audiences. e
Gentleman underlined this point by showing how the
Edgar-Cordelia affair and the ‘happy’ ending were, in a way, :
interdependent upon each other. In his own words:**

Cordelia’s piety merits the highest reward of temporal "
happiness, which TATE has given here, by a connection
with the man of her heart; the becoming a queen, through
France’s generous behaviour, as we do not hear of any
previous attachment in his favour, cannot be deemed so
delicate or adequate a compensation for her virtues, as
bestowing her on Edgar, who is thereby also recompensed
in a peculiar manner for both the love and loyalty he
has manifested; the old king’s consent, with Gloster’s ;
and Kent’s hearty blessing, shed a brilliance on TATE’s = =
last scene, highly pleasing to every good and tender mind; ;
it adds great force to the old king’s restoration, and furni-
shes, to our apprehension, as satisfactory and compleat
a catastrophe as any in the whole scope of dramatic

composition.

It appears that Colman, too, was aware of the conne
between the love-interest of Tate’s version and its
ending. What is more, apart from successfully exclt
Edgar-Cordelia affair from his version, he probably :
to restore the tragic ending of King Lear. There is 1




fﬁr ' 91
’, NOt :_quhaPPﬂy._ However, there is one piecc'. of evi.den ce
! strongly suggests the possibility of his having tried to
restore the original ending. In the Theatrical Review, usually
attributed to John Potter, is to be found the following comment
on Colman’s version in the issue dated 23 November, 1771 :

At Covent Garden Theatre, Mr.
another alteration of this Play,
himself of some of Tate’s erro
omitting the episode of the lo
and considerably heightened

trophe; but we doubt, Very mu
give him her voice in preferen

Colman has introduced
in which he had availed
rs, or rather over-sights,
ves of Edgar and Cordelia,
the distress of the catas-

ch, whether humanity will
ce to Tate.

This is not specific enough to w
but what the same reviewer w

leaves little room for doubt:

arrant any definite inference;
rote on 30 December, 1771;

Mr. Colman has made several very judicious alterations,
at the same time, that we think his having restored the
original distressed Catastrophe, is a circumstance not
greatly in favour of humanity or delicacy of feeling, since
it is now, rather too shocking to be borne; and the reject-
ing the Episode of the loves of Edgar and Cordelia, so
happily conceived by Tate, has, beyond all doubt, greatly
weakened the Piece, both in the perusal and representa-
tion: However, with respect to this particular, we only
speak from our own feelings, being aware, that thc:ug-h._
we dissent from the judgement of Mr. Colman, it is
equally probable, that others may subscribe to it.

If Colman really tried to restore the tragic -'ending 'O_f ng g
Lear but felt obliged to abandon the attempt, it must 'be _
to his credit that, at least in this respect, he was mqg:h ahea L
his times. Indeed, this was even more (Eou.ragc:_m_:__.sj th@a
rejection of the love-interest so proﬂ;sely mduced
That he probably did try to restore the trafm end E
ed by another piece of evidence too. T omas D
preferred Garrick’s version to that | of 00 an

the former did not cause him distress),




in thc follomn‘g words:

The Critics are divided in their opinions between the
original and the altered copy [Tate’s version]. Some pre-
fer the first, as a more general representatmn of human
life, where fraud too often succeeds and innocence suffers:
others prefer the latter, as a more moral description of
what life should be.

But argument in this, as in many other cases, had better
be left quite out of the question; for our feelings are
often a surer guide than our reason; and by this criterion
I may venture to pronounce, that the reader or spectator
will always be better pleased with the happy, than the
unfortunate, catastrophe of innocence and virtue.

Besides, if Dramatic exhibitions are designed, as they

certainly should be, to recommend virtue and discourage
vice, there cannot remain the least manner of dispute in
our minds whether Shakespeare or Tate have fufilled
‘Horace’s precept of wiile dulce the best. However, if
pity and terror, as the Critics say, are the prin-
cipal objects of Tragedy, surely no Play that ever was
written can possibly answer both these ends better than
this performance, as it stands in the present text.

~ Mrs. Griffith who was writing in 1775 has, in her own W 4 _-:‘."
d ention to a dilemma that faced critics in the sec
; tecmhcenmry As:smdcntfmmher ¥



in this period between the defenders of poetic _;ustme
detractors. While discussing King Lear in the context of t

argument about poetic justice, a critic, writing in 1774, made
the following observations:* gy

The morals of Shakespeare’s play are in general ex-
tremely natural and just; yet why must innocence un-
necessarily suffer? Why must the hoary, the venerable
Lear be brought with sorrow to the grave? Why must
Cordelia perish by an untimely fate? the amiable, the
dutiful, the innocent Cordelial .. .. that such a melan-
choly catastrophe was by no means necessary, is suffi-
ciently evinced by the manner in which the same play is
now performed. Ingratitude now meets with its proper
punishment, and the audience now retire, exulting in the
mutual happiness of paternal affection, and filial piety.
Such, if practicable, should be the winding up of all
dramatic representations, that mankind may have the
persuasive allurements to all good actions: for although
virtue depressed may be amiable, virtue triumphant must
be irresistible.

But it may perhaps be objected by some, that the death
of the wicked cannot occasion pity; and if innocence and
virtue are aot to fall beneath the stroke of oppression and
injustice, where is the pathos, where is the tender sympa-
thy? To this it may be answered, in the unmerited mis-
fortunes, in the agonizing distress of the innocent; in
sceing the virtuous involuntarily led to the perpetration
of some horrid crime, or in the dread apprehension of
having already committed it, or tottering on the very
brink of perdition... It is not my design to condemn
those tragedies, in which innocence falls a victim to
treachery or violence; we see but too many instances of
it in real life; consequently it cannot be improper for the
stage, which ought to represent living manners. I would
be understood therefore not to reject other tragedies, but
to give the preference to those, in which death, punishment,
or remorse, await the guilty only. And as at all dramatic
representations I am to see but an imitation of nature, let
the delusion be on the side of virtue, that I may still
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flatter myself with the pleasing belief, that to be good is
to be happy.

Itis not the conclusion of this argument which is so important
as the manner in which that conclusion is arrived at. Indeed
the conclusion is still roughly the same, as, say, that of Gildon,
but the argument gives due weight to the contrary point of
view. Going further, it might be said that it is true not only
of this critic but also of several others. For instance, the Monthly
Review (June 1784), while reviewing the Dramatic Miscellanies
of Thomas Davies, expressed astonishment at his approval of
‘the ridiculous lozes between Edgar and Cordelia.’4 However,
when it came to a discussion of the tragic ending of Lear, the
Review did not express itself in such forthright terms, but said,
‘In the catastrophe, Tate has some merit: though we wonder
that Garrick, who hazarded an alteration of Hamlet, never
attempted a restoration of the conclusion of Lear, a scene which
he, of all men, was most equal to exhibit; a scene which con-
tains touches equal to any from the hand of Shakespeare.” To
give a balanced picture, however, it must be added that the
other important journal of the day, the Gritical Review (July
1784), while reviewing the same book, confessed its dilemma
in the manner typical of the period. It said:42

Lear has derived little advantage from the efforts of those
who endeavoured to remove its imperfections; but we still
prefer the happy conclusion: reason opposes it, while the
tortured feelings at once decide the contest.

In place of the earlier unanimity of approach, these opinions
represent a much greater diversity of emphasis. That this was
linked up with the general weakening of the neoclassical dogma
in this period will be readily admitted. But it needs to be added
that the fight for the restoration of Shakespeare’s text—aad the
fight centred, in a sense, around the text of K ing Lear—was not
won without a great deal of further effort. However, the effort
was made' mainly by people not connected with the stage.
Such people could afford to express opinions which the
theatrical managers, always a cautious and timid lot, did not

dare to put into practice. Colman’s failure had been, to some




Versions of K i'ng Lear

~ extent, a warning. At the same time, it was such opinions which =

in the 10{18 run led to that revolution in taste which, amongst
other things, helped to restore Shakespeare’s original text.
'I:he following opinion, probably by John Litchfield,*® pro-
vides a fair indication of the new temper of thinking:

Tragedy, by the blended affections of Terror and Com-
passion, humanizes with Pity, and regulates with Appre-
hension. To weaken either, is to subtract from the vital
principles of its being. .

There may be, nevertheless, certain innovating cox-
combs, proud enough, and presumptuous enough, to
new-modcl a WONDER of GENIUS, and rashly wrest
from the Poet the appropriation of his own conceptions.
One of these blockheads was TATE.

KING LEAR, without doubt, the noblest Tragedy exist-
ing, has been thus disgraced by puny addition, and the
whole moral force of the poem totally conjured away.
Instead of the fine catastrophe of the original Play, where
monstrous irascibility and impetuous pride sink sacrificed
upon the Altar of Justice, here Restoration comes, with
healing wings, as if our hearts were too tender for misery—
capable indeed of a sigh, but too imbecile for #rue tragic
passion.

The present age rejects, from one Play of this immortal
Bard, the touches of GARRICK; the inference any one
may deduce.—We claim, from Taste and Judgement, a
revival of the Piece as originally written.

It would be misleading to say that after 1789, there were no
op‘i_qions in favour of Tate’s or Garrick’s v_(_:-r_s_ion. Henry James
Pye, the author of 4 C'ommegi&?y llustrating the Poetics of Aristotle
(1792),% is only one of the numerous people who still clung to
the conception of tragedy which invariably demanded the ob-
servance of poetic justice. Pye repeated these views even in his
Comments on the Gommentators on Shakespear (1807).4 More serious
than all these opinions, however, was John Kemble’s new Vers
ion of King Lear in 1809. Instead of moving towards Shakes.
peare’s text, he borrowed lavishly from Tate. Tn this respect, hi
versioa was distinctly inferior to that of Garrick. In fact, what



akespeare.’ A

s, in keeping with developments in oth@'r'{d‘ds of
tivity, the tide was turning increasingly in favour of
to Shakespearc’s‘féxt. [Writing in 1808, Leigh Hunt
serted that ‘Shakespearc made his play end unhappily,
because he knew that real nature required such a catastrophe’.

From this, it was only a short step to Lamb’s well-known
statement:* ] S

A happy ending!—as if the living martyrdom that Lear
had gone through,—the flaying of his feelings alive, did
not make a fair dismissal from the stage of life the only
decorous thing for him. If he is to live and be happy after,
if he could sustain this world’s burden after, why all this
ué_@é‘ and preparation,—why torment us with all this
ecessary sympathy? As if the childish pleasure of
getting his gilt robes and sceptre again could tempt him
to act over again his misused station,—as if at his years,
and with his experience, any thing was left but to die.

Who shall say that in his fidelity to Shakespeare, Lamb was
not displaying a close fidelity to Shakespeare’s text? Kent’s
speech when Edgar draws his attention to Lear’s death makes
the same point: |

Vex not his ghost: O! Let him pass; he hates him
That would upon the rack of this tough world
Stretch him out longer. (V.iii. 313-15),
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century ended long ago and the 2 Professor _’l‘{_iphg__”_mith’s
view that ‘at no time in this centuwvgs he not_pqpujar’l has
hat still remains contro-

THE controversy about Shakespeare’s reputation in th

a
hich his impact was felt on

now come to be wholly accepted.
lar view still is that

versial, however, is the extent 10 W
{he neoclassicaltheory of drama. The popu
the neoclassical theorists of drama in E
R Shakespeare as an cynaccountablevaccident
general thesis of the age ‘that good poetry could be produced
only by those who knew and obeyed the rules, and only in
ages of good sense and good taste® remained totally unaffected
by Shakcspeare.}The holders of this view do, of course, concede
that Shakespeare was too great.a ‘master of draniatic poesy to
be altogether ignored and he had, therelore, to be ‘accommo-
« dated’ in this general thesis. This ‘accommodation’ could con-
vemently be achigved by claiming that Shakespeare was great
in spite of everything—in spite of his age, in spite of his audi-
Cence, in spite of his lanBuage,”® and, of course, in spite of his
{gnorance of the rules. |+~ R
| However plausible fhis theory may sound, it fails satisfactorily
to “g;_l_swer__the question whether Shakespeare could in fact be
thus ‘accoy;g__wdated’. and, further, whether this ‘accommoda-
tion’ of Shakespeare in the general neoclassical thesis left that
thesis ingactﬁThc purpose of the present paper is to show, first
that in the earlier stages, the neoclassical critics did not ’maké
much attempt to ‘ag_commodate’ Shakespeare in the cc;ntem-
porary theory of drama and, in fact, tended to reject_him
# altogether; and, secondly, that with the tise in Shakespeare’
—y et st ot St 1 S
lr_gpgt_at_lo_n \ the age became doubtful about the adequacy of
the neoclassical t s itself, In this second phase, =Y
g Tassical thesis failed to remain intact di phase, Huene
| Tated. It is not after all t pnd indeed came largely
t is not after all strange.” The English mind

to be repudiated. It
cannot wholly accept a theory of drama which leaves out

6,,



fferent reasons was glven by I >Nt
ries in the beginhing of the Restoranon p d.
)ryden’s contention was that Shakespeare and his contempora-
s had exhausted the possibilities of one type of drama an .
that the choice before his age was. ‘either not to write at all, or :
to attempt some other way’al This other Way’, Dryden could
Snot have failed to reahze had to be radlcally different from

the Shakespearean way.

The heroic play which thP Restor atlon age evolved may pro- =
fitably be considered as a I;tzg_('::non against Shakespearean 8
.d. t____g_edy It came into existence in r(,“ponse to the needs of an %
stocra.cy which had larg {SJ been uproocted and wh;,ch_could
\\//' not be wholly rehabilit I{(}l in spite of the restoration of
mona.rchy In its behaﬂour and attitudes it exhl]:uted an un-
@dable sense of moral and poutlcal mse'tunty 1t_had
een reduced to the necessity of seeking sustenance in thmgs
and Jdeas “which had vanished because of Hlsg__l_*__(':_al Torces
outside its control. |Their need was not for a drama which
should inter __pret contemporary rcra.hty for. them as Shakes-
pearean drama had done for his agc but for a drama which
should give them thg illusion of those nobler values of life
o ) (like Lo% and_ Honour) which their socmty had eléh.er lost
or was in the process of losing. Their cravmg for romance and

Tt e e

hercys “is to be related to this e\-{gmghrowmg emptiness in ;5

their_lives. The new drama which the age evolved for their

satisfaction had_necessarily to remove itself from real lifg and
7 its problems. It had indeed to become essentially(artificial. :
is in this context that the Restoration heroic play has to
under jtood and E)J)ftfigf:d %nstead of dismissing this play as
7 fantastic and exdtic, we should always be in mind that
S performed an mEortant psz_hologma inction for a ¢
peo le in this period. v,/ L
- To achieve this function, the heroic play had .
‘those fc&ﬁfres of Shakcspea;m‘ ]




“Sth'e universe was

view of the universe to adopt and it preferred to

unive divinely planned and controlled. _
drama, at any rate, it almost deliberately shrank away from
the painful {ruth about life which Shakespeare had embodied
in his bﬁg?ﬁie%j](]ojs?quently, it chose for its plays ‘heroic’
thenies and characters instead of ‘tragic’ ones and explained
human destiny in terms of virties and vices. At its crudest
level such an attitude got rigidly bnibd@i}:&in what came to
be described aémjjoetic justice Poelic justicg left no room for

- . V’ . g L _od .

the operation of those inscrutable and inexorable forces which
are always at work in a tragic _u%ivg,rse. It offered a view of life
which was at gnce simple, comforting and rational. Shakes-

pearean, tragédy could give no comfort to minds fed on such

(a nai-m\gf‘ﬂaith.} One of their major complaints against Shakes-

(

and proved that ‘there are Gods, and Virtue is their Care’.
/1 ii). In a sense the eternal theme of the heroic play is to
he ways of God to man. In almost every play ‘the k

—— e

peare is His persistent and wholesale rejection of E}y.n simplified
world-picture. |[Rymer’s real attack against Otrello is largely
this. He is not able to understand a play which should present

Ve

tortured innogence as its theme in a noble ‘character like

Df_s:agg_lona. He vehemently complains that instead of ‘moving

pity, or any passion Tragical and v;qgs_gnable’, Othello ‘can
prodp_g-_:;\__r;othing but\_f borr:q_r_g;p_._d aversion’.® Such a ‘Catastro-

\phc’ can only ‘envenome and sour our §pirits’ and make us
v/ \‘grumble at Providence; and the government of the world’7},
He asks in despair, ‘If this be our end, what boots it to be =~

Vertuous?’\%uch a question can perhaps be asked more
ey - -\ -— L ;
ely Lear where, 1n the words of Kent,
eadly’.2°It is no surprise that Nahum

appropriately about Kin
all is ‘cheerless, dark an
Tate gave 1t a happy

nding in his own version of the plaj

Providence appears’lon theside of virtue ax




th:s mixture which gives bhakesmareaﬁ ra

ense of - eahty which no other tralge_gx has possessed_in
measure. It is often not recognized that an age which does r
“have this capaaty of br%gg, g the comic and the tra c toge T
fails to produce great tragedy [I_’rofessor Chﬁ'ofﬁg‘zech "“.
rightly remarked: ‘If the tragedy and comedy dy of an age 1 an age re
kln , tragedy will maintain contact with the earthﬁnd gige us
en and women instead of ‘\Imanzor and Alﬁﬁhlde wﬂl |
make us look at the human situation without editing; comedy
will not show a blmdness to the stresses of actuality, will aim =
at a statement concerning human life and not merely at an
CVCW hbertma_ge will have the capacity to produce a
Troulys, a Tgmﬁ'e a Chery Qrchard. ’_{ﬂ The Restoration age,
however, wanted its tragedy to “be heroic and its comedy to be
an evemng S hb/rtlnaﬂe It, therefore, denounced Shakes-
peare’s mixing of the comic and the tragic. Dryden censured
Shakegpeare for mchscwrmmtc,ly combining, both in subject-
matter and style, the majcstlc and the mean. ‘Never did any :
author’, Dryden bewailed, ]’)I‘(‘C_‘Eltd[( himself from such
height 0 hought to so low expressions, as he often does.’®® =
\Thvgmas Rymenfound Shakespeale s habit of mixing ‘so much =
farce’ with ‘Apocr }zau/_[_atier in his ']ragechcs 16 gutraggous.
This ‘Bedlam B ooncryﬂ7 gave such a ?ude\’hock to the
fashionable men and wormen of the Restoration pe period that as a
ompenszﬁon_j)rydcn and his contemporaries offered them the -
( erowj_%whﬁh_ in Dryden’s words, was a ‘seric lay_ :
‘u th _mirth.”?® It was indeed very much more—‘an
imitation, in little, of an hei"glc poem 19 Tts theme was Love

and Honour and it onscxously av , in the interest of
hero&gone, all lements. 7,
the reval of comic

_cofnic and familiar

[The introduction oftpoetic’justice z}n
elements more or less SEerve: the s

.....
-
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e comic elements?rom &?a.ma you

"'Anothe:‘&contemporary demand which aclneve& xﬁ
mix‘lzig}purpose was _insistence on the observ: of the unities
o

laudable artistic motives but often its effect was to reduce
characters and actlon to a neat mc;l}a.ﬂfcal patternJi.n its
attempts to achieve a_perfect ‘cor contrivance of thc plot’, 2 con-
temporary serious drama lost that i 1rr_1_gm hold on_lif
tgout which it could offer neither ‘the vari and

and place. [The demand may have wve been prompﬁ'by\'

___:‘.—

of characters’?? nor ‘the imitation of humbur and p ns.’”

It did indeed cease to be ‘animated with the-soul of Poesy. ".‘,y

These changes in the spirit and structufe of tragedy neces-
sitated a change in tragic-Style. A ‘heroic’ play dealing with
passions ‘m(rhi‘ommg admiration for‘

v’/ E—rmc v:rtut, had necessarily to use ‘heroic’ languagc. The
age evolved an exalted style which chctca low and familar
words.?> Rhyme, or the ‘heroic measure’, naturally followed

as the easiest means of achieving this hcightcning of language.
Such a heightening is natural enough in a heroic poem but in
tragedy it is fatal. Rhyme—and all that it implied—had the
effect of destioying that unique and unsurpassable style for
poetic drama which Shakespeare had bequeathed. There may
have been excellent historical reasons for adopting rhyme in
place of blank verse but in actual effect it largely contributed

to the death of tragedy in England. Rhyme did, perhaps,

e
heroic’ charactu $ an

A

succeed in making poetic stylc clear, precise and definite, as _:-:

its ocates claimed, but it took away all flexibility and
naturalness from it and indeed destroyed those very qualitie
which _made it drafﬁ tic—"its subtlcty, its indirection,
hidden layers of “Telerence; its consciousness of the

world 2 R scnmblhty, thc amazmg rangeofm




he English sta.gc te thg_q_‘];'{_“ rench
decorum an§ construction’ to which Professoﬁ* >
ler recently made a painful reference.?” ] h
ader’ alone, it was felt could a new poetlc dr
{emerge. But was this ‘surrender’ complete and could it last?
The age faced la real dilemma. Shakespeare obeyed no rules
and in their eyes had committed various crimes against good
sense and vet ‘many “times’ he had ‘written better than any
poet in any language’.?® [Dryden and his contemporaries had
made bold departures in drama but they had ] failed altogether
to achieve _greatness. What had gone wrong with them?
i]a:)ryden s confession in his Prologue to Aureng-Zebe (1676) is
t once both revealmg and pathcuc

Not that it’s worse than what before he writ,
But he has now another taste of wit;

And, to Confess a truth, though out of time,
Grows weary of his long-lov’d Mistris, hame
Passion’s too fierce to_be in fetters bound,
AnT-aturc lics him like enchanted glound
What verse can do, he has performed in this,
Which he presumes the most correct of his.
But spite of all his pride, a secret shame
Invades his breast at Shakespear’s sacred name:
Awed when he hears his god-hke Romans rage,
He, in a just despmr would quit the stage;

zAnd to an age legs polished, more unskilled,
Does, with d:lsdaln, the foremost honours yield. /




» Rhyme was

- ,only an external s rﬂﬁl of the ar‘g'____l_a,lity that they had chosen ,.

{ as their cherished goal and onc of its important functions had” g%

been to ‘bound and circumscribe _the fancy’® and to put '

“fierce’ ])Ti_s%s'iaﬁs"iindéf"‘fcrttérs’. But this had been a disas

mistake. Tragedy and ar tiﬁc_i?_lli.ty_cazu.zqt_ggﬂtﬁgc_tbcr= tragedy
cring rather than

must choose human passions and huynan suffc

s~ heroic Toye and valour as its natural themes. It should indeed

¥ be in the Shakespearean tradition. It is not a mere coincis /
dence that the attack against the heroic play started with th

a should return to_the old najpur
le indeed became a rallying” point
he herbic play:—

{-dcmand._ that serious dram
style. Shakespeare’s examp
for_almost all forces fighting against
... Shakespear, long sincc in’s Grave
In Choicest Lybraries a place will have,
V/\’\jhc_n not a modern Play will scape the five; o
[ Luckily the prophecy contained in tbcsc‘];i_ncs has not come
true and we have zealously preserved almost all plays of the
period but the fact remains that soon enough the age came to
realize that to produce genuine tragedythey neceded ‘the:
- Nature, Wit and Vigour of foremost Shakespear.™ ]
But the kind of Tragedy that Shakespeare wrote was bg()nd
revival. It had died what in historical terms may be described

jasia tur th) and later generations ould do nothin
V” the product of a view of life which squarclg

about it. It was

faced the human predicament without being paralysed by it

Tlus view of life had been almost wholly lost to the Restor;:.v/

tion age and if the contemporary serious drama remains mi e

the surface and is not able to say much that is of essential - :
the blame largely has to g 4

L e




But Shakespear’s Magick could not copy’d be;
Within that circle none durst waﬁc _but he.

———

EI‘he real i 1n3._1:;ac f Shakespeare, then has to be sought on
r-Y- ~the age S CI‘IHC&I {nkmg rather than on ) its agtual aclucve- g
ment in 1 the ﬁeld ordrama Dryden’s contemporaries mlg_ht not
have been _as troubled by a sense of shame at Shakespeare’s
sacred name as he himself had been, but there is no doubt at
all that the rejection of the heroic play did mean rethinking
on the part of contemporary ‘critics and playwri hts’ on such
1mportant critical questions as the dramatic umnes trw
comzegly, poetlc ]usgce the proper 1anguag€ for tragedy etc.
To treat this re- examma‘aon of critical doctrines in isolation
&and to fail to relate it to the rising reputat:on of '%hakespeare
‘is to miss an excumg fact of literary history.

Such a re-examination was not too pamful in case of
Dryden. \In his first major critical work, An Essay Qf/ Dramatic
Pgesy (1668), he had alrcady claimed to vindicate the honour .

f ‘of our English writers from the censure of those who unJustly K
prefer the F rench before them’—and more especially the
honour of Shakespearc ‘who of all modern, and perhaps -
ancient poets, had the largest and most comprehenswe soul.”3% 8

(It is interesting to record, in passu\% as a }gﬁec?a?p@n thﬂ
English attitude to foreign domination in critic atters,

that Dryden’s chief opponent in the controversy, Rob
Howard, also offered ‘ustification of our Nation’s pla
and tried to prove why ‘Enghsh Plays justly challenge
Preeminence’3® .(3?:' French, Spamsh and Itahan

n’s (;hlef la_ se in rela.t:{on to Shake are C




laﬁaﬁ of c((mrum Dryden soon re

nd in his Hea 2ymer (16 {
Eﬁﬂ extremely admd_mnﬂon towards the w Y

n:;IEes when he declared that even Aristotle’s critica
id only so long as they were considered in the context of
Greek tragedy and that 1¥Exstotlc had seen , English tragedy
\J,ngf the last age he ‘might have “changed his mind”.]There is i
alsmcuyo s fact (noted by Zimansky)® that The Defepce
of the Epilagite which had appeared in 1672, last appéared 1n
the 1678 edition and was omitted by Dryden from the 1687
and subsequent editions. ¢
Addison’s attitude to rules is equall % hostile.) He derives

comfort from the fact that ‘the inimita Shakes apeare is a 98
SStumb__g{zck to the whole tribe of these rigid critics. a1V

< It is, however, in Johmon that the problem is squ ely faced. o~
If Shakespcarean practice as a playwright is valid and the
Erulcs are of a secondary importance,, $heh, argues jo'hnson, it 1s

on]x__falr to recall ‘the lemplcs of the drama to a ncw(%a/

// nination. 42 (This ‘new examination’ on any comldcrable
never took face even at Johnson s "hands but “such an un-
amblguous a‘tntude on the part of the most important man of
letters in the period dsstroyed altogether the chapces of rules
dommatmg English criticism{ <
“We must not, however, make too cxaggcrated a claim for
(*Shakespeare’s role in the process ‘without noticing the awk-
A ward complexity of th}:g&uatmn We should not forget, as
3 rthe late Professor Nichol"Smith reminded us, that in his Jrene
\ Johnson himself ‘bowed to the rules’ and that a man I e
kLGW’IS Thépbald, ‘whom some would consider Sh'lkcspeares
greatest rlcnd in the 18th century, ‘bcllcved in the rules. ’4_%/
~On “the questlon of Shakespeare ? - defepce careless
wr1t1ng there is the cont(,mptuous ote of Pof:m ﬁmes
{/{Ralph in The Dunczaa?' “Being advised to read fhe rules of
dramatic poetry, he smiled and reply’d, Slzakespeare writ with-
/ot rules.™ In his prologue to The Distrést Mother (1712), Steele
rebuked playwrights who shelter behind the view that ‘Shakes-

pear’s sclf transgressed’:,

And shall each Elf,
Each Pigmy Genius, quote Great ShakesPear s selfl




’Tis strange, that Nature never should inspire
A Racine's Judgment, with a Shakespeare’s fire.
— e

What shall be their attitude, then? Should t}&g,.accept '
o5 of drama and produce plays ‘Correctly flat, an

rofout{dly” dull’ (to -quote Boden’s Prologue to The Moa
Couple (1732) ) or follow Shakespeare, with all their handicaps; S8
7 “as Rowe claimed to do in his Prologue to Jane Shore (1714) 258

With rough majestic force he (Shakespeare) moved the e
heart, 5
And strength and nature made amends for Art.

Our humble author does his steps pursuc, _
He owns he had the mightly Bard in view. -

One thing, however, is fairl}('ql'qgr. When rules come to be re- ,
garded as necessary only Tor ‘duller men’® or when only such =
- men find it easy to support them, the battle for rules in the =
v /minds of thinking men is in any case lost. If rules, ‘like crut- J
ches:}lever became of any use but to the lame’,%® tll—éﬁ_;sﬁrely S
/ they have no right to exist“And it was Shake.peare, more than
any one else, who had shown their uttcr Ratility. v/
It is; however, the question of tragi-comedy)which seems to
’/“clinch the issue. The age is almost uﬁaﬁim'éf'us' in its condem-
nation of the mixing of the comic and the tragic. The practice
is condemned as ‘wholly Gothic’ and ‘barbarous™®” and a pla
following it is contemptuously described as ‘a monster with two
heads’.*® But the really inéresting feature of this.condemn: i
\is that it applies largely to the Restoratieﬁn‘{gﬁcomedy; I
not that Shakespeare is forgiven for fdﬁav—v—in_.g the pr
but both Dryden and Johnson make an illuminating
e -Hl_s.case.- ‘Historically Dryden’s case is articular
;%Inﬁnfiﬂqy qf Dramatic Poesy it is Lesidetus w
the attack: There--ls‘_nq theatre ip the wt




we run threugh all the fits o Bedlam
-of_:ﬂogour and ‘duel’ betrays Lesideius’s target: it
temporary tragi-coniedy rather than ‘the English t
medy’ as such that he is attacking and his attack is absolutely
_ v,y unanswerable.?® The heroic play and the comedy of manne
anrot be mixed together: they are not only ‘incompatible’
(are not mirth and compass 1on:/gxgs 1ncompat1ble’ ? Lesi-

vdeius had asked) but mutually destructive. It is difficult
to imagine Almanzor ‘and Sir Fopling as companions in the
same play for they represent not the tragic and the comic but
the heroic and the fogpih which in any case are an unnatura.l
rmngle *5111t is not this kind of a tragi-comedy which sz,ander
defends but the Shakespearean” Llnd when _he contends that
ﬁ compassion and mirth in the same sub_ject “do not ‘destroy
leach other’.52 It is this old kind of tragi-comedy which for
v Neander is ‘a more pleasant way of writing for the stage, than
was ever known to the ancients or moderns of any nation.’®3
Nothing demonstrates more powerfully Shakespe Eé:lc s impact
on contemporary thinking than this sharp distinction that
Dryden makes bctwec}n" the Restoration tragi- comedy Jand the
(Shakespearean tragi- -comedy.) It also pomts to the unbri __ge-
able gulf that exists in the penod between theory aad practice. |

~In Dr. Johnson’s comments on Shakespeare’s mixing of the

com__l_c and"the tragic Pryden’s argumeat is silently extgnded.-(/
It is ‘a more plcasan way. of wr [ writing . . .than was ever known

to...any nation’, Dr. Johnson seems to say, because it is not
II a mixture of""hc comic and the tragic but composition

,/ a distinct kind’.% (One is reminded of thelate Professor Ellis-
F ermor’wf:mpuon of the Fletcherian tragi-comedy as a_g
‘emotion )85 This ‘kind’_ expresses ‘the course tfh&
world, in which the loss of one is the gain of .-"a'.ﬂ_.t‘_::__th'e{r.-;fih
at the same time, the reveller is hasting to ”lns wme, ai
mourner, burying h1s ﬁ'lend 50 ‘Th1s sureél
of thc problem, Mary Lascelles com mta




’s face, sheuld recogmse the lmeaments of hm own

the crux of the problem: Shakespeare s comedy and
‘are @fundamentally akin and in them mirth and compassi
sustain each other. That is precisely, however, what does n

happen in the neoclassical tragi-comedy. It is not an accident
that this t ragg-comedy soon dlsmteg ates into dram !iSE_. n

{gient on the one hand and farce on the othez;,/ 3
‘The question of language is much moré comphcated and
deserves a more compre‘honswe trea,tment than we are able
to give here. T 19331 Prof. L. C. _Km‘éhts’expressed the still

e e

};J.dely held view that in the Augustan age ‘the Shakegpearean

om’ was ‘out of the reach of criticism. % The age, he argued
th illustrations from Rymer, Dryden, Johnson and others,
‘was incapable of fully undustandmg Shakespeare’s use of
words.”® This criticism, however, is prompted by Knights’s
basm thesis that ‘the only profit table approach to Shakespeare
is 4 consideration of his pla\s as dramatic poems, of his use of
vfafnguage to obtain a total complex emotional response. - i~
The neoclassical peuod would have found Ixmghtss thesis
&Jmntelhglble and in total conflict with the critical ‘doctrines
Vs which they had inherited from the ancients. It is not that they
¥" regarded language as unimportant but that in their scale of
values it came much after the other elements of drama. We\
have always to keep this in mind to dojustice to their criticism
iof Shakespeare’s hnquage
' TRymer of course, is a h0pe1ess case and even about Johnson
Knights’s view that his ‘great virtues as a critic did notinclude
/an_understanding of Sh'tkespecue s idiom’® may be partially
/ correct But Dryden’s is not a __S{mplc case at all. He did, of
course find Shal{eqpeare s st}_le SO, pe&‘tercd with figurative
Y, expressions, that it is as affected as it is obscure’® and felt ex-
« asperated at Shakespeare’s habit of saying noth.mg W1thout
a metap or, a snmlé an_-imadge, or descriptlon But
he did not deny ‘so great %'L/poet the capacxty to distinguish
\ ‘the blown puﬁ'y 3/ﬁ'om true sublimity. ty.’® The disting ion
made by F. cavis between ShakeSpeares ‘Poc
Antony azﬁ Cleopaira an eopatm and Dryden’s eloquence } Al f _
was first made by Dryden himself in a famous/ passa

j
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i and Cressida (1679). After quoting a ‘passion-
‘_ rom Richard II, Dryden offered the fo
-ptive comment on the whole question: “To speak justly
.. whole matter: ’tis neither height of thought that is dis-
commended, nor pathetic vehemence, nor any nobleness of ex-
pression ir its proper place; but ’tis a false measure of all these,
something which is like ’em, and is not them; ’tis the Bristol-
stone, which appears like a diamond; ’tis an extravagant
thought, instead of a sublime one: ’tis roarin madness, in-
stead of vehemence; and a sound of words, instead of sense.
i Shakespeare were stripped of all the bombast in his passions,
~and dressed in the most vulgar “words, we should find the
‘beauties of his thoughts remaining’ if his embroideries were
burnt down, there would still be silver at the bottom of the
melting-pot: but I fear (at least let me fear it for myself) that
we who ape his sounding words have nothing of his thought,
but are all outside; there is not so much as a dwarf within our
giant’s clothes.®” Therefore, let not Shakespeare suffer for our
?sakes; ’tis our fault, who succeed him in an age which is more
| Féﬁhed,hir'\i;é;imitate him so ill that we copy his failifigs only, b &
\and make a virtue of that in our writings which in his was an
1mpcrfecti0n.’6a -
ryden’s admiration for Shakespeare in this passage is not
complete for a modern rgader as he still regards what L. C.
Knights calis ‘the metaphorical life’®® of Shakespeare’s ﬁqng-{l-ﬁge

L S o et

hy ol 1
d P T A L
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nd |

s an ‘imper‘fect'fgﬁ’-ilBut perhaps it is in this passage that the

~ impact of Shakespeare on contemporary”thinking on language
v/ is seen at its bcst.un the beginning of his Preface to Troilus
af{cﬁ&@“ Dryden had arrogantly claimed that in his own
version of the play he was undertaking ‘to rgmﬁVe that heap
of rubbish” under which many excellent thoughts lay wholly
buried’ and had confidently*added: ‘I need not say that I have
refined his laﬁgﬁage, which before was obsolete.””[But by the
time he ended the Preface he had come to realize that in spite
of all their claims, he and his contemporaries were merely
‘dwarfs’ compared to Shakespeare who belonged tg a ‘giant-
ra-ée’.yln this passage the comparison is betwcc;lzhe two styles
—the Shakespearean figurative style,(an ‘impetfection’) and
the Restoration ‘heroic’ style (‘all Gutside’) and it is no mere

‘222{1_@5_1.@29@ that 1679; the year of this Preface, marks the




rit "“*wh hsh tra

d not turn to Shakespe: e‘f | m
d a fru istake for a sterile one, sentiménta
o eroics’.” But, hke everything else, Shakespeare’s tyle o

" be. revwcd and we should feel content that at a
s & earett y the chief playwright of the period recogmsed
d.:qggct supgriority. . v
~ Weneed not be pli/E}ﬁ" by the fact that in t assage quot ;
above, Dryden’s emphasis is on the cxcellc ‘thoughts rather
n on the lanfruagc' Ttself. It is ennugh pralse that Dryden
regards Shakespeare’s lc\xpguag(, as adequate for these ‘excellent’
thoughts. His basic demand from all language is the same: its
accommodation to the subject.\Where this accommodat‘:zn"
laclung, languaqo has failed in its essential function as a vehicle
It is this view of style-which makes Dryden’s famous statement
in An Essqyﬁqf Dramatic Poesy a high trlbut/ to Shakespcare'
‘But he 1s always great when some great occasion is presentcdl
to him; no man can say he ever had a fit subject for his wit,} ./
and did not then raise himself as high above the rest of Poets.™ 7
[ This accomupodation of style to subject is present 1} all
cont chormy_é"itlcmm IOne of S}nkc-q_pm_rt, s carliest a rmrers, |
/@/Iargarg_ Cavendish, the Duchess of Newcastle, takes such
v

n accommodation for granted in her comment: ‘Sh espcare' ;
had a Clear Judgement, a Q_ulc]n.\ﬁ\ht, a Spreading Fancy, a
Sublll Ybservation, a D((p #\ppu"h( nsion, a most Eloguent.c
Elocutron *7T‘Nothing can be ;,uatn , we are told by Felfon,
‘and more e lively than hxs___’_l_l'}oughts nothing nobler, and more
\/ forcxmhan s hhpr{ ssion.’7® Rowc echoed the Sen ‘nt,
though ‘with some r(,sd‘(fauons on the adequacy of language
‘His (ShakeSpcarc 5) Sentiments and Images of thmgsx
Great and Natural; and his hxpresswn (ﬂio perhaps in :
Instances a little Irrcgu.lar) just and rais’d in Proporno
~ subject and Occasion’.”® Rowe also testified to ‘the pz
4 iPleasme’ that the Duke of Somerset had taken in ‘thg;
Expr f.‘ﬂnWhmhlscverywhcrc to be metw with in Sha
D hadmenhancdmhlsPrefaccto for
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succeed\L{/ ages. But ’tis almost a miracle that much of his

{(Shakespeare’s) language remains so pure.’”® Denhis agreed
with Dryden about the purity“of Shakespeare’s language but
his further comment on Shakespeare’s style shows a r rkable

critical insight: “His Expression is in many places good and

: purer after a Hundred years; simple tho’ elevated, graceful
' tho’ bold, and easic tho’ strong.’”{Such descriptions are a com-

onplace of contemporary cri_t_icils—ﬁfwjf)lé@bgg applied to
Shakespeare they come to acquire a deep mieaning. The real
merit of Shakespeare’s style indeed is that it is a compound of
many simples, that it includes everything, that it has a vitality Qm“"”\‘
which belongs not so much to language as _to life itself. In a g o~
sense Shakespeare has no style: his characters speak their own'”
virile and various tongues and all that Shakespeare does is to
record what they speak.] The time has not yet,- of course,
come when a major literary figure like ([Thomas Gray)should

/lET:E?E,_‘Iﬁ truth, Shakespear’s language is one of his principal
beauties; and he has no less” advantage over your Addisons
and Rowes in this, than in...other great excellencies’,®® but
there are people in the age who regard it as the most pErfect
dramatic instrument. This realization could not, however, help
in the revival of the older style but it did expose the fatal
deficiéncies of the ‘heroic’ style which, in its attempts to raise
language ‘above the commbon dialect’, had impoverished it
greatly. | Shakespeare’s example was often cited against such
elevation and appeals were made to the audience not to count
as ‘Low’ “What’s natural’.8! ‘Rait’, ‘Rapture’ and ‘high flight’s2
came to be discredited and playwrights came to plead for the
) right to make their ‘persons speak like men and women, and

/in such words as the real personsrepresented might be supposed
to discourse in the samc, circuniStances’.® Some playwrights
also raised the basic problem of “cloathing (the) Fiction with
words that may keep up the dignity of Verse, while the tale
requires all the Freedom and natural Turn of Prose.’®* This

gjhg_geal problem of style in poetic drama and Shakespedre

one of all English playwrights has satisfactorily solved it. %~

drama’ has been achieved which combh‘xes*human_\'actiop :

and human speech in such a way ‘as to represent at once tWo
aspects of dramatic and musical order.’® Dryden and his.
8

{Iﬁ_ﬁi‘fﬁ_élone, in T. S. Eliot’s words, that ‘perfection of verse |, »
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contemporaries failed to achieve this ‘perfection’ altogether b
but it is some comfort to learn that when cor'iffo:.}ted with t]}is.-
~problem they also ran ‘to renew th_qi;wg.gguan{ta}nce with
Shakespeare’ ‘for no author-ever writ with that Et_ehmty.-’s“ .
,(,Z' he impact of Shakespeare on the age’s thinking on poetic
justice is very hard to assess. Addison was the firstcritic in
/,élii?gland wI_uE)ZJcscribed poetic justice as ‘a ridiculous doctrine
in modern criticism’®? and who declared that in Nahum Tate’s
version King Lear had ‘lost half its beauty.’®® It is doubtful,
however, whether Addison’s views were influenced by Shakes-
peare to any appreciable extent. His reasons for opposing
_poetic justice are just|as moral)in their own way as those of
ithe advocates of poetic justice. He is opposed to ‘virtue’ and
( “innocence’ being made ‘happy and successful’®® because that
Ldestroys pity which for him is a moralizing force.|*The ins-
truction and moral are much finer’, he tells us, ‘where a man
who is virtuous in the main of his character falls into distress,
and sinks under the blows of fortune at the end of a tragedy,
than when he is represented as happy and, triumphant.’
‘Such an example’, he adds, ‘corrects the insolence of human
nature, softens the mind of the beholder with sentiments of
pity and compassion, comforts him under his own private
affliction, and teaches him not to judge of men’s virtues by
their successes.’ All this may explain contemporary sentimental
“Aragedy but it is almost wholly inapplicable to Shakespeare.
[His plea that insistence on poetic justice ‘would very much
cramp the English tragedy, and perhaps give a wrong bent
to the genius of our writers’®! raises somie hope in our minds
that perhaps Addison is saying something fundamental here
but it is shattered when we find him praising indiscriminately
and almost in the same breath ShakeSpeare’s Othello, South-
erne’s QOroonoko, Rowe’s Tamerlane and Edmund Smith’s
Phoedra_and Hippolitus.*> RE 4 3

. Johnson’s case is equally disapgéinting for our purposes.
. Even‘ though in his Life of Addison he concedes that ‘the poet is
i‘:g‘{t?'“.ﬂy at liberty’ to flout poetic justice, his basie stand seems
favour the doctrine.|His comment on King”Lear makes it
obvious that he is totally incapable of appreciating the grim

4 . ) e, 2 AN e s ot H
~Justice’ of Shakespearecan tragedy: ‘A play in which the wicked
prosper and the virtuous miscarry may doubtless be good,
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because it is a just represenfation of the common events of
%mman life; but since all reasonable beings n_atul‘almo"c
Justice, I cannot easily be persuaded that the observation of
justice makes a play worse, or that, if other excellencies are
equal, the audience will not rise better pleased from the final
triumph of persecuted virtue.’®* The question may legitimately
be asked whether ‘the other excellencies’ in a play observing
poetic justice would compare favourably in quality with those
in a play like King Lear. {Johnson’s further comment that in
ohe case of King Lear, ‘the public has decided’® by preferring 5
Tg__[:e’s version to Shakespeare’s does not do much credit to him %"
However important the reactions of a ‘common reader’ may
be in certain matters, on the question of poetic justice they
have always been muddled. It is a pity that in spite of ‘his
C'strongly religious sense of mystery in the universe; of the
;inscrutab]e’, he failed to go deeper into ‘the terrestrial distri-
\bution of good and evil, rewards and punishments’.? «#
“Dryden is the only critic in the period who came to recognize;
however haltingly, that the traditional doctrine of poetic justice
was at bottom a threat to Shakespearean tragedy) Dryden may
not have fully understood the spirit of this tragedy but the
stand that he finally takes on poetic justice redeems all his
deficiencies. e, of course, began as a traditionalist and in his
- Essay of Dramatic Poesy, poetic justice indeed is the only question
yon which there is general agreement between all the participants
"\’} in the discussion. But twice Dryden felt compelled "to re-
examine the question and on both occasions he took a_firm
stand. (When Shadwell?® attacked him and other writers of the
comedy of manners for violating pog_;i_c"justicc and for reward-
ing vice, Dryden made the famous claim that comedy need
not observe poetic justice at all, its primary aim being the
providing of ‘delight and divertisement’®” to the audiencel=7-
Tragedy, he conceded at this stage, had, of course, to observe
poetic justice ‘to deter mankind from the pursdit of vice.’%
In 1678-9(?), however, when Rymer attacked the English
tragedy of the last age for violating poetiéf jusiice, Dryden

V-V

demanded whether it was absolutely essential for a Tragic
poet to ‘reward virtue an nish vice’. It is remarkable that |

Dryden’s views on poetic justint in his Mmer ol o
‘U! \R_merﬁ (1678-9?) have not received sufficient attention. The |

1




‘be that of Dryden himself, He expresses his y
h cﬂmn and even dlfﬁ‘(_i_éﬁce that one tends to
o tentative {0 be of any real importance, One
fir s on his part may be that The Heads ,

An Answer to Rymer are only rough notes which were meant
serve as hints towards a full and cogent answer :
Rymer which was never written, ‘The nature of these
notes explains Why"é‘c' places Dryden tends o give the

ampression that he is really not against poeti¢ justice at all,
He, however, builds his argument slowly and almost imper-

ceptibly which finally challenges the doctrine altogether,

First, he respectfully suggests that the Englisi*tragedy of the

ljﬂt age need not really be condemned for failing to reward

virtue and punish vice as it does in fact show SOmMe awareness

. of moral juistice in the universe in its attempt to render ‘virtue
| always amiable, though it be shown unfortunate; and vice
: etestable, tho’ it be shown triumphant?’*® [ Dryden is _not
being very original here as he seems to have borrowed the
idea almost wholly from Corneille who, in his first Discourse,
had suggested that one way of presenting ‘vices and virtu

tues’
was to make the good character ‘always to be loved, though

unfortunate’ and the evil ‘always hated, though triumphant’,
ZBut Dryden’s real contribltion to the debate does not lie.in

this tame deviation from Rymer but in his total though polite
rejection of the Tatter’s basic thesis. He takes his stand on
Aristotle and declares: ‘After all, we need not vield that the
English way is less conducing to move pity and terror, because
they often shew virtue oppressed and vice ﬁuq_ished.’“'“ His
further comment on this ‘English way’ makes his position still
clearer: ‘the suffering of innocence and punishment of the
offender is of the natute of English tragedy.’™ It is painful to
record that later critics have/attached hardly any importance
“to These brief sféfféments-:jl’t needs to be cmphasi:?ed that the
‘English tragedy’ t?at Dryden is defending hex_‘e is really the
Shakesggiregn tragedy—a fact, of supreme importance in
+//the history of Shakespearean “criticism. He is rejecting the
traditional notion of poetic justice and taking his stand on
what Shakespeare does in his tragedies where virtue is oppressed
and vice punished, Dryden does not, of course, Prowthcr
into the tragic niverse of Shakespeare. But it does great




| mhlstragedlesaccepta"".v'-' 1m 1n pret
_moraL view propounded by Rymer 4 thers.
O}iﬂy that he transcends the limitations of his age but E

that contact with a great writer like Shakcspcarc can g_m
v and transform one’s sensibility.

Dryden could not have altogether ignored the views that
he expressed on poctic justice in his Heads of an Answer to Rymer
in his practice as a playwright. At least Cleomenes (1690) seems
to have imbibed some of the Shakespearean spirit. In this play
Dryden seems to have totally rqectcd the ‘heroic’ assumptions
about life in favour of the truly ‘tragic’ ones. He ends this play
on a note of tragic_mystery: “The rest is all unfathomable
depth’ (V, ii). It is revealing that his contemporaries con-
= demned Cleomenes in the sharpest possible terms. [‘In this
play’, we are told by James Drake in his Ancient and Modern
Stages S'urvqy’d (1699), ‘Poetic Justice is altogether neglected, S

Virtue is everywhcrc depressed, and calamitous, and f'{]]s at last
unavenged It is perhaps not too fanciful to suggest that
V.Y 1Dryden s real imitation of ‘the divine Shakespeare’ is to be
v/ soqg_ht n Cleomenes and not in Al for Love. « &
In view of the excessive le ncrth of the essay, it is impossible to
) trace Shakespeare’s mﬂuenCL on the contem O’Fary eory of
\comcdy]We may bneﬂy mention the broad changcs in out-
look that took place in the case of Dryden.{In his Essay of
Dmmatvaong (1668), Dryden r(‘_]('cttd Shakespeare altogether
as a modc] for contemporary comic writers as he ‘did not per-
- fectly “observe the laws of Comcdy Fletcher was also found
deficient as he too ‘through carelessness l‘l}&d(‘ many faults’.
Dryden found ]’)(’I‘fCCthn only in Ben Jonson’s comedies and
praised him for being ‘a carefil and learned observer of thc
dramafic laws’.] Some years later, however, Drz‘en sta
wavering in his lo al to B(,n:]'onson and, as has been re \{tl
\19, pomtca out,19% by about 168 mﬂupncc of Shakcspcarc was ‘e
idlscermblc not only in his UCaTVHI;ﬂ(mg‘But also in his
mic play ;]In a famous statemcnt in 1693 (in his edication
to xamen etwum), it is trus, “he equated Shakcspearc with
i Ben Jonson: ‘Peace be to the vcnerablc shades of S]ﬁkcs])care;
‘/%,mmjg{lson none of the llymg"m presuag sume to have a.ny
v € hey

competition with them: as they were our pre cessors, $o




/‘ gmcpimters. After c amung ‘that Cong}'eve was sugmarﬂ

/

1ces the comglete su_ ma‘%; of Sﬁﬁes;;

to J%and Fletcher, he declared:

. In him all beaut‘?s of this age we see,
/Etherege his couftship, Southerne’s p‘élty
The satire, wit, and strength of manly Wycherley

---------------------------------------------

Heav’n, that but once was prodigal before, -
To Shakespeare gave as much: she could not give him

— T

more. 105

We may feel that the last stafement here is unfair to Shakes-
)peare but is it not logical to ' conclude that there is no ge tling
~away from Shakcspealc?’ He is the yard—suck for all literary
greatness: he is the eternal ‘touch-stone’. . He may be described
as an ‘unaccountable accident’ only in the sense in which all
great literature is an unaccountable accident. But every age
takes this supreme ‘accident’ into account and even while it is
busy reinterpreting him, it discovers its own identity in the
realm of ideas. It should hardly need saying that he has to be

(reckoned with not only in the history of poetry and drama
but also in the history of criticism.

L
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THE ISOLATION OF SHAKESPEARE’S
TRAGIC HEROES!

By UrMiLLA KHANNA
Delhi University, Delhi

7
Tue hero in Shakespeare’s major tragedies suffers 1so\én-
he finds himself out of tune with the world that surroun?ls him
E_and more po1gnantly, in opposition to thtse with whom
had shared love and trust: jThls secems to me a mgmﬁ/be
aspect of the traglc SJtLHtlon as presented-by Shakespeare and
1 propose to anaIysc how such a con flict originates and what
light it throws on the charact(r of the tragic_ hero both as it
develops in the play and as it was in the past, in so far as the
latter cab be inferred from the play itself.
v/Obviously, all the tr age -dies written by Shakespeare do not
»lend themselves to_analysis and dlscussmn from this Eomt of
view. Titus Aﬂdwmrus immature ‘and formless in so many
ways, presents To coherént picture of the place of Titus in the
Rome for which he has the honour to nominate the Emperor.
~The social environment is hardly actpalized and, in personal
\relatlonshlps only his misery at Lavinia’s rape and disfigure-
‘ment is emphasized, Even in this there is no dramatic or
psychologlcal consistency. Titus suffers a great deal but it is
all in a phantasmagoric world of intrigue, which culminates
in the gruesome banquet given by him, at which he is killed.
Human _relationships are not what we remember from this
play.
The same can be said about 7imon ofAthens It is a play that,
on techmcal_grounds is difficult to accept as wholly written by
((gﬁakespearc after the great tragedies that precede it in-the
enerally accepted chrono]gglcal order. Its emotional nihilism
is equally difficult to reconcile with the almos*t mystical vene-
ration of humaif ties in the tragedies begmrung with Hamlet,
and continuing up to Coriolanus?d Timon is 1solatcd but his
isolation is meaningless. From his curse,

\/Burn house! Sink Athens! henceforth hated be
Of Timon man and all humanity! (III. vi. 104-5)

.‘_’!
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His generomty is not related to his love for any of his f.r'?pds 5
it iS5 no more than a grauﬁcafﬁan of his self-es cem. |

(The similarity to to Lear’s moments of rmsa.nthropy Ont}he

heath is purely le;bal Timon’s bitterness facks an ‘objective

correlative’ and therefore fails to win our sympathY, where-

as when Lear mvokes ‘the curse of the heavens on ungrate-

humanity we are moved, knowing how deéply cherished

<" \yzs his longing for love Trom his daughters, which he believes

is complcaeff denied to hun];'Pﬁough Timon is not determmed

to be a villain’, he lives in as much of l},cniouonal vacuum

as Rlchard IT1 does and a more just ep1taph for hlm would be: e

There is no creature loves me;
And if I die no soul will pity me:
And wherefore should they, since that I myself
Find in myself no pity to myself?
(chfzard II1, v. iii. 201-4)

s
In Romeo and Fuliet, the eawe;,ir of Shakespc {re ’s tragedies
based on the theme of{forbiddefi love,)the isolation of Romeo
as a lover is no more than a conventlon of the 1 romantic tradi-

tttlcm, espemally in the begmnmg "of the play when

he, his own affections’ counsellor,
Is to himself. . . 1
. .s0 secret and so close, (I. 1. 152-54) 1

v
In the independence of his attitude to the feud between the

ontagues and Capulets, howeve §hakespegge gttcgl
ahty of the later tragm o

give him something “of the indivi
er in th?_Play who a
hc, a.nd to a mmhex

‘g

heroes. Roy;o 1s the only cha.r
his mdlﬁ'crence to the feud in
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insults of Tybalt in &ct III, sc. i. The tragedy inheres o
in the sacrifice. of Romeo and Juliet to the enmity of their
amilies, which they disregarded in their first avowal of 1:361

B T e ———

with his:

Is she a Capulet? &
O dear account! my life is my foe’s debt

and her:
My only love sprung from my 011]yh hate.

These young lovers do not ask the fundamental qucsnons ofa
Lear or a Hamlet, but their love makes them rise above the
conventlons of the Verona in which they live, to wonder
‘Whats in @ name? How ever, their c]nractertzauon is_not
mature enough to carry such ex plmahon far; the Prolbgue
V3. with its emphasis on Ttheir being ‘star-cfoss d lovers’, makes
hem ‘patients’ rather than ‘agents’2 Their death heals a social
breach, but we do not feel that their personalities "have made
a powerful lmpact on their social milieus Their love, like
Juliet’s bcauty, is ‘too rieh for use, for earth too dear!’; it is
expressed in quulsltf- poetry which creates a world of its own
and has no point of contact with the idiom ‘of ‘Verona. The
(Soc’ia.l and the personal emotions touch mngentnllv and are
v/ ot inextricably twined as they are in a latu Tove _tragedy,
Antony and Cleopatra, which poses. the same ‘question, ‘What’sin a
iname ? in a much more go_plpl(,x way, the names : in this case
being Rome and Egypt. 7
I do not consider the isolation of Othello traglc in the same
‘\/)\sense as that of heroes like Antony and Coriolanus. The  tragic
situation, of course, is not his isolation from Venetian society
-'5,*0. but his loss of faith in Desdemona But his awareness of being
an alierl in Venice—the sub-titlé’ of the ‘plag,, we remember,
is The Moor of Venice—and Tis sense of 1nfer10fty as the black
; husband of 2 Venetian woman arc relaed in his mind. Tago
*  succeeds In making him doubt the loy ty of his mfc-bccausc
he attacks the most vuln%rable aSPCCt of his cl;aracter his
‘SGHSC of bemg a man 1 1gn orant of the ways of the cmhzatmn to

which she belongs. |, / / e
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¥Othello is different from the other tra ‘{{erges in that his

position in Venice is based on nothing more than a_contractual T o

arrangement. He speaks of it thus when he bids the Duke

i’;?l for_' Desdemona to confirm the__Mthe manner ofl
$ wooing: R

A —— e —
————

[

If you do find me foul iu her report,

The trust, the office, I do hold of you,

Not only take away, but let your sentence

Even fall upon my life. V;)" e (I. iii. 117-20)

Coriolanus also commands respect fropi the citizens of Rome
purely in his capacity as an indispensable leader in war, but
at_the same time he has (traditional privileges)as a Roman
aristocrat which are not dependent on the award of a political

—r

office. Othello holds his place in Venice at the ple;i‘gte of the

state, and in fact his command is ‘taken off” peremptorily in \\\{/

e

Nthe last scene. < v
QOthello has no other ties except those he forms in Venice.

o

Shakespeare gives him no relationships with fﬁggative world.
He fetches his ‘life and being/From_men of royal siege’ but
lhis‘ancestry is never personalized. Even in the speech ip which
v he describes the magical qualities of the crucial handkérchief,
our attention is not focussed on his bond with the parents
who had first preserved it as a.token 6f love. {He is a rootless
man who, before coming to Venice, had lived in an ‘un-
ﬂﬁbused free condition’. He hasmo identity outside Venice, and

within it he has a strictly” limited one. His death in{glvcs no 4
national dé'gtinies; he is a foreigner who is discarded by Venice W
without any social upheaval, and the status quo is maintained
with the appointments of Cassio and Gratiano.]

Jsolation as an aspect of the tragic situation is clearly empha-
sized in Hamlet, Macbeth, King Lear, Af/ztony and Cleopaira, and
Coriolanus. The hero in each of these tragedies is not only ‘one
who is highly renﬂv_rfcd and prosperous’, a person of _:Ejgh
degree’, but'éfso;bn_e Wh?_ s aware of, and deeply inyolved in,

J social and personal r‘ela}ynshlps. Naturally, all the heroes do
not share an identical mode of awareness, nor is the intensity

‘or breadth of their : félation:shjps ihrﬁlaxj 3;9,1@{,”55' the I?
introspective, is fully aware of the great importance of log"!_ty

e




in human relatmnshlps, but he is not satisfied unt11 as
" revealed to the soc1ety of Denmark that it is the violXfion of

this loy_alty whichis at the root of its corruption. To To Hamlet,

L SR X

m}f revengc means sometﬁmg more than the murder of one

illain in Denmark. That is w why his way of st%png his mission
1S mgmﬁcantly different from that of the ‘Ghost.

-~ A

The time is out of joint. O curqedvs(/;ute
"/ That ever I was born to set it r1ght' EWE 7 188-89)

In 1nterpret1ng his responmbzhty in this way, he is not escap-
ing from the _particular duty enjoined on him by the Ghost;
v~ on the contrary, his moral grasp enables him to relate the
v personal to the social problem. And this is what Jsolates him,
his ¢ superior power of insight into, and reflection upoan, hlS ~
situation, and his capacity to suﬂel the moral anguish which
moral responsibility brings.’*|Even Horatio fculs to understand
him. Hamlet accepts any challenge to his courage, moral or
leh sical, and courts danger; Horatio is the friend who coun-
sels _prudence That is why he T5 the confidant of Hamlet but 1

¢ not his partner; he stands at one TEmove from experience, one 3
) ~H‘]t to “tell’ the ‘story’ but not to Tive it o
i Macbcth S relatmnshlp to society is, on the surface, the

¢ opposite”of Hamlet’s, By compmitting thr murder of Duncan
ﬁhe becomes guilty of the violation of the most sacred rcIatxon-
shlps But what makes him a tragic hero rather than a villain
zs his Lconsae\hcc% which vnldly J.l]tl(‘lpat( s the horror of the

sacrilege before it is committed, and which makes him realize
he futilty of the course he has adopt(d

I have liv’d long enough. My way of life
Is fall’n into the sear, the yellow leaf;
And that which Should accompany old age,
As honour, love, obedience, troops of friends,
I I&uﬁt not look to have; (V. 11i. 22-26)
'v‘
We, the readers or spectators, know the anguish the awareness :
_of his isolation brings Macbeth, for_we can listen to his soli- ‘
./ 10qu1es He, more than any other hero, expresses his” true |
\//na.ture in sollloquy, that is why he has a degree of SYmPathY 3




tiple at;lgmlps,) but he-acquires &
Significapce o yAafter deep Suftering.
o Hamlet and Micheth, ancf like Antony and Gor
‘ that the step which ultimately leads to his isol :F theanhi’
V.9!' upon not in a soliloquy, but in the 2 from th
" faeans THat e other chatKcio T (be Py e fol
start aware of the situation of the King and efforts

to make him recognize the anomalous position he
for himself after his conditional abdication. {Gradually, a3

i ‘\\ﬂ.}.?_, brittle edifice _‘9? deceptive appea C_Cs__t,QPEl_Qs dow}:’ 7%
J Lear has to start Building his world oi values from scratch. ‘g
p. He is not set apart from the other ch_E cters by the nature of
his metaphysical $peculations, as Haglet is. It is only whc.n
he is ;m”o_@féa from all that he had depended on that hc_ 1S
r driven to ask ‘the questions of a Prometheus’.* His question
] to Goneril, ‘Are you our daughter?, is not prompted by
! petty sarcasm, but is rather ithe starting point of his quesfinto

rl (“the validity of humin relationships, and his position among
| 'th_emmat c%{rétes him to his Titag-like hercic stature is
l} vhis fearless defiance of the world of Regan and Goneril, his
!. }Ei{rége in embarking upon his metaphysical quest, in order
to teach himself to distinguish bet\y}ey appearance and rélity"’?
The isolation of the two Ronian Em@ and.
Coriglanus, is of a somewhat differént kind, ¢ histori
! context, precludes any dramatic use of the _m"f:'
i; ﬁ;rine right of kings, with its .Cord%mtiplc oval ¢
] which Shak_espearcﬁyuld use in a completely cone yalties,

manner in Macheth, and in (a m&‘ﬁ%)iﬁo Wﬁtﬂrs
a

King Lear. Ant"fmy is ‘the tl‘ipl(! pxllar { the worl

-

osition 3§ dependent on his political 3 anos wer 2 PUt thiy
Rome is deeply meaningful to hlmymd ma i

</ %‘Mﬁ @%ﬁg&gg%a o
i histery. This makes the 4
ith Roman &Bry ; ac e

a5 a Roman 80 er to his love for Clegn,

dramatic expression of his 1
| scene in which strange |

-




; to mean that the patron god of the A
ides, has left :hi;_']_]It'/would be a mistake to thin]
y as a romantic lover, who spontancously and un-
estioningly rejects all else for his loye. His isolation irom
) his sociat’and politic milieu is graﬁl; it is only at the
%o~ battle “of Actium, as late as Act III; sc. xii, that he_acepts

that his sword must obey his affection ‘on all cause’. [This
final surrender to his love for Cleopatra, and the renun-
ciation of all other ambitions is expressed in his request to
Caesar to be allowed to live as ‘a private man in Athens’.s—
However, Antony’s isolation is not absolute, as Coriolanus’s is. «
He endures isolation from some ties, but gnly for one that
] 'vcs?'ﬂ' scope to his natural love of pleasure, fé’g_‘fing and
/splendour] Had Cleopatra betrayed him at the end, his
¥ XYsolation would have been ‘tragic’ in the limited sense. But

w)\l,_she_is“_g_lﬂyi;frzg,tely faithful to him out of his isolation is bornZZ—48
¢/ a greater bond than either of them has known before. | |
Unlike Antony, Coriolanus does not inspire the loyalty of

his soldiers, nor does his reputation as a soldier derive from

his being the descendant of famous RomanslIn the beginning

of the play, Shakespeare shows his pride to beldehumanized,
expressed in harshly metallic imagery and not in the limpid ‘—
hyperbole that characterizes Antony at his first appearance,J &
The imaginative sweep of his world is limited, both in the
range of his  relationships and in his self-knowledge. In
Coriolanus, as in King Lear, we sce human relationships evolving
from an embryonic stage. Lear in the opening scene is ignorant
both of the true responsibilities of kingship and of the nature

of Cordelia’s love; he mistakes her sincerity for pride. Volumnia

is equally naive; he also accuses her son™of ""pri‘demwh‘gn he
refuses to be false to his nature for the sake of thc‘ct)nsu-f;hip.
-ijn both plays, separation between parént and child leads t
{the growth of a deeper “anderstanding, though in one case

é&"

the emphasis is on the father, and in the other on the son. N

Of all these heroes it may be said with confidence that_in
what they do and believe there is represented a deep involve-
ment in human relationships, though in varying degrees.
They seek their identity in the human world, which is the
world of all of us. What isolates them is their assertion of
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limits. This aspect of the tragic situation has been clearly
stated by MEY‘_??‘?‘I_ Mack. .{//

What matters to the community 1S obviously accom-
modation—all those adjustments and resiliences that
enable it to survive; whereas what matters to the indivi-
dual, at least in his heroic mood, is just as obviously
integrity—all that enables him to remain an individual,
one thing not many.5

@}ach society offers the hero a brfbf: to persuade him tQ/IéCI'gC
§ U“,p\i_lg_n}self with it; Hamlet is offered the p@_cé of ‘cbi¢£e§%”52uftie{’ .
akt;f& at Claudius’s court, Lear is offered. shelter from the storm if \.. Y,
w\k-_.ﬁ&? will accept the terms of Goneril and Regan, Antony is
married- to Octavia to easure his political subservience to «~
Caesar and (jariolagus is guaranteed the consulship if he °
will but flatter the common people by begging for their voices. ]
Each of them spurns the bribe and is compelled to stand
outside his world; he does not glory in his state.] On the
contrary he regards it as unnatural, an isolation he would
| willingly end, but not by accepting the compromise that
society offers him.|Macbeth is different from the others in
that he becomes an qutcast not in order to be true to his own
values, but because he is made to disregard them by the
glittering vision of the crown. However, it is important to
(realize that each of the heroes isexiled from the society to
lwhich he belongs. Hamlet is sent to @gland, Lear’s daughters 3
| shut their doors agai}ist him, Antony’s genius is rebuked in ( v9
the presence of Caesar so he goes to Egypt, and Coriolanus “
turns to the Vol§§es when he is banished from Rome. ! B
[I‘he characters of these heroes vary considerably invtheir
nobility; what they have in common is that they are
cexcﬁpﬁona]f’beings’. Brad]f;iz, while recognizing this, believes
that the tragic hero ‘errs’ because of ‘a fatal tendency to
identify the wholc being with one inferest, object, passior,
or habit of mind’.® There is implicit here a Tondemnation
EOf the self-cog_i__s_t{ﬁcy of the hero, though Bradley does seem

in his whole ar nt to be tending toward th assertion
that Peter Alexanider makes—that the tragic hamartia ‘takes

its character and signiﬁf?_f}_c?..99t.,ﬁ'991_f3_f1£‘55 but from ﬁrtues’.’{(/,
9 00y




thinkin tha.t he erts and sog,eyls nght
/Tt is this fundamental misconception which, I thi
John Holloway’s tentative suggestion that Shz
“tragedy and the idea of human sacrifice are relate
agree with his premise that the protagonist in the traged
pursues a role ‘which takes him from being the sure
his society to being estranged from it’, but his concl usion from
this, that ‘what happens to /rp suggests the exg_ulsxon of a
_scapegoat, or the sacrifice of 4 victim, or something of both’® ‘_
seems to me completely unacceptable except where Macbeth
is_concerned. [7& important dlstm\t/mri has been ignored;
no attempt has been made to istinguish )e isolation o?e o
V'9 ‘hero from the isolation of villdins like Claudius.and Edm! -
' who recognize no sanctity in human r atidhs hips and who

know no loyalty except to their sclf-mtcrest There is group g
of characters yho are charactcr;zed by their emotiohal root-
Iessness_] Claudius and Edmiind are the more"__s'fi'ccta gu)ar

‘ examples there are also the1r hlrehnos like Osric and OsWwald
The tragedy is that”, </

Such smiling rbgucs as these,
Like rats, oft bite the holy cords a“twain
Which are too intrinse t un]ooqe

" (King Lear, 1I. ii. 78-80)

‘/';’he group is not limited to men; there are also women like =
“Gonerﬂ and Regan. Lady Macbcth starts by thmkmg that
she can negatc‘her feminince”nature, but she ceases to be like =8
Goneril and Regan once she withdraws Trom the world of
action and lives in her lonely world of nightinare, haunted by
the shedding of an old _man’s blood whercas Lear’s elder
o @tP!S never learn to think of old age with any compassic assnoqj

It is such characters who undermine the socml fabric; it is 8
their ‘vile oﬂ"cnces which demand their destruction, otherwuag, :

Humanity .Eplust perforce prcy on itself,
" Like monsters of the deep. (King Lear, IV. ii. 4-9-53)

In the Roman tr%dies, not only is the c
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of the heroes dlﬂ“erent but there _is also a differénce in-the
nature Of;}hc men who act as foils to the heroes. wntony and
Joriolanus are certainly not es of human pcrfection;
even so, we realize their moral superiority to men like Octavius
and Auﬁ&lu‘”ﬁntony by the end of the ]3%-8—1%; up king-
doms _as clay compared to the nobleness of his _love for
Cleopatra, whereas Octavius has no hesug't%n 1_1';/makmg
his sister, whom\—Ee s'mccrel?‘behevcs he loves, a pawn in the
pohtlcal‘__ game, and marrying her to a man a%uf"— whose
character‘ he has few 11111510ns}§ga1n and again there _1s”the
contrast between the Jove-like warmth and gener031ty of
Antony and the cold calculation of Octavius. The perfect
comment is Cleopatra’s: ¢ "Tiis paltry to be Caesar’ .7
vIn spite of Coriolanus’s suerﬁaaI self-sufficiency, he sacri-
y fices his life in an attempt to acknow]edge the clains of his
) Tove for his mother, and at thc same tlme be true to o his soldler S
—T?Igc to the \ Volsces. Ultlmatcly his pride mdts just as
carlier his arrog arrogance as the victor in battle had been sub-
ordinated to his acknowledgement of gratxtude to hias poor
host in Corioli (I. ix. 82 fI.). He becomes ‘a kind_&f nothing’
temporarily, whereas his rival Aufidius is that in his essential
nature. There is no humamty in_him either as a man or as a
soldier; that is why he is capable of the ultlmafé tr eacheryj v©
to Coriolanus.//

In the context of the 1solat10n of the hero, the use of the fg
actor Imagc in these tragcdu,s is thlemelv mgmﬁcant The £
\unscrupulous c}nracters beginning with Chudlus are ex-
\tremq_y good actors; the hero knows not ‘seems’. The hero 1s
I;E)tl';:&(fd because he cannot pretend to be other than he is. +
This glves an advantage to the successful hypocntcs " Goneril
and Regan share the kingdom Whlk Cordelia is banished.®
_oThe inability to play a part successful]y is what elevates
\ Macﬁ_th and Coriolanus to the level of tragic F hcroes; ?_tony

ises to this stature when he gives up the pohtlc [ p omacy
hat he pracnses in the first part of the play."]

The actor image is used, not only in a geperal way, but is
partlcularly’ connected with (the use of coStume )by a stage
player. It is here that the use "'Tf/ clothmg Yﬁlagery becomes
(deeply symbohc JHamlet’s ‘inky cloak’ is, of course, in deﬁance

of the festive mood of Claudlus court but he wants to make
R T ——

VA




I have that M‘t_l_]_]ﬁhich passeth show;
These but the tra];lgings and the suits of woe.
| (I. ii. 85-8

> TR

‘é&acbcth, on the other hand, casts himself for a r\c"ﬁ: whic
unsuited to him and which he is unable to sastain. His ill-
fitting gg_rmen/ts become symbolic of(an elcmenta"l)p; eTSi0
nothing is but what is not. Coriolanus, the proud patrician,
is bullied by his mother into attempting to disguise his
nature beneath the ‘gown “of humility’; he fails to enact the
part. The conclusion is a metaphysical onc':hj‘" AL ‘

.~ Through tatter’d clothes small vices do appear;
Robes and furr’d gowns hide all. «~
e ~ (King Lear, IV. vi. 169-70)

Shakespeare the actor created this transcendent image from
his everyday experience, when he saw players

such as in disguised attire and hair present themselves on
a stage, and there oft represent those whom God knows,
they are from, but yet outwardly take upon them their
persons as if they were.™

\{'/-'@hrough such imagery Shakespeare brings within the scope
of these tragédies the question of appearance and reality. =
It is significant that he starts his exploration of this theme in 8
Hamlet, in which the purpose of the art of acting is discussed in
great detail. Hamlet’s dgﬁ_ﬁi_gion,“‘tlg_ngw purpose of playing...
is to hold, as ’twere, the mirror up to nature’ applies to b
putting on of ‘an antic disposition’ and his staging of Th
Murder of Gonzago, but it :yg_es not apply {4 the various s

lstagc managed by Polorius and Claudius, the pyfpose
which is pot to reveal the truth but to find out hov
The heroes who come after Hamlet share his contemp

Jt e kind of acting that disguises the true nature of hu

“beings. They are isolated because they \yﬂl no
dichotomy between ._appear'éﬁ':ce and reality
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terize§ their social environment. Macbeth is different in that
Vg.l:e thinks he can divorce the appearance from the reality,

by using a “false face’ to hide a “false heart’ but he is typical of
““the tragic hero in that he is a bjd*ctor. The fact of his isolation
is the same as that of R_i__chal’ﬁgf I; what distinguishes them is
the reaction to the hypocritical course adopted. ~ : "~
n the light of this, it is clear that the frequent use of soli-
?99_.“5’4_155"‘?55 ‘tragic hero is no clumsy stage device.” He is s
engaged in a search for identity which is essentially pex_'sonalz_'] ./
In this he differs from the major characters in the comedies
and histories, who are not shown to us in their solitide.
The hero’s declaration ‘T am myself alone’ is not a distasteful
combination, as T. S. Eliot has called it, of ‘the Senecan fwv+
_Sattitude of Pride, the Montaigne attitude of ScEpticimn, and
P v'/(-the'Machiavel}i attitude of CyHicism’.1 Rather, it is the attempt
of the hero, who has drawn his breath in pain in this harsh
world, to tell his story, to establish his identity. [The tragic
situation in each case is different, the nature of the hero is
different and, as Dougla$” Bush says, if there is any formula
which covers the kind of isolation in which Shakespeare’s
tragic heroes find themselves it is that, in diverse ways and
degrees, if only in a momentary flash, they all attain a truér
knowledge ol themselves and others.’’® In this lies the final
\\ value of tragic E¥perience. T ¥ g

——

Sean
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\T/I'IE STAGE IMAGE IN SHAKESPEARE

By V. Y. KanTAK
M. S. University, Baroda

I

ANYONE who has constantly to do with the business of the

stage must some time or other pause and reflect on the

‘phantemn’ life that the stage presents and its relation to life

in earnest. It would indeed be a miracle if Shakespeare whose

mind was so deeply engaged in the creation of dramatic

illusion did not so pause and ponder.\The life of the stage

y certainly meant more to him than merely ‘the public means

that public manners breeds’, an ill-fortune one of the sonnets

laments.} It is clear from his numecrous references to it that

“he had a lively interest in all that pertains to the practice of

¢ the player’s art as well as a more contemplative interest in

| the meaning and importance of the ‘shadow world” of the
Y \stagel] 3 ik

My concern is not so much with Shakespeare’s references

to the various skills of the actor or the scene-shifter and how

these may be ill-employed or well in the creation of an illusion

of life upon the stage, as_is_the case in Hamlet, for instance,

when Hamlet recognizes the importance of the player’s art,

hails the actors as ‘the absiract and the brief chronicles of

the time’, gives them sound advice not to overdo it but ‘to
preserve the modesty of Nature® and also, finally, uses play-
acting for his own grim purposes, namely, to ‘catch the con-
science of the King’. Nor do I mean Shakespeare’s reflections

on the importance of mimicking as a human activity. [Tt is | -
. rue that in the earlig_. plays, ggsably in the Introduction ofv..'i :

The Taming of the Shrew, Fulius Caesar and Hémlet, references to
the stage carry an implication of the worthiness of.the mimic
art: whereas, later refgf_qgcf:s are_dwgagorw tone, generally
| belittlin thg,s_l:agc and stressing its falseness ﬁd_deg’_ﬁfiou
from Tife in g_a_a{ncstﬁ What caused this shift is an interesting

ben_pect@;e in itself. Was it the fear that his nat might be
subdued to what it works in, like the dyer’s hand? What




entity that -
ains. That is {lie most striking featt
tvity age, onc that always has a profound i ot
our consciousness as beings absorbed in our little performs

on that other stage we call life.\To regard the stage as a sha
) world .is an Of}__:{'_fERE@E@@, platitude; it is also one of the ar
' al images in literature.

The idea itself is very ancient. In the West, Pytha‘g{&as_
P -~ B L
4 \{E

n of life as a self-co
- sus

lato have employed it, and it is deeply interwoven with
astern thought and expression as in India;]There is-a special
reason why the idea should have made a fresh imEa.ct on the
Elizabethan” dramatist. The ritual theatre of the Middle Ages
had not sharply marked off the events of the stage from the
‘real’ world of the audience. It is only with the rise of the
Elizabethan theatre that the illusion created by the stage
became, as it were, an autonombus world, thus giving point
¥{and poignancy to those corresporidences which it has with
the world in earnest.) The ‘mirror held up to Nature’ would,
of course, reflect the reality represented by the audience. But
(“that simple relation was complicated by the perception that
) life itself contained stage elements—dramatizations and ‘play-
v A_acting’ which we associate with the natures and doings of all
deceivers and dissimulators. [The two senses of the term ‘Hypo-
crites,” actor on the stage and dissimulator in life were ever
very close. And Shakespeare uses _terms li.ke AMe,ﬁMom,
play a_part with a subtle double meaning which

nust not
have been lost on Elizabethan audiences: ‘In_sefmons and
song-books, chronicles and popular pamphlets, E_lizabe@;lﬂ% 3
/vere -(':'onstantly being reminded of the fact that l}_fg_t;g_;;ds-_m_":
A imitate the thgatre_:l(}pmpa.r_iggns between the world and th o
/Stage were so common as to become, in many instances, al
automatic, an unconscious trick of speech.’? </ e
- Though a thcat;gical"éormnonplace, the idea built sl S
‘\Shakespeare’s:/' ag'i-nation and became varioug:,l’y%exf’
Of(biﬁ profoun: insiEhts.) There is a CCW %
the fact that the Latin motto ‘Totus mundus agit !

-




- associated with the Globe Egy'gmse si‘lguld have b&eﬁ
?yjag}_les to play the role of the ‘melancholy’ philosopher.
s, thérefore, natural to ask: "How J&id Shakespeare use the|
- image of the stage? What peculiar Jgﬂ_g_c_tigg_did_it provoke? |
iow did it enter into his intimate experience of dramatic
eation?” / R 5"
To begin, we should expect a more or less casual use
of it merely as a common element of the web_of language.
¢As an activity constantly present to the attention, staging
Laqd acting would naturally occur in the plays as the stuff of
~figurative expression. [When the image of the stage occurs in
this way, it may not be particularly evocative of philosophic

\ﬁ’/
reflection nor possess any peculiar dramatic force by reason
of its special connectjon with character or theme. It may occur

> simply| as rlagtoricagiadding.\, Or, or the other hand, it may
perform™the more complex function of making the dramatic
texture coherent a?r}p‘ intricate=~Tt might also. perhaps illumi-
nate the central m€aning of a play by being its dominant image
/in the way the fmage of the hidden lcer infecting the whole
body may be said to express the central meaning of Hamlel.
1A close look at the text will reveal that Shakespeare uses the
¢image with all this stylistic diversity for purposes great and

"'f’lé_-;:_nall_;? What is more to my purpose here is to ask whether, as

ine his use_of this image at different stages of his

we exami
. . (S - .
development as dramatic artist, we sense a subtle altération 1n

his attitude to it—something in the manner of its artistic use
| which would imply a deeper alteration in the mind and out-
1 look of the poet.@he stage-life: analogy as it is gengrally em-

—

,-ployed stresses the obvious"c}pposition between the-shallowness
\ and tr n_§_i_§oi'fness of the stage life on the one ﬁanﬂp and the

\/ﬁserene ‘depth and magnitude of Nature on the other. That is
f the references to the image in Shakes-

also the general tenor o
p&ém& 2 rule, they bring out the specific a"s?)ect of the
tage as a shadowing forth of the real world and its consequent

-ag s Faghe o) :
external limitation and inferiority to life as shado%rva‘lnferior

v/ nal lmill €T shadow
—to substance. But as we advance from the earlier Blays to, the
- later we are COnscious of a moduldtion in the use of the im'ﬁge.i

weighy and seriotisness till the world i‘r}rzmgst is itself

- i;f-i-m-l', ied comparison o{@c real World with the stage g
, Jin
Y ked Tipon, more or less, as a kind of stage illusion shadowing




forth a reality beyond our ken. [What was considered -
substance before, the solid .grgy}ld of our existence, begins
~ pe something like the shadow world till, in the final stages
Vithe transformation, as in The Tempest, it ‘1% in sooth, the in. .
) ‘substantial pageant or mere  dream or igj_ihrggtion of something
~ which the ra‘tfana.l__c_onscig__t_‘lsncss ca%ot reach_:]/
The earlier occurrences of the stage-life analogy are, in the
main, a form of playful collocation in which the distinction
{betwecn the two things is never allowed to get blurred. The
world might seem a stage momentarily in a fit of fancy or of
melancholy. Presently, the thought becomes more confirmed,
more meanifgful, grows in the grain, as it were.[ What was

Eformer}y said in jeSt or in the cynical bravado of a Jaques is

uttered with a far different effect in the agonized accents of a
Macbeth or a Lear. Gradually, as it may seem, the attitude
appropriate to the witnessing of a play upon the stage be-
comes the attitude appropriate to the appreh‘gn’dgifjng_ﬂof life._]
In a sense, this is nothing more than the normal img;ﬂvc-
ment of the perspective one expects in the artist’s maturer
vision. And it is most certainly not the result of his acceptance
of a new dogma or philosophic concept. The idea of the world
as a stage does not occur in Shakespeare as the comnion staple
of Platonic or Neo-Platonic thinking. It is never~quite the
_E%ﬂlgﬁg shadows of Plato’s cave or the ngy_s[i_gal‘?isigndof the
74 eo-lilg_td’nists expressed in some such way as thisg "
" *Murders, death in all its guises, all must be to us just such
a spectacle as the changing scenes of a play; all is but the
varied incident of a plot, costume on and off, acted grief and
~Mament. It is not the soul within but the shadow outside of
the authentic man that grieves and complains and acts out
the plot on this world “stage which men have dotted with
‘//sta es of their own constructing.’] 7
—r_l%othing could be more alien to the spirit of _Sh_al_{%s‘pearcan
« drama than this. Shakespeare’s is never this sudden”leap into
/(the seductive depths of the mystic experience. Hi'slli(sréther the
attitude of one who can feel everything from within and from
with'&g\'i)oth at the same time. The seeing of men’s doings as

a drama played upon the stage does-not alienate him from

his sympathies nor give him a loftief stance. We are with him

throughout in the company of ordinary flesh and blood] The :ff.-'::

[
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wisdom of the detachment is very much the wisdom of striv-
ing, suffering, aspiring. But there is the genﬂy:uggcstlon,

itﬁ'c same, that to s ce ourselves as actors in a show might be
the befrmmng of samty'}'// >

I1

The Prologue to Romeo and Juliet refers to the stagmg of the
story of (the star-crossed™ Tovers) srmply as ‘the two~ hours’
traffic of our stage’ for that is what it is. However grun and
serious the action, it is but a mimlckmg A play is just ‘two
“boards and a passion,” and the passion is nmulated The
“simulation should 1eflect, it is true, something of life’s earnest-
ness in a recognizable form. 'EOthumst, it would be what that
other story of star-crossed “lovers became in_the hands of
Bottom ard his fellow actors—the most ld.]“ﬂCI'ltd.b]C comedy
and the most cruel déath of Pyramus and Thisbe. Nor need
we despisethe delicious absuullt\ nanitom efforts at creating
'stagu 1IIu51on"§Th( seus would assure us that, after all, ‘the
best in this’ Lmd are but C}‘aduua and the worst no worse
1f imagination amend them. To which HipﬁgI{fta would
retort: ‘It should be your 1macrmat10n then, not theu‘s
Whether it is the actor’s or the spectator’s, the moral of it is
the same. The illusion of the stage has only a brief ténure and
lasts just so long as imagination sustains it. Its existence
depends on the odd chance of our being able to sustain 1tag
In A _Midsummer Night's Dream,)it is true, the opposmon is
ot the sm_}Plf confronting of stage 111u510n with réality. The
/' { image occurs in a diffused way. OUI sense of realism is sharply
/' set off against all kinds of mental creations; the diverse pro-
geny of the imagination, drcamlng or wakmg, is contrasted
with it, If all through this mmghng of dream, lovers’ phantasy,
folk-lore and myth, stage illusion as well as the sober sense of
the earth we tread, we retain our b'\.lapﬁ'e, it is largely because
of the ; presence of the two pr1nc1pal purveyors of realism in the
play—the imperious, patronizing man of action, the aristocratic
Theseus and the equally vital Béttom at the other end of the
(sczﬂc jThc v1t§t}1ty of Bottom 1s of the essential kind. It is the

V\,/zsort of self-assertion that one imagines is bound up with our

ability to exis exist—the underlying urge to live by con pa.lly/ _




ircumstance. |His involvement in dream
lieve of the two hours’ traffic of the stage will
him confuse illusion with reality. His feeling for

1, for ‘oats and hay’ never deserts him. There is never any i
L g of his radiant “resourcefulness, all bent, for the
?F'.'mom@nt,_ in the task of producing the mock business of ‘the
- young Pyramus and his love Thishe: very tragical mirth’,
according ights. He presses everything into use—is
“indeed the soul of improvization—and leaves nothing to

chance: two great qualities of the theatre producer. -~

For the realist“Theseus, a play is but ‘an abrid%einent for

an evening.’ In an off-hand manner he demands, ‘Is there no
ﬁpla to ease the anguish of a torturing hour ?’ Theseus could
have been, one imagines, co-author of the wise Baconian
precept, ‘It is not good to remain too long in the theatre.’ [He
strides into the Fifth Act royally and proceeds to unravel the
tangled skein of fact and fancy very much in the manner of his
successor, the legendary Alexander, who reportedly resolved
~the Gordian knot with one blow of his sword:]
R J
I never may believe H
These antique fables, nor these fairy toys.
| Lovers and madmen have such seething brains,
Such shaping fantasies, that apprehend
More than cool reason ever comprehends.
v‘,/« ~The lunatic, the lover and the poet. ..

How easy is a bush supposed a bear!

It is all said in the grand_manner of Feudal Hall oratory by
J a man Of_hC_I;OiEJ deeds who has also in him, perhaps, something
\ of the Iatter-day éfpire-builder. He is, at the same time, the
" kindly patron and has the characteristic humanity of the
born aristocrat:

For never anything can be amiss, | ﬂ
When simpleness and duty tender it. & |

Bt o3

//Amidsummer madness. And he is addressing himself, it would

p————

iHis verdict is unmistakable; it is firmly against all form of




AT e Stage Image in Shakespeare

seem, parucularly to those who allow themselves to be swa'ﬁd e
Zovermuch by these creations of the 1mag1na.t10n. So the poet |
is left somewhat uneas’f yoked, as he is, with lunatics and
lovers. Neve 1eless, in Theseus S CO ents we have some of
the aptest “words ever used to describe the poetic activity. “
They do appear much like a pacaning of the power of the
imagination and of the poet’s pen. There is little doybt, how-
ever, thgr{uhe poet’s power is mentioned only to empha asize the
steep co st with the thinness 6f substance, ‘the"airy nothing’
which the poet’s words enshrine. It is as if to say, ‘After
Call, to what 11ttle purpose are the great talénts_of the poets
(employed" VI
In this connectlon one, must notice the-obvious parallel
between this earlier Drea,m and the later” dream ;epresented
, by The Tempest.|The venue of each is an enchanted spot—
Athenian wood or tempest- tossed island—with it a fairy
music and its own population of elves and sprites. Both have
to do with the dream-like"world born of younglove, magic or
art; and they I(:’Idtt that werld with life in earnest whlch has its
demands of moral obligation, though, of course, in the Dream
moral obligation is only nominally present. Both have a formal
stage-presefitation along with the viewers’ comments on the
theatrical illusion so created. There is in both a centfal figure
who makes the final pronotincements and defines for us the
concludmg mood and sentiment on which thc whole_vision
is to closc.\And these final words are rachcally dlfferent are,
mdeed opposed in their 1m%)mt and in the reflection thcy
- J/t provokc While (the pontifical Theseus; ﬁrmly tCStlﬁGS against
*falry tgys and antique fa.blcs as well as against the phantoms
Jthat career upon the stage, thcweg,o less ponnﬁ(,al Prospero
;) \goes on to asgert that this solid-s€¢éming reality is itself c f of the

stuff of dredﬁq and 1111131011 \So that by 1mp11c5t10n the pro J

ducts of the 1mag1nat1on gam in seriousness and reality which
was S0 brusquely and confidently denied to them_hy_'I‘heseus.
It looks as if the Theseuses of the world are not ot going to have
the last word on a matter to which their masculine minds are
apt to o be a little op‘a.'cllue And the vastly different ways in which
these two ° V1510ns leave their imptess upon us would indicate
the d1stance Shakespeare’s mind and art have travelled in
the interim.

<
s

L“"'?I_L.;h’.

Py,




the worldmcﬁ'asa

din a way expresswe of the s mt of the carly
tﬁat young and unclouded world any pai ..
s owness or msubsta.ntlahty must pe a;(‘ ce be soge
of a pose.\It is not the painfully achieved Yruth but rather
ch;d_{me ncholy or else the result of some
, some kink of character, some secret sen%%{f‘:guﬂt not
| engendered by anything that happom in a{lc play but sunply
brought by a character ab initto and fully ticulated. There is

a fa.rmlg likéness between Jaques’s ‘All the wofﬁ:l; a stage.’
and Antonio’s, ‘I hold the world but as the world, Gratiano, a

stage where everyone must play his part and mine a sad one.A#
Jaques’s is, of course, the painless fyrm of poetizing which so L
a.dm.u'a.bly suits the mood of Monsieur I\/Iclancholy In Anto-
nio’s words there is a touch of excessive dbandonment to
grief. His gloom seems to be réal though largely unaccounted
for within the ambit of the pld) s action. ¥ g~
“When we meet him first he is tl]rmdy tainted by his world- |
%g@r_mcss which remains a constant feature of his character -
oughout. So that it has been a problem for the d,ramau.e.t to. =
pt:Ish him off at the end of the play where he has to be left e
like a poor scayeérow outside the magic circle of married
BII—S.EJAS Auden ‘puts it: ‘If Antonio is not to fade away into

nonentity, then the mar ried couples must enter thenﬁted
house and leave Antonio standing alone on the d

stagc outside the Eden from which, not by the choice of

othcrs but by his own nature he is cé‘ludcd ‘His exclusive =48
affection for Bassanio calls attention to itself and it is d difficult .
to avoid the suggestion that his sadness s_pn__x_lg'_s_ﬁ'om that
source. He is portrayed as a melancholic who is incapable of

Mwﬁ:,m’ as a man whose emonona.l life is concenu'awd 5
3 n a ofh:s n sex.’” We note that he is ?.,.,. Ap-

prised of B ’s intention to go on a courting _
Ahiﬂ

T
-

well ed and newly-discovered lady, wher 1 he opens
p!aj h ‘I know not why I am so sad. .. M i




“Well, tell me now, what lady is the same B ‘
To whom you swore a secret pilgrimage i
That you to-day promised to tell me of?

So when Salanio says of Antonio’s }/lings for Bassanio, ‘I
think he only loves the world for him’ we believe it. And when

we hear Antonio declaie: “»~°

I am a tainted wether of the flock

Meetest for death; the weakest kind of fruit

Drops earliest to the ground and so let me.
we not only believe him but even glimpse a shad\cfnff of guilt
that seems to have long clouded his mind.{When, therefore,
such an Antonio says, ‘I hold the world but as the world =
Gratiano; a stage where everyone must play his part and -/
ﬁ'ﬁ'ﬁé a sad one’, Gratiano must take him to be putting on an
act and playfully proceed to say, if everyone must indeed
play a rdle he would opt for that of the Fool! ~7/ A

f Antonio sees the world as a stage because of his~“tainted’

mind, Jaques sees it in that light merely as a pl(:’lsant poctlcal
exercise which feeds his own self-esteem. His is a leisurely ‘-"//
pomt by point elaboration, all a little too neat“and cut out. 1
.nThere is a touch of ﬂamboya.nce in Jaqucs s cynicism which
umust express itself in over-working the image:

All the world’s a stage,

And all the men and women merely players:
They have their exits and their entrances;,
And one man in his time plays many parts,
His Acts being seven ages. . . vf

This and the seven table;ux with-which Jaques elaborates
he analogy, read like an lndepcn poem, the product of a

V) mind that only sports an affected melancholy, not g ﬁnely

v/\soured by life’s ex -experience. Jaques is clearly indulging

huggmg his most humorous sadness,)Each of the seven pictures




)t exactly a Tragcdy For a Trag_t_:dy would imply
\____ome sort of ‘em athy’ on the author’s part, whereas Jaques
stands aloof. In effect, ‘What a ludicrous show’ Say‘st
Iaque3° and he, the showman, thank God is untouched
by it! The rlan?ge of the world as a stage is, thereforc, held at
an arm’s remove, as it were; Jaques plays with it. We know on
very go‘gl a}lthonty, that of tﬁuke Semor »that Jaques is no
sucking innocent and that he has had & ast ye an hardly
regard his ¢ display of w ‘/,1 s a gallant’s innocent dwersmn it
18 certamly more mendacious than that. And yet ‘his usyof thc
stage image has certamly something of the gallant’s amateunsh
Epoctlzmg about it. - _,
That Jaques’s percepnon of the world as a stage has little to '
do with genuine feeling is well brought out by the context.
His provocation for the image came from the Duke Senior’s:

Thou seest we are not all alone unhappy:
This wide and universal theatre
Presents more woeful pageants than the scene

Wherein we play in.
/

r

—where the image is used to emphasize the need for spoﬁta—-
neous sympathy. It is an invitation to see the whole pageant,
of which our little concerns and sufferings are an 1ns1gmﬁ,cant
part Jaques’s answer to the call for sympathy is a mockmg
es, indeed, the world is a stage, and Lord, how ludicrous
the sp_cctacle I” But his cynicism can do no damagc for Orlando
arrives just then, and the words of the Duke Senior, “Welcome.
set down your vcncrablc burden, and let him eat’ restores
%3 to Nature. Thus Jaques’s speech ' 1s flanked on ecither side
with an insistence on the healthier response which serves as a
corrective. ¥ /
In both these caseg“—those of Antotfio) and | _]a ues—the
image has a certain relatlon to character, it is true, but_does .
not indicate an atgtu > that grows out of experience ip the |

4/ \course of"}he play’s ac ion. {}Z comes into the play, more or
less adventitiously as 2t alogy that serves to express a4




25 S-: seems to have on Shakespeare’s mind.

ttlc is yet revealed of the ng hold the image

111

f_In the Histories, we s expect, this image would acquire
i—wforce and a special bias, perhaps, because of the obvious

ought that history is an action played upon the stage of this
orld Ui

e

ime hast}mady set a distance between what happens
as an immediate €xperience of living persons and t holdcrs
ho now w jtg} the show. We now see it asfan extended vision)
A hls.tonﬁjg lay must needs be the seeing of some kind of a
pattern in the flux of events. Such a pattern must emerge from
our probing of causes and of the motives of men who figure in
history. Even the most elementary philosophy of history would
1mply the 11n1Lng of cause with effect, the distant with the
mediate, the scarcely guessed “at germ, the unmanifest,
with its full manifestation.| Things that were obscure to-the
actors on the stage of life should be clear to us, the beholders.
~All this would re—mfbrce an 1dca of history as a kind of play-
>1ng upon the stage. s
In Shakespeare’s! h]story plays the image occurs sometlmes
mc1dentﬁ1y as when in I{mg jpkn Philip the Bastard a
refers to the qcroyles, the mangy fellows at the siege of Ang1ers.

i

By heaven, these scroyles of Angiers flout you, kings,
And stand securely on their battlements

As in a theatre, whence they gape and point

At your mdustrlous scenes and acts of death.

A
Or _g(ben in Henry VI, Pt. 3, W@f&yl_ vows to revenge the
( death of his rother) AR

Why stand we like soft-hearted women here,
Wailing our losses, while the foe doth rage;

Comcdlesﬂﬁ docs-not induce serious L4




eyt And look upon, as if the tragedy
“ e Were played in jest by counterfemng__a({;s?

Though here the comparison between drama and li:['e
matter of common dramatic vocabulasy.- it has a spe
ference to the situation and state of mlnd of th
@ arwick,'the kmg-maker, has been 1 momentamly 1501/\2:16ﬁ-om '
‘f/n attle: now the news of the killing of his brother suddenly =

makes him see that his inactivity was unnatural' , that it was asz e

if he had become a passive spectator at a play 1nstead of bemg
an actor on the stage c of h1story The h1storv plays are full
\s ch instances where the i image is ca%uafv employed to intén-
/ y the dramatic effect. 7
o’ . » N .
There is, too, a deeper and more intimate conpection be-
tween the stage-life analogy and the career of',;rinces en-
visioned in the history plays. Lverythu}’g/naturally centres
round the ﬁgure and fuTlCllbll of kmgalnp Not only is the
PrmCe an actor upon the cmge of history, but it is 1m_portant
o that he should be conscious of this réle of his and perform it
with some ﬁﬂcs«mw?i He should realize that he stands upon the
stage in the 81ght of all the world subject to their aMplause or
censure as Queen Elizabeth I, herself an adbpt at such neces-
sary play-a actmg, is reported to have maintained. This sense
of the theatré in LmQahlp is gre atly strengthened by the
“symbohc power of all the pomp and C(l(]ﬂﬂﬁy that surrounds
it. The ritual of corondtion is like the assumption of a dramatic
role which is larger “and more mo6mentous than the individual
hfe of the person who bears it.. The person has thenceforth
o put aside his private existence and endeavour to to fill the
v olc watched by a myriad eyes. The consequences of perform-
mg it i1l or well are indeed a matter of ¢ concern, being counted
in terms of the joys and tears of the many who must answer
for the deeds of the kmg Should the performer and the per-
formance prove e spuriouy/the king 1s seen to be a fustian king;
“hls power is all a mockery, and his crown, the paper crown =
of the layer king. s e
Thefc fs thlsg er;asw_g'/;ense of the theatre behind thc e
world of _pohtlcz'ﬂp act1v1ty \And because it 1is spemﬁcally the
pubhc life of men that is mirrored in it, L};?uxtapos;tlon of
private life with public is always of Card lix 1 1mportancé) fOJ%




clothed with the power and trappings of roya ._;'--'
is thus seen to be but a king of shreds and patches; 1
is like 2 man wearing stolen garments too large for his size
Lear, too, is seen diminished to a shadow of himself. Rbeis
Henry V which prcser:?Shakespeare’s(ideal ing fforcefully
elaborates the stage_im#ge in _order to set forth the earthlsv}
A glory 0?.,£ingship_.]The Chorus becomes the master of cere- 3
monies and invites us to sit and see ‘Minding true things by
what their mockeries be’. His ostensible purpose is to bewail the
inadeg'u%i?s of the wooden O and the stage prgentatiow-
ing upon the audience to,eke them out with their imaginations:

[ -
S———

O! for a Muse of fire. that would ascend
The brightest heaven of invention;

A kingdom for a stage, princes to act

And monarchs to behold the swelling scene.

[The more important conside‘z‘;gtion is thatthis inyocation to

the Muse is also the epic poet’s formal prayer. [The epical

- treatment of the subject informs the whole action of the play

often at the cost of the drama, and, in effect, heightens the

impression of the stage by setting the action on a loftier plane

than that of common life.}Similarly, the opposition between

¥ \lz;ﬁé private and public lifc of the king secems to acquire a
J

- v ' . = -
eculiar poignancy in the play. On the nlgIEt before ﬁ ncourt,

Henry should painfully brood on ceremfiony, place, degree
and-fg_rm which create awe and fear in other men thus separat-
v/ |ing the king from the common “man and the king'sgilded,
. burdensoine life from what private men can enjoy,] It is the
proud dream ‘that plays with a king’s repose’ and must needs
| demand a sort of betrayal of the personal life. That is, per-
: haps, why Henry’s coﬁl‘éhip of Katherine has to be so crude
| and no Iess“‘érﬁccless than his rejection of Falstaff—1 know
thee not, old man: fall to thy prayers’. On the night before y
/Agincourt Henry remembers the price his father paid for thel .,
{#4rown, unmindful of the price he himself has paid for the ) v
earthly glory of kingShip. vf L

e




at t .
“III. Only, 1 {’P w1tl1 thc hv of Te
with the simulated humans of the stage—the
bemg, perhaB/,}ls greatest triumph in this
¢ is_of the great company of villains who are dissim¥lators,
) (]la,udms, Tago, Qﬁacbﬁfh Edh'{und But, in a sense, he i
“the more complete actor-vﬂlam than any of these; his is
urely the triumph of the actor’s ability to play many roles.
‘3%,6 is throughoﬁ{) conscious of, and indeed quu‘f;::ttes in his
mmand of theatre. Tt i t is as if thc harm he causes is merely 3
inci enta.l' “and of subsidiary interést to _him, béing only the
occasion for a taste of his own dc]1c1011§ mastery. He himself

announces his 1 rna.ny “roles early when he appears in Henry VI
¥LPt. 3 and then proceeds to make good his every word: w2~

Why, I can smile and murder whiles I smile,

And cry ‘content!’ to that which grieves my heart,
And wet my cheeks with artificial tears,

And frame my face to all occasions.

I’ll down more sailors than the mermaid shall. ..
I can add colours to the chameleon,

Change shapes with Protheus for advantages,

And set the murderous Machiavel to school.

In his theatr: 1cal schcmes he employs the assistance of similarly
gifted characters to support his main“réle. Bucklngham for
\ instance, can rival him in that talent:
Tut, I can counterfeit/the deep tragedlan, )
Speak and look “back, and pry on every side,
Tremble and start at wagging of a straw,
Intending deep suspicion.
L
</ Richard III thus demonstrates the power of(dlabohcal acting
by filling the stage of history with bloody deeds. And the
mcantatorx_ catalogue of the sorrowmg queens bemoans the
de_:g ruin _caused to the private life. Nature, at last, nght&




he must stage a chtaon w1th tho@hts far ﬁ
personae and end up with: |

Thus play I in one person many Peoplc,
[ And none contented.

{ It is mgmﬁcant that, while Richard thus whlmm__"j-. ly
l (thh figmerits, to the humble gardemer is given -
_ [vision of the State as a garden that needs the prumf
¥~ of the alert mon'uch With what manifold appropriater
does this image come to us, therefore, when York descr
the triumphal processmn of the proud, unscrupulouS,
practical Bolingbroke in which Richard is seen to d

jito a complete noncntlt}' T

- As in|a thratrc Jthe eyes of men,
After a well-grac’d actor leaves the stage,
Are idly bent on him that enters next,
Thinking his prattle to be tedious;
Even so, or with much more contempt, men’s eyes
Did scowl on Richard. 74

In the Roman plays)there is an emphasis op the
business as a ~mimicking that requires a purposefu
a formal perfectlon of its own. Brutus, after ﬂm
: has been seTafoot exhorts his fellow conspirators
Good gentlemen, look fresh and men/:tly, e
Let not our looks put on our purposes, :




tion, Cassius and Brutus n
conscious use of the i_.‘r_na;ge- to descril
s of history and its guardians: w

RS
- Cassius:  How many ages hence o
| Shall this our lofty scene be acted o’er,
| In states unborn and accents yet unknown !
Brutus: How many times shall Claesar bleed in sport,
That now on Pompey’s basis lies along
No worthier than the dust! v

e

* [This was, of course, during that phase of Shakespeare’s develop-
v-D. ment when his faith in the worth and significance of the
actor’s profession was still bright and joyous and unclouded.
Later references in the Roman Plays show the actor in a
\/imeaner light though his technical skill seems to be highly
regarded and even feared. Coriolanus, in that great scene of
his meeting with Volumnia, for instance, simply says, ‘Like
V4 dull actor now I have forgot my part.” Or, in Zroilus and
Cressida, Ulysses describes the way Achilles sits in his tent
listening to Patroclus’s mimicking of Agamemnon and the
rest: how Patroclus ‘pageants’ them with scurrilous _jests like
a ‘strutting plg_)}'gf whose conceit lies in his hamstring’. And
Cleopatra has visions of how she will be treated in Rome: ..,.’/
The quick comedians
Extemporarily will stage us, and present
Our Alexandrian revels. Antony
Shall be brought drunken forth, and I shall see
Some squeaking Clecopatra boy my greatness
I’ the posture of a whore.

-

> Te 3l

(Between these references to the image and thos%l?tl}c: .-
tragedies and romances there seems to be a considerablé gul oty

€ History may resemble a staged play and the actors on that

- {stage may themselves be aware of their theatrical roles. B;:t -
"~ ther > 1S N j i 1C1 1 1 1 is any t -
| there 18 no suggestion that participation in hxitaory is any the




Tk Stage Image in Shakespeare Y

attitude of withdrawn contemplation 1

cular influence on character in the sense of ipdu
0 et’éEHr}f;_:;ift. The Histories are a profoun

contrary. There is always the obligation fo~act and
with full involverient in the moment,”Any proneness &

R

istories, the perception of the world as a

act :

theatrical attitude—or even (an excessive attachment to th

aesthetic—is weakening as Richard 1T would seem to indi
In the tragedies and the romances, On the other hand,
perception of the world as a stage may be linked yfth c

A

N
5 &

“scious that ‘kingship’ involves a man in some amount of “5s8

\/ f

%

and growth™in character and make some vital contnbuﬁan E
to the progress of the action. 4 ’

i

. 18 _
II s //‘ . . “/- - -'.:
‘The dark Comed;es“)presentf' sort of a transitional”phase m
this respect. In Measure for _Measure, for instance, the some-
what incredible, Duke Vincentio assumes, like an earthlier
: Wtk - s A5 — TIoNE
and less maturer Prospero, the position of actor-director and
organizes an action for quite clevated purposes. He is con-

dramatization and is a little restive in that role:v,,

.1 love the people
But do not like to stage me to their eyes.

~He knows, besides, that such acting cannot lightly be dis-
‘missed as unwholesome because it is so necessary. He, intis
fact, practises the player’s %rt and rehearses his role—how
to bear myself formally like a true _Eriar’:in order to prepare ‘
for his sclf-ilnpg*se(f‘:fask as stage-manager and obscure_wfiréf _
puller;|As the lewd Lucio_characterizes it, not cﬁ'tirely :
‘justly,' ‘It was a mad fantistical trick to steal from the s
tand usurp the beggary he was never born to’*For a
thré'*ﬁﬁke"ﬁ'ﬂiﬁy'ﬁéérﬁ‘énwre appears to be vindicated
_the great dialogue which seems to put the puritdnical
Yitself on trial, Isabella conjures up the image of the
as a stage, as seen from an extra-human standpoint:

Y




~ Drest in a little briel iy, 4 o S
~ Most ignorant of what he is most assur’d ?
His glassy essence, like an angr ape, g
Plays such fantastic tricks before high heaven =
As make the ange}s weep. _

't

The Duke’sL‘white-m%c encounters) ‘day-light’ diffic It
verything does not go according to plan; the som
v/“incalculable in human nature makes men do the _unexpected.
Anm‘é_éhér'y" in ordering Claudio’s execution despite
A Isabella’s supposed fulfiliient of her part-of the contract
Springs a surprise. ‘Saint’ Barnardine absolutely refuses to
oblige by dying at the right mo7ment for the convenience of
g_the hidden contriver. And the unsilenceable Lucio haunts thew
muffled Duké and pursues him relentlessly like his_scourge, \
nh‘l_g'gji_l}g‘_'ﬁ't proper punishment for presuming toqgggﬂg:_m%’age &
a reality far too Vital and subtle to be subjected to a formula.
‘Lucio is like an unruly extempore actor crept without per-
mission into the Duke’s tidy morality drama.’® We hear the
laughter of the gods at man’s attempts to emulate them.,
And one cannot be too sure that Isabella’s description of the
ape-like antics of self-assured man, dressed in a little biief
authority, may not extend to the Duke himself. His initial
impulse to imitate the theatre is in itself suspect. There was
in it some sort of a harmful confusion between real life and
our vision of it as a stage. It was like under-rating the depth
nd intimacy of life, or putting the abs_gr“écfégéﬁ‘fg the concrete, .
implifying living experience to fit it into a syggmatig for-
7 mulation, The Duke is highly regarded as one who, above al

sought to know himself. His attempt to treat life as a theX

must add to his understanding because of what he suc
in doing and what he failed to do. But that is no
wof the play’s intention. ¥/ A e |
In the tragedics, (the ima
effect on character And at Ie

.

L@

ce

° Play. The image of the stage in 2

' St career “of crime. W
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']_f'-c_{-n}orrow, and to-morrow, and to-morrow
/ e B ey REERE o o
Life’s but a walking shadow; a poor player
That struts and fréts his hour upon the stage,
A= oy = [e==e 2
And then is heard no niore. It is a tale
CTold by an idiot, full of sound and fury,

v /[ Signifying nothing.
s — =

4

All the images that occur in the passage can be shown to

spring from a great deal that happens in the play; but, perhaps.
ing himself as ‘the

the special significance of Macbeth’s seel
(poor_player strutting and fretting his hour upon the stage’
is not always realized. We are aware that Macbeth reaches
#here the Icu@inati‘fﬁ'n of a process of inner change that had
( been sgt"in motion by the impulse of the first crime. [As
VSﬁantay"ana said, we seem to miss whatever meaning Shakespeare
had in mjnd if we fail to see that l\fiiqbefh_ji_i_rpmgssiyc here.
This is his final momént of(radiant self-knowledge, and then
he ends up as onc of those stage tyrants that Bottom would
have loved to play, ‘a part to tear a cat in, to make all split’—
not, though, before he has achieved, in this soliloquy, an
(aceurate definitiont of the state he has arrived at.
vy f;Mac;bcth'had wished to do the deed as if it were an action
1_1_]35; _Ehc sia”éc'. Before the forces released by that deed have
spent themselves quite, he finds himself reduced to ‘the
poor player’ he wishec%/biinsclflo be while the act was a-doing¥
From the first sprouting of the cﬁy_ﬂ_'gloﬁéﬁ?Tﬁ_f::ﬁfcatrica]
uggestion had firm grip on his mind:

Two truths are told, /

As happy prologues to the swelling act
Of tthe imperia]‘/ eme.) .3,

His words echo the ‘prologue-like’ Chorus of Henry V:

P ——

-

A kingdom for a\sfgz;gc, princes to act
And monarchs to behold the swelfing scene.

e —

"

Lady Macbeth’s apostrophe:




-, as well as her ad_] ‘/atlon to her husband to look lik
V; but be the s Ccrpent u under it, are all cast in theé%
£ agbet ’s pretended g grief: ‘The lees of life is drawn,
mere lees is left this vault to brag ‘of’ as well as his real
‘I have almost forgot the tasfg,of fears. The time has been.
announce that his inner progress is that of one who has
Uhis moormgs in Nature and is propel]ed into the vl}ollow life
~ the stage puppet. There is (an increasing d]sconnectlon‘ ;
life and Nat ature till Macbeth realizes that he can only end
as a blustermg ﬁfrant of melodrama. He ha Iﬂ t‘/.nvoked
d of the spirit of theatre to commit his initia e, because
v own soul had risen agalmt it. His wish is lromcally ful-
filled; he has, indeed, become an actor in a more complete
sense than he had 1mag1ned Vv A
The image of the stage)has taken on a meaning and a force
ich brmgs it closer to the final pcr‘ée tion n of life as a stage. ‘
F or Macbeth, though cvil, has the greatriess of I\@Bﬁ’s—m :
and what 1s more, the saving grace of a pwlon whic
/Kenables him to see himgelf as he 1s. His words have an overto
which asserts itself in other and holier circumstances
too, life does assume the appearance of a stage, In The Wi
Tale, for instance, while there is ta.Ik of a second marria ge
/e

ecure an issue for the throne, Leontes protests v

———

No more such wives; therefore, no wife: one worse,
And better us’d, would make her sainted spirit
Again posscss her corpse and on this stage,—
Where we’re offenders now,—appear soul-vcx d
And begin, ‘Why to me: [
4 i i
So a]so has K.mg Lear learnt his 16356n thorot
'to that state of m.md whlch e




Thou must be pa.t:tent we came ¢
Thou know’st the first time that we smell

We wail and cry. T will preach to thee: :

¢ When we are born, we cry that we are come
v/ g.To this grcat stage of fools.

L. C. ng ts kays, ‘There is no immediate way of
how we should take these wor .. The question is wh
what we have here is fa weary Subsidencé into the “only
that is ultimately posmb]e or whether, although repr
an extreme point of weariness and denial, it masks the
| bility of some genuine resilience of the spirit.’* When e v |
| in the light of all that happens in the play this is clearl
to be just such a summ"gnzmg comment as 1s Mac.-

with this difference that Macheth’s is the recognition of a

totally negative prospect while this 1mp11es a rcnewal hidden

in denial. Lear’s story is the story of ar’s reblrth And

o/ Yreborn Lear has a strangely detach ed spirit gained by

v ‘quiet, joyful recSghition of the world as a stage: '

So we’ll live,
And pray, and sing, and tell old. tales and laugh
At gllded butterflies and hear poor rogues _
: Talk of court news; and we’ll talk with them too, -
- Who loses and who wins; who’s in, who’s out; |
And take upon’s the mystery of things,
As if we were God’s spies: and we’ll wear out,
In a wall’d prison, packs and sets of great ones
That ebb and flow by the moon.

v | _
\/T his is {the still point )expre\f:;i{e of the highest ¢
samg_Lcar achicves and is possible for man. It i
positive : afﬁrmatmn the p]ay ma]fés desp1tc all 16 of

T T
Ao 41
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ed as .t\};/un_guesti@mci solidity c
s now seen to be identical with—nof merely cc
he extreme ins@@%ﬁaﬁw of (stagé illusion. §
full circle. Our lives themselves are the .. m fro:
‘being awakened, we should desire no longer to remain del
But the dream itself is a kind of ﬁleta.ﬁyr speaking to us
.ﬁg:eticg_l mode, conveying intimations of a reality beyond tl
v,

vl

asp. of our waking consciousness.” Here, again, thegi-;s'_-,

ne_g_-ative?:- 3
.. .the great globe itself,~
Yea, all which it inherit, shall disSolve
(And, like this insubstantial pageant faded,
2 Leave not a rack behind. .- :
but one that hides a sense of fulfifment. [The image of the world {
gseen as a stage is thus linked with Shakespeare’s mora_tb{;rvcep;- s
(tion. It is a splendid embodimeiit of what may be called ¥ his /
‘open’ or naturalistic ethic which requires no @osgphic or
creligious buttressing and yet implies an intense“concern with
v (values realizedin a resolute facing of life. This is partly, at
* least, the basis of his universal appeal. The truth is, his
is so congruous with Nature that any theoretical imposi
only results in our misreading him. And the image of
(stage becomes, in his hands, a progressive vehicle of mean
/| What was simply a common element of Shakespeare’s dramatic
'/Wocabular}r becomes a powerful expression of his final commen
- ftd 43 - /7
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: | -J-E.S. has been wholly devoted to a
SITHgle_t}leme: Shakespeare. The emphasis of the Number
as been mainly onan account, though brief and rapid, of
Sha.kes‘:peare’s impact on the varioustl_aggﬁages and literatures
of Indla.. An attempt has been made in these essays to consider
translations, adaptations, stage performances (in the original
or in Inc.lian language versions) of Shakespeare, critical and
!:)wgraphlcal works and, furthermore, original creative writ-
ngs, dramatic and otherwise, patently inspired by Shakespeare.
Lack of space has prevented us from presenting a bibliography
of Indian language translations and adaptations; for.some
languages, there are useful hand-lists; for an all- ’di{{

icture,
the bibliography published by the National Libz ary of Qafcutta,

much superior to a similarly planned bibliography prepared
by the Sahitya Akademi, is reasonably full and can provide
a dependable working basis for research and serious study.]
It will be seen that a few Indian languages are not re-
presented here.{Kashmiri, about the position of which I made
a reference to Professor Jia Lal Kaul, offers rather meagre
materials that are relevant. The scholars who were requested
to write on Sinighi and Pay_jaﬁi failed at the eleventh hour
owing to unforeseeable personal difficulties. Nevertheless,
from the accounts of the other languages, a total picture of
Shakespeare’s impact on Indian literatures emerges, a picture
that perhaps not incorrectly rcpresents' th\f_:___.positzor.l in those
languages too. |For sheer rcasons of hIStO‘I‘lcal. acud?nt, t;he
English language came to certain areas of India earlier than
e e o the same reasons, these arcas took to a
study of English litérature—and thus of Shakespeare—carlier
than the other areas:]And once schoolboys and college under-

S

A—— - —

graduates were stimulated to an apprcci%bn of Shakespeaf’e
by such fine teachers as Henry Vivian DeRozio and Dayvid

Lester Richardson, and once the Indians had received the
exhilarating experience of seeing the Shakespeare -pla- per-
formed (by companies which had, not unoften, Indian actors
co-operating with them even as they had. 'CO'%PCIS?f?d m,th
that amazing Russian adventurer, Herasim Lebedeff who

—




d in Calcutta in the last decades of the eighteent
- and staged plays in both English and Bengali), onc

Indians realised that here was a drama in many sign;
ways different from their own traditional drama, it i
 take them long to translate Shakespeare in their own la
and, more often, to adapt Shakespeare to suit Indian

tions and tastes. |L believe three names stand o t in an ag
of the Shakespeare-impact in ngi_a; Girish Ghosh, the
actor-manager-playwright of Calcutta; Ganpatrao Joshi, ¢
Marathi actor, perhaps the greatest Shakespeare-actor
India in_vﬂye praise I find the Calcutta newspapers of th
day eloquent; and Agha Haidar Kashmiri whose translations
iof Shakespeare in Hind¥Stani betame popular all over India
and even beyond India (for example, in Singapore and Malaya)
wherever Indians lived. Even I have recoﬁ&%ﬁns of seeing as
a small boy a Tusciously melpdramatic version in Hindustani
of Hamlet in a Hindustani theatre in Dacca.]

The time has come carefully to stuwdy and evaluate the
nature of Shakespearc’s impact. I cannot exactly anticipate

' the full scope of such a study but in at least thre€ respects
the study should be valuable.

(1) An examination of the adaptations will bring out a
number of variations between Indian and English taste. Has
the Indian admired everything that is Shakespeare’s? To
offer only one instance: I find one Purnachandra Basu writing

3‘ in the last century a strident condemnation of Shakespeare on
|*the ground that the English playwright deals with myrder
and blgodshed which are inadmissible in the pacific tradition
of Sanskrit drama. Such a point of view as Basu’s—and this
is by no means a solitary point of view of this kind—raises
the question: how does the intelligent Indian reader fit in
Shakespearean drama with the traditional Indian ideals of.

literature in general and drama in particular? Again, in the

Indian versions, names of the dramatis” personae are as a rule
Indianised, for understandable reasons, but when the course’ =
of dramatic action and situation too is changed, one has to
probe into and explain the nature of such changes and
omissions. Perhaps, too, it would be interesting to comp
these Indian adaptations with such neoclassic adaptation
Nahum Tate’s and puritanic omissions as Thomas Bow:




~ the translated version arise from (a)
to understand Shakespeare, either bec:
knowledge of the English idiom, and esp _
Elizabethan English or on account of any obs
from his own point of view, in the original text;
i translator’s incompetent control over his own lar
. (c) the utter untranslatability of certain portions of St
E peare, untranslatability in aay Janguage; (d) a basic
compatibility between English and the Indian lan
concerned that prevents even the perfectly qualified trans
from rendering Shakespeare into his own language. This
item should be linguistically an important investigation and if
the investigator can make a comparative analysis of variant
f translations in some other languages, Indian and European,
‘ the results may be altogether startling. To give one instance:
in Bengali, Macheth has been translated by some very competent
poets including Tagore; the sonnets by the ablest poets of '
our generation. Nonetheless, there are startling differences
of idiom, rhythm and meaning among the versions. How
responsible is the translator’s particular interpretation of
Shakespeare or his individual passion for a class of idiom
for these variations? This study, I think, should also contribute :
substantially to a general theory of translation. vz R4
(3) Furthermore, a close study of translations, adapta;':
and original works inspired by the reading of Shakespeare,
should bring into a clear relief the nature of Shakes_pearé?ﬁ,
caniversality’. ‘Not of an age, but for all time’, said | en
Jonson, and during the quatercentenary year, the saying i
been quoted again and again, and we in India, celebra
the Shakespeare year, have claimed him not only for all tinr
but for all lands too. But in his essay on “The Age of Eli -
written for the two tercentenary volumes published by
Clarendon Press in 1916, Shakespeare’s England, Sir
Raleigh said: ‘Shakespeare’s admirers abroad do crec
and to themselves, but they cannot teach the lov
friends at home. Their public homage is an cmpty h
who celebrate him more intimately, who love.
for his power but for his humanity.’ I {Iow empty




in A Book qf Homage to Skake.gpeare in 1916 on the «
the tercentenary of Shakespeare’s death): ‘When b
away séa your fiery disk appeared from behind f
O poet, O Sun, England’s horizon felt you near
and took you to be her own.... Then at the silent b
of the Eternal you rose higher and higher till you re
mid-sky, making all quarters of heaven your own.. ..
at this moment, after the end of centuries, the palm grove
_the Indian Sea raise their tremulous branches to the
“murmuring your praise.’ Tagore was right, Ben Jonson W2

right, humbler folk like ourselves are rlght in claiming unl
- versality for Shakespeare. There is no emptiness, notwi -'f
standing Sir Walter Raleigh, in our homage. Shakespeare
today is an authentic part of the Indian I1terary consciousness®~

The occasion of the four-hundredth anmversary of Shakes- o
peare’s birth has been widely celebrated in India. Schools,_
colleges, university departments, public libraries, cultural =%
societies, the Sahitya Akademi, have organized Shakespeare =

sessions have been held, plays have been staged (in E
as well as in Indian language versions), poems and &
have been composed, special issues of journals and magaz
have been brought out, seminars have been conduc
learned volumes to which several scholars and critics
contributed have been published. It is desirable that a
of these various activities, state-wise or language-wise,
be collected, preferably, by the Indian 1 Associafion for
Studies. The special Shakespeare Numbers of Io
i:olumc of critical essays that have been receive

ditorial office will be reviewed in our next num




a hl.gh standg.:d of scholarshl and cntlcal poj_:_ i
results of original investi _gatmn and mdependent-

thmkmg lntendmg contributors a requested to n
in addition to a few full-length articles, this Jo
admits a number of brief ‘N t"ég‘and& Comments’. R,
ba&cd on standard editions of texts, must be place :
end of the article and must be prepared in co ormlty with
the method followed in the MLA4 Spyle Sheet ', the references
should be integrated into the text as far as possible. Contri-
butions, twoﬁzes, of which are to /be aent must be neatly
typewritten in double space on one_ side of the paper only.
The Editorial Committee’s decision on the acceptance or
rejection or modification of articles shall be final. Rejecteti
articles will not be returned. No payment is made for articles :
but contributors will receive ten Lompllméﬁ?ary offprints. All ',i‘-'

articles and all publications intended for review in the Joumal o
are to be sent to:

PROFESSOR A. BOSE
Department of English, University of Calcutta
College Street, Qa_[cyga-l? -

e ——

; Subscriptions, adveriisement enquiries and all otker bzmnm
pondence are to be addressed to: i
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