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Introduction

Introduction

“Why not start with the assumption that other
cultures are not just passive receivers of Western
ideas and images, but active manipulators of such
influences, and that intercultural borrowing is not
simply a one-way process, but something far more
interestingly dialogic?*

The topic of this dissertation emerges out of aerast in the presence of
Shakespeare in Bollywood cinema. Despite the enosmepertory of treatises dealing
with the reception of Shakespeare’s works in a icwltural context, the production and
reception of Shakespearean works in Bollywood cedras not been analysed in any
collection? In spite of the proliferation of off-shoots of Heapeare’s textsn
Bollywood cinema, such &k Duuye Ke Liyédir. K. Balachander, 19813\ngoor(dir.
Gulzar, 1982),Betaab (dir. Rahul Rawail, 1983)Qayamat Se Qayamat TdKlir.
Mansoor Khan, 1988)1942: A Love Storydir. Vidhu Vinod Chopra, 1994), or the
straightforward adaptations d¥lacbeth and Othello by Vishal BhardwajMagbool
(2003) andOmkara(2006),no full-length monograph on Shakespeare in Bollyavbas

appeared yet. So far, critical analyses of Bollywood cinematidf-shoots and

! Craig Latrell, “After Appropriation, TDR: The Drama Revie#4. 2 (2000): 44-47.

% The first volume on Bollywood’s Shakespeare is nbeing edited by Craig Dionne and Parmita
Kapadia. The project is entitld8iollywood’s Shakespeare: Cultural Dialogues ThroMybrld Cinema
and will be published by Palgrave MacMillan. | hasentributed to this volume with a chapter on
Magbool

% Quite interestingly, no volume on Shakespeareéhemsian screen has been published either. In spite
the numerous adaptations likérone of Blooddir. Akira Kurosawa, 1957)Ran (dir. Akira Kurosawa,
1985) — based oNlacbethandKing Learrespectively -One Husband Too Maniir. Anthony Chan,
1988), Chicken Rice Waf(dir. Cheah Chee Kong, 200®), Time to Lovedir. Huo Jiangi, 2005)The
Banquet: Legend of the Black Scorpiir. Xiaogang Feng, 2006) — a free versionHafmlet— The
Tibetan HamletPrince of the Himalayagdir. Sherwood Hu, 2006) or the Indian adaptatidteybool



Introduction

adaptations of Shakespearean works have been tettusporadic articles and chapters
within collections® In their respective essays, Verma and Trivedi id®va
chronological trajectory of the presence of Shakasp in Bollywood cinema, and go
from the early cinematic off-shoots such Kdsoon Ka Khoon(1935) to more recent
ones likeAngoor (1982). In his chapter entitled “All that Remaink Shakespeare in
Indian Film,” Richard Burt does not offer an outline of Shakespén the history of
Indian cinema, but draws attention to the traditwdrhe play-within-the-film in Indian
cinematic off-shoots and adaptations of Shakesjseplays® In the following chapters,
therefore, | intend to analyse the presence of &pdare in Bollywood cinema to

contribute significantly to this field.

Although in the past the study of Shakespeareafonpeances was somehow
restricted to the Shakespearean metropolis, thatEigope and North America,
productions of the Shakespearesuvremade by alien cultures in foreign lands have

become recently the basis of many volurfAgspropriation, misappropriation and re-

(dir. Vishal Bhardwaj, 2003) an@mkara(dir. Vishal Bhardwaj, 2006), they have not beempied in

any volume. See Alexander C. Y. Hua@hinese Shakespeares: Two Centuries of Culturah&xge
(Columbia: Columbia University Press, 2009), 12 forsummary of some of these off-shoots and
adaptations. See also Alexander Huang and CharlBess (eds.)Shakespeare in Hollywood, Asia and
CyberspacgPurdue: Purdue University Press, 2009), 296 foinatlepth analysis of Anthony Chan’s
One Husband Too Marng relation to its specific location in Hong Kong.

* The articles that explore Shakespeare in Bollywoioeéma are: Rajiva Verma, “Shakespeare in Hindi
Cinema.” Inindia’s Shakespearded. Poonam Trivedi and Dennis Bartholomeusz (NDehhi: Pearson
Longman), 269-290; Poonam Trivedi, “Filmi Shakespgd_ iterature/Film Quarterly35.2: 148-58.

® Richard Burt, "All That Remains of the ShakespeRlay in Indian Film." IrShakespeare in Asia:
Contemporary Performancé&d. Dennis Kennedy and Yong Li Lan (Cambridge: Cambwitimiversity
Press), 73-108.

® Richard Burt wrote in 2002 an article which cortcated on Shakespeare in Asian Cinemas, but was
not restricted to Indian cinema. See Richard Bi8hakespeare and Asia in Post-Disaporic Cinemas:
Spinoffs and Citations of the Plays from Bollywota Hollywood." InShakespeare the Movie, Il
Popularizing the Plays on Film, TV, Vidend DVD Ed. Richard Burt and Lynda E. Boose (New York
and London: Routledge Press, 2003), 265-303.

7 Japanese Shakespeare began for instance in theeh®ury and Indian Shakespeare began with the
entry of the British empire in India — ®&entury. Shakespeare was also performed off thstaf Sierra
Leona in the 1% century, although the players were probably Euaope
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interpretation of his plays provide room for cuitiencounter.Shakespearean plays
have travelled abroad and in the process the fooads with the global, creatinggho-
cali-sationthat pervades Shakespearean stutigisakespeare, Bollywood and Beyond
emerges as a product of the interest in world-vekespeares. The cultural exchange
between Bollywood and Shakespeare, and a surprigiagpgue with Western

civilization demonstrates the paradoxical naturBaifywood Shakespeare.

Shakespeare in Asian studies

The past eighteen years have witnessed a numbeewf and challenging
approaches to the interpretation of ShakespeangomAnglophone countries in an
attempt to understand the inter-links and intetiets between Shakespeare and other
cultures. These volumes aimed to show how what veanmby ‘Shakespeare’ is
certainly modified or even amplified beyond the i8spearean metropofi$.in 1993,
Dennis Kennedy's pioneering workoreign Shakespearbegan this critical trend,
though it was still confined to the European wohe of the most ground-breaking
twentieth-century collections i®ost-colonial Shakespeardsy Ania Loomba and
Martin Orkin, where the Shakespearearuvre is read and interpreted from a

postcolonial perspective.At the same time, a large number of articles st upon

® The term “misappropriation” is used by Dennis Kedy, Foreign Shakespeare: Contemporary
Performance(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993). Oltutal encounters, see Geraldo De
SousaShakespeare’s Cross-Cultural Encount@dew York: Palgrave McMillan, 2002).

° Roland Robertson coins the term “glo-cali-satiim™Glocalization: Time-Space and Homogeneity-
Heterogeneity.” InGlobal Modernities Ed. M. Featherstone, S. Lash and R. Robertsonddia Sage,
1995), 25-44.,

19 See for instance Terence Hawkeiganing by Shakespeafieondon and New York: Routledge, 1992).
* Ania Loomba and Martin Orkin (edsBpst-colonial Shakespearélsondon and New York: Routledge,
1998). See also Thomas CartelRepositioning Shakespeare: National Formations, t€dsnial
Appropriations(London and New York: Routledge, 1999) since thakskpearean texts are equally
approached from a postcolonial perspective.
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whether Shakespeare is dislocated, caricaturethrdid, ‘spectralized’ or treated with
reverence as a Western icon in societies wherenteresl through the baggage of
empire. Although several post-colonial communiti®e explored throughout the
compendium, Africa is certainly over-preséhSonia Massai’s edited volum&orld-
Wide Shakespeardsms a wider scope, and includes contributions apost-colonial
adaptations of the Shakespeareanvrewith European appropriations like Pier Paolo
Pasolini'sOthello (Che Cosa Sono Le Nuva&aWhat Are Clouds Like?21967), next
to American ones, such as a new Mexican adaptaiohhe Merchant of Venicé
Massai’'s volume avoids being confined to a postualosegregation mixing post-
colonial readings of certain adaptations with regdithat have little or nothing to do
with empire. Other works of criticism on World Slkeskeare ar8hakespeare without
English— with chapters on Shakespeare in Korea, Japana®anr Spain — dlative
Shakespearesvith an interesting focus on local productionsl dranslations of non-
Anglophone Shakespear¥sAll these volumes have a clear global outlook, aimd to
evaluate the impact and assimilation of Shakespaat#ferent communities across the
globe. These publications show that there is a aswd interest on the

internationalization of Shakespeare.

There has equally been a recent explosion of alitinterest in the ways
Shakespeare has been accommodated to Asia. Ohe afdst intriguing questions in

the dialogue between Shakespeare and Asia is Hamed of Shakespeare’s language in

2 For Shakespeare in South Africa in-depth, see iMabrkin, Shakespeare Against Apartheiéd.
Donker, 1987) andLocal Shakespeares: Proximations and Po@amdon and New York: Routledge,
2005).

3 Sonia Massai (ed.)World-Wide Shakespeares: Local Appropriations ifmFiand Performance
(London and New York: Routledge, 2005).

14 Sukanta Chaudhuri and Chee Seng Lim (ed®hakespeare Without English: The Reception of
Shakespeare in Non-Anglophone Count(@slhi: Pearson Longman, 2006); Craig Dionne andrila
Kapadia (eds.)Native Shakespeares: Indigenous Appropriations dBl@bal Stage(Surrey: Ashgate,
2008).
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favour of a stronger visual and corporeal presénc&@he performances of
Shakespearean works in different Asian dramatic espduch askabuki kyogen
kathakali or jatra'® have drawn the attention of scholars like Alexanderang and
Charles S. RossShakespeare in Hollywood, Asia and Cyberspabennis Kennedy
and Yong Li Lan $hakespeare in Asia: Contemporary Performance Poonam
Trivedi and Minami RyutaRe-playing Shakespeare in Asta These volumes look
closely at how localities contribute to the perfarme of Shakespearean works and
question the loss or gain of Shakespearean langnaganslation. The focus on edgy
and dissident voices outside the English-speakingdawpaves the way for complex
layers of cultural exchange between Shakespearésiad The performances analyzed
to a greater or lesser extent hint at interculityraland contribute to a different
understanding of Shakespedtelhis is not to suggest that the Anglocentric viefv
Shakespeare should be substituted or replaced bgsan view, but the latter is
currently acquiring importance in its contributioto the questioning of the
hypercanonical presence of the author. It is ingplieom these collections that the
presence of Shakespeare in Asia is characterizedhéyartistic ‘exotica’ of the
performances in the different Asian theatrical ngdd the recent movement towards

interculturality’® Instead of having westernized performances or terems of

!> The lack of Shakespearean language has equaliytedf the latest appropriations or off-shoots of
Shakespearean works. This absence of the typiateSpearean language has been the cause of heated
debates regarding the role of Shakespeare in Hms®priations once he is deprived of his langugge.

for instance Thomas Cartelli, “Doing It Slant: Raceiving Shakespeare in the Shakespeare Aftermath,”
Shakespeare Studied8 (2010): 26-36 or Douglas Lanier, “Recent Shpkase Adaptation and the
Mutations of Cultural Capital,Shakespeare Studi88 (2010): 106.

16 While kabukiand kyogenare Japanese performance modeshakaliandjatra are Indian theatrical
styles.

"' Huang and Ross, 2009; Poonam Trivedi and RyutaaMin(eds.),Re-playing Shakespeare in Asia
(London and New York: Routledge, 2009).

8 For a discussion on interculturality, see Patf@is (ed.),The Intercultural Performance Reader
(London: Routledge, 1996).

9 Although all these volumes focus on Shakespear@sia, they never coin the category of Asian
Shakespeares, and what they have in common.

10



Introduction

Shakespeare’s plays prioritizing local aesthetiacpices as if to prove their
‘authenticity,” the representations now move a stepvards, attempting to reach

‘universality.?°

The entry of Shakespeare in the vast terrain of Asis varied in the diverse
locations. The history of Shakespeare in Chinadwee through several stages. The
first contact the Chinese people had with Shakespeeas through a curious
intermediary, Charles and Mary Lamblales from Shakespea(@807), which was
even used for the first translations/adaptatfdnslexander Huang precisely observes
the lack of an original Shakespearean text for mgears in China, but how this “did
not stop the Chinese from constructing a hypercigabpresence of Englishness.”
Dennis Kennedy and Yong Li Lan state that the Genencounter with Shakespeare is
associated with a nationalist ageritavith the Communist Revolution of 1949, China
took pride of a purported connection with the Sbldeion through the use and abuse of
Shakespear®. Although for the 400 century anniversary of Shakespeare’s birth a
major Shakespeare season was planned, “the skgraatkand the political weather
changed considerably™ With the start of the Cultural Revolution, the Béspearean
influence diluted, and was almost forbidden sincevas linked with Capitalism. It

finally re-appeared in 1976, and a period of idem: Shakespeare’s work followed.

% This is precisely the case of Ong Ken Sen’s wovksich expand the boundaries of hybridity. His
Desdemon#2000) interestingly re-conceptualizes Shakesps@tiello, and approaches the text from a
female perspective. He is mostly known by his aalég of King Lear entitled LEAR (1997) and his
Search: Hamle2002) at the Kornberg Castle.

L Charles and Mary Lambales from Shakespeaegually made Shakespeare famous in Korea and in
Japan. Shakespeare basically entered these cauhtrdeigh Charles and Mary LamiTales

22 Huang,Chinese Shakespeards .

% Kennedy and Lan, 8.

4 For another account of the history of Shakespéar€hina, see Ruru LiShashibiya: Staging
Shakespeare in Chindlong Kong: Hong Kong University Press, 2003).

%5 Murray J. Levith Shakespeare in Chirlew York: Continuum, 2004), 40.

11
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For Kennedy and Lan, colonial instigation is anotfm of appropriating
Shakespear®. Within the Chinese framework, not all the teriiégsr approached
Shakespeare in the same way, and Hong Kong andamawengagement with
Shakespeare was through colonialism. As the histbHong Kong was first marked by
the British colonization and the Japanese occupatfterwards, Hong Kong’s
fascination with Shakespeare has to be first seeamaextension of doing Shakespeare
as part of British colonial life. For this reasdhe founding of the Shakespearean icon
in China may have begun in Hong Kong. The margislahd of Taiwan encountered

Shakespeare through Jagan.

Due to their insatiable appetite for things Westehe Japanese developed a
taste for Shakespeare. Like in China or even imalritie first period of Shakespeare in
Japan was characterized by free adaptation ingigditeral translation. To this first
stage of Shakespeare in Japan, four more periauddeadistinguished according to
Anzai, lwasaki and Milward® A second period consists of an absence of Shaiespe
This was put to an end by Tsuneari Fukuda, whoscesered Shakespeare. The last
forty years of the twentieth century were markedabgew theatrical movement (the
Underground or Little Theatre Movement), which l@adrucial influence on the rebirth
of Shakespeare, and the Tokyo Globe Theatre. Ttestldapanese Shakespearean
appropriations are not a rendition to Shakespeaveis/re but are more and more

distant from the original text.

%6 Kennedy and Lan, 8.

" In Poonam Trivedi and Ryuta Minami’s book (20a8yee chapters concentrate on Taiwan.

% Tetsuo Anzai, Soji lwasaki, Peter Milwar8hakespeare in Japafhewiston, N.Y.: Edwin Mellen,
1999). For more on Shakespeare in Japan, see Riyndani, lan Carruthers and John Gilli€erforming
Shakespeare on the Japanese St&gmmbridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003); detsishi and
Graham Bradshavghakespeare in Japdhondon and New York: Continuum, 2005). Althougle thook

by Kishi and Bradshaw is entitled Shakespeare padathe focus is on Shakespeare on the Japanese
stage. The last chapter, the only one which is gelto Shakespeare on the Japanese screen, dsscusse
Akira Kurosawa'’s film adaptations.

12
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The recycling or renovation of the Shakespearearksvand Shakespeare’s
status as a western canonical author has equadly teconfigured in India, where he
came as colonial baggafLike in Hong Kong's case, Shakespeare was intrediic
India for the English diaspora. The Parsi theatrerged in a period of transition
between Western colonial influence and an atternptdaanness. Labelled as a theatre
with a clear commercial motto, the Parsi theatrs am in-between product which had
an enormous influence on the way Shakespeare vmemated in Indian cinema. As
the decolonization of India was the result of adigenous liberation struggle, the
presence of Shakespeare in India has been, toheayeast, problematic. What is
striking is that even before independence Indiak8hpeare had a period of absence in
India. The year 1964 re-asserted Shakespeare’srédyithy means of the publication of
several volumes to commemorate the quartercentesfahys birth. The presence of
Shakespeare in India increased after this date mutherous performances in different
Indian theatrical modes — giving Shakespearean svarkinteresting ‘exotic’ flavour.
Common to Indian Shakespeares and other Asian Spe#res is the considerable
alteration of the source text, the localizatiorttg works via the change of the names
and settings, the lack of early literal translasi@md the stage adaptations on significant
Asian theatrical modes. What is basically distwvetof Indian Shakespeares is the
inclusion of songs and dances, the considerabldestiog of the Shakespearean plays,

and the lack of reference to the Shakespeareanesouthe re-writings and off-shoots.

Until Poonam Trivedi and Dennis Bartholomeusz'sumoé entitledIndia’s

Shakespearavas published in 2005, the common trend concerrf8hgkespearean

29 Other Asian locations such as Korea or Malaya entved Shakespeare under colonial rule. For
Shakespeare in Korea, see Trivedi and Minami, 18L-Eor Shakespeare in Malaya see Nurul Farhana
Low bt Abdullah, “Bangsawan Shakespeare in Coldvialaya.” In Huang and Ross, 139-149.
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studies in India had simply been to provide andndiesponse to the workSIndia’s

Shakespearés in fact an innovative and illuminating work whiaelves into the

different appropriations of Shakespeare in IfdiZhis book ranges from the early
translations/adaptations to the latest Bollywood-sbbots. India’s Shakespeare
highlights how the Indians imposed their aesthetnd intellectual ideas on their
performance of Shakespeare. The proliferation oflurmmes on the presence of
Shakespeare in the different Asian locations empbssthe growing importance of

Shakespeare in Asia studies, and how they congritautis global understanding.

The Constant Dialogue between Shakespeare, Bollywdband Diaspora

Before continuing any further, | should clarify treeasons why | have decided to
use the term “Bollywood” and what | exactly mean My Although the term
“Bollywood” has been at the centre of heated debatel has been considered by some
critics a derogatory term because it derives froallysood, | have decided to use it
throughout this dissertation because the concepows widely deployed, and refers to
films which follow specific formulag® In the early stages of critical discussion, the
concept still deserved further academic scrutinyl @ould easily collude and be
conflated with the term Indian cinema. But, ovee tyears, it acquired its current
meaning and displaced earlier descriptors, namelynliay Cinema, Indian Popular

Cinema or Hindi Cinema. In the words of Vijay Miahfthe triumph of the term (over

% See for instance Sankalapuram Nagarajan and Svavihan (eds.)Shakespeare in IndigDelhi:

Oxford University Press, 1987) or Basavaraj Nailat.), Indian Response to Shakespe@dew Delhi:

Atlantic Publishers and Distributors, 2002).

%1 Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 2006.

%2 See Rachel Dwyer100 Bollywood FilmgLondon: British Film Institute, 2005) and N. R.dgiley,
Bollywood: Behind the Scenes, Beyond the S&irmapore: Marshall Cavendish Corporation, 2G07)
some criticism on the term Bollywood.
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the others) is nothing less than spectacular addtates, furthermore, the growing
global sweep of this cinema not just as cinema @nama but as cinema qua social
effects and national cultural coding Vijay Mishra, Tejaswini Ganti, Rajinder Dudrah
or Jigna Desai, amongst others, use the concephpviBald to refer to those films that
articulate an exceptionally rich set of aesthet@anings, such as the over-presence of
songs and dances, extreme melodrama and ‘maséligh wefers to the combination of
different genres, namely action, comedy or romahc&he movies are infused with
“Hindu epic plots, Orientalist exoticism, and thisual and aural overload of Indian
culture to create a new aesthetic styfeAs Jyotsna Kapur states, weddings became
core attractions in Bollywood cinema, and they témdbe essential in the majority of
my film corpora® For the sake of clarity, | use the descriptor ethod to refer to
those films with the set of characteristics mergmabove, in Hindi language and made
by the Mumbai industry. Obviously, Bollywood ougttt to be mistaken for the larger
category of Indian cinema, for there is a considlerainematic production in India
beyond Bollywood movies. In her most recent booledited with Jerry Pint@eyond
the Boundaries of Bollywood: The Many Forms of Hi@ohema Rachel Dwyer in fact
accounts for the films that lie beyond Bollywootdgtvolume focuses on the cinema
made after Bollywood emerged and which is not p&it.>’ Yet, the films under study

in the first section of this dissertation are Bolbod Shakespearean off-shoots and

% Vijay Mishra, “Bollywood Cinema: A Critical Genemjy,” Asian Studies Institut@/ictoria: Victoria
University of Wellington), 1.

% Vijay Mishra, Bollywood Cinema: Temples of Desifidew York and London: Routledge, 2002):
Tejaswini GantiBollywood: A Guidebook to Popular Hindi Cinerttaondon and New York: Routledge,
2004); Rajinder DudratBollywood: Sociology Goes to the Mov{dew Delhi: Sage Publications, 2006);
Rajinder Dudrah and Jigna Desai (ed$¢ Bollywood ReadéMaidenhead: McGraw Hill, 2008).

% Jenny Sharpe, “Gender, Nation, and GlobalizatiotMonsoon Weddingnd Dilwale Dulhania Le
Jayengé€’ Meridians: Feminism, Race, Transnationaliém. (2005): 58-81.

% Jyotsna Kapur, “An ‘Arranged Love’ Marriage: IntiaNeoliberal Turn and the Bollywood Wedding
Culture Industry,"Communication, Culture & Critiqu2.2 (2009): 221-233.

3" Rachel Dwyer and Jerry Pinto (ed®gyond the Boundaries of Bollywood: The Many Fooidindi
Cinema(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011).
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adaptations made in Mumbdi942: A Love Storydir. Vidhu Vinod Chopra, 1994),
Bombay (dir. Mani Ratnam, 1995)Dil Chahta Hai (dir. Farhan Akhtar, 2002),
Magqgbool (dir. Vishal Bhardwaj, 2003) an@mkara (dir. Vishal Bhardwaj, 2006). A
film such aslIn Othello (dir. Roysten Abel, 2002), despite being indebted t
Shakespeare’®thello, was not included in the film corpora, for it cke considered

part of the parallel movie industry in India.

The impact of Bollywood cinema on the diasporaeséhNon-Resident Indians
(NRIs) living in Britain, the US, Australia, amorgher host countries — and of the
diaspora on Bollywood cinema is rather remarkathlejr mutual interaction has been
well established with a considerable intensity. Beenomic liberalization of India in
the 1990s remains pivotal to this new conceptiogiméma. Diaspora became a theme
and condition in Bollywood movies, and charged Bethod with new meanings and
connotationsDilwale Dulhania Le Jayengédir. Aditya Chopra, 1995)Kuch Kuch
Hota Hai (dir. Karan Johar, 1998Kabhi Kushi Kabhi Ghandir. Karan Johar, 2001),
Kal Ho Naa Ho(dir. Nikhil Advani, 2003) orKabhi Alvida Naa Kehngdir. Karan
Johar, 2006) are some instances of movies whictrecanound diasporic audiencgs.
At the same time that diaspora was a topic in filthe diasporic overseas market was
also in the ascendance, and a considerable nurhiiémnmakers chose this market as

their favourite.

However, the interactions between Bollywood andspiima do not only show

and intervene in the films made in Mumbai. GiveattBollywood cinema became “an

% For more on Karan Johar's films and how they mtemith diasporic audiences, see Sangita Gopal,
“Sentimental Symptoms: The Films of Karan Johar @wmbay Cinema.” InBollywood and
Globalization: Indian Popular Cinema, Nation, andiaBpora Ed. Rini Bhattacharya Mehta and
Rajeshwari V. Pandharipande (London, New York aethD Anthem South Asian Studies, 2011), 15-34.
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indispensable cultural form in the lives of the ilmd diaspora,” through which these
NRIs feed their long-distance nationalism for a MawtIndia that exists more in their
imagination than in reality, British cultural prodtions made by diasporic directors
began to imitate the Bollywood form and distinctasistic traditions, and Bollywood
became the favourite intertextual geritevira Nair's Mississippi Masalg1990) and
Monsoon Wedding2001), Deepa Mehta’Bollywood/Hollywood(2002) or Gurinder
Chadha’s projects lik8haji on the Beaclt{1993), Bride and Prejudic2004) — aka
Balle Balle/ Amritsar to L.Ain its counterpart Hindi version — imitate, parodgwrite
and refresh the genre. But the Bollywood hype tands the diaspora, and is having an
influence in the Western world. The year 2002 fatance witnessed the celebration of
Bollywood in Selfridges Department stores, in thetdfia and Albert Museum with the
exhibition “Cinema India: The Art of Bollywood,” @nat the British Film Institute
(BF1).*° The release of the musidd@bmbay Dreamby Andrew Lloyd Webber equally
contributed to the phenomenal success of Bollywoodhe West. Like diasporic
filmmakers, Western directors also manifest theierest in imitating and/or parodying
Bollywood in filmic projects, such a@ollywood Queeiridir. Jeremy Wooding, 2002) or
My Bollywood Bride(dir. Rajeev Virani, 2006). The interesting int@maections and
interactions between Bollywood, diaspora, and itbal appeal are now the object of
analysis of a large number of volume&lebal Bollywood Global Bollywood: Travels

of Hindi Song and Danc¢eBollywood and Globalization: Indian Popular Cinema,

39 Mishra, “Bollywood Cinema: A Critical Genealogyi,0.
% The homage the BFI paid to Bollywood was paid biacRride and Prejudicavhen the characters go
to the Southbank and enter the BFI and there lassical Bollywood film on the screen.
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Nation, and Diasporaare but just some exampl&sThe ongoing mobility, cultural

flows and traffic of ideas are patent then in @tert tensions concerning Bollywood.

Just as Bollywood cinema is in a constant circafgtiso is Shakespeare in
Bollywood cinema. This stud$hakespeare, Bollywood and Beydaklles then as its
main hypothesis the idea that diaspora plays aiaruale not only in understanding
Bollywood Shakespeares, but also in realising hoaspmbra influences the global
understanding of Shakespeare via Bollywood. A elugim of this doctoral thesis is to
demonstrate that Bollywood and pseudo-bollywoodk8bpearean adaptations and off-
shoots from 1990s onwards are targeted at the atiaswr focus on it? Taking as a
premise the importance of diaspora in the Indiacietp as well as the interest in
adapting Shakespeare, this dissertation aims tw $tow postmillennial Bollywood
films appropriating Shakespeare’s plays reveal gewves responsive for the promotion
of diaspora. Whether set in India or abroad, Bollgal or pseudo-Bollywood, these
adaptations of Shakespeare’s works are very mudlnenced by the diasporic
phenomenon, being moulded according to the dictditat govern this transnational
experience. Aware of the complexity of cross-cat@ntanglements, this dissertation is
not limited to the reception and appropriation bakespeare in Bollywood cinema, but
seeks to cross borders by demonstrating the infuef Bollywood's interpretation of
Shakespeare’s plays in Shakespearean off-shoot®e nmdhe West. There is a

considerable negotiation and dialogue between Sipaleee and Bollywood, Bollywood

4 Anandam P. Kavoori and Aswin Punathambekar (e@G#opal Bollywood(New York: New York
University Press, 2008); Sangita Gopal and Sujateril (eds.)Global Bollywood: Travels of Hindi
Song and DancéMinnesota: University of Minnesota Press, 2008gHt and Pandharipande (2011) and
Rajinder DudrahBollywood Travels: Culture, Diaspora and Border €sings in Popular Hindi Cinema
(New York: Routledge Contemporary South Asia se2€42).

“2 The term “pseudo-Bollywood” refers to those filmdich imitate the formulas used in Bollywood
cinema, such as the constant presence of songdasees, the overuse of melodrama or happy endings,
but are produced and directed in the West.
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and the West which is veering towards an in-betwg&adition, neither properly
belonging to the East nor to the West. These ps8allgwood adaptations of
Shakespearean works follow in the footsteps of Sépdare in Bollywood —
characterised by ‘cannibalization’ and ‘spectralaa — and basically create a middle
ground terrain. The simplification of the plotsethack of acknowledgement of the
Shakespearean works, and the transformation oérdengs in pseudo-Bollywood off-
shoots of Shakespeare’s works simply confirm thilsieénce. Therefore, they activate a
dialogue with the interpretation of Shakespeare Bollywood thanks to
transnationalism. In tracing the interaction betwé&hakespeare, Bollywood and the
pathway West-East-West, some of the concepts pedviy Arjun Appadurai, Homi K.
Bhabha, Garcia Canclini or Dipesh Chakrabarty atlevied in this study? In the
search for a new form of Shakespeare in the Weadfined to a great extent by its
relationship with Bollywood — the notions of ‘ideapes’ and ‘mediascapes’ inform the

discussion of Shakespearean adaptations in Indiaio@d in this study.

As the year 1990 marked the beginning of a newdtretthin Bollywood
studies characterised by the presence of diaspot@msnationalism, the films under
scrutiny in this dissertation were made in 199@fter. Aiming to explore the presence
of Shakespeare in Bollywood and its influence ia West, the film corpora consist of
five Bollywood Shakespearean adaptations or ofbsh@942: A Love StoryBombay,
Dil Chahta Hai Magbooly Omkarg, and four Western projects which use Bollywood

as its main intertextual genrdississippi MasalaBollywood/Hollywood Bollywood

43 Appadurai,Modernity At LargelMinnesota: University of Minessota Press, 19%&mi BhabhaThe
Location of Culture(London and New York: Routledge, 1994); Néstor d¢garCanclini, Culturas
Hibridas: Estrategias Para Salir y Entrar en la Meidad (México: Grijalbo, 1989); Dipesh
ChakrabartyHabitations of ModernityChicago: University of Chicago Press, 2002).
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Queen Second GeneratignThe reason behind the selection of these mdvieslect
these movies is the necessity to choose the filmswhich the re-creation of
Shakespeare is more prominent. With the analysiBodifywood adaptations and off-
shoots of Shakespearaiguvre | intend to highlight the shared features regegdhe
representation of Shakespeare in Bollywood. ltegdnd the scope of this dissertation
to provide an in-depth analysis of the Bollywoodakéspearean adaptations or off-
shoots made in other periods, although a summanyrasided in chapter 2 and a
comprehensive list is included in the appendihatdnd of this study. The films chosen
constitute a wide range of cultural products, bbitgh-brow and low-brow, and are
either Shakespearean adaptations or off-shootsleVitine Bollywood Shakespearean
adaptations explored are considered art-house sm@8d2: A Love Story, Bombay, Dil
Chahta Hai, Magbooblnd Omkarg, the pseudo-Bollywood Shakespearean off-shoots
(Bollywood/Hollywood, Mississippi Masala, BollywoQdieenand Second Generatign
may sometimes be considered Western ‘McNugdétshe films investigated in this
dissertation perform more than one task, lookingvards and inwards, restoring the
local within the grammar of the global, and autheing or demythologizing

Shakespeare.
Shakespeare, Bollywood and Beyond

This study is structured into three different smasi While the first section
contains an exposition of the theoretical appro#teh second and third sections analyze
the film corpora. The second section sheds lighbnughe interplay between

Shakespeare, Bollywood and diaspora in well-knovmototypical Bollywood

* The term “cinematic McNugget” refers to those flmhich are considered apolitical, popcorn movies
to while away the time. See Elizabeth Ezra andyrBowden (eds.Yransnational Cinema: The Film
Reader(London and New York: Routledge, 2006), 6.
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adaptations or off-shoots of Shakespearean work&rems the third section goes
beyond the Bollywood paradigm by analyzing pseuddy®/ood movies by diasporic
or British filmmakers in order to understand thealdgic relationship between

Bollywood, Shakespeare and diaspora in the West.

Chapter 1 examines the initial appropriation andrpretation of Shakespeare in
India in the colonial period, and the subsequentdenof reading and adapting
Shakespeare in the post-colonial period. This omenchapter highlights the
complexities of India’s cultural ‘ownership’ of Skespeare, and how the author and his
works have to be reduced in order to be ‘IndianiZzEde Parsis’ mode of reading of the
Shakespearean plays as a hybrid product has ictdethe Bollywood Shakespeare
tradition. If this opening chapter reveals that i&speare in India is not precisely
characterized by a fidelity-derived discourse, ¢aaf confirms it. This second chapter
investigates the presence of Shakespeare in Batigwonema, where three modes
coexist after the independence of India: the eavlgsternized’ film adaptations, the
pre-millennium off-shoots with the ‘spectralizatiaf Shakespeare as the main feature
and the post-millennial works which incorporate nadioms and styles of
representation. Chapter 3 focuses on various angisni®/ the most important critics
who have explored the field of diaspora. The chagi& aims to intertwine theory and

practice by hinting at the application of the pagats mentioned.

Bollywood adaptations of Shakespeare’s texts taansfthe original works and
clearly interact with diasporic audiences. Chagtstarts the analysis of the movies and
addresses the interplay between post-colonialisrd &makespeare through the
comparative analysis of two filmi942: A Love Stor{dir. Vidhu Vinod Chopra, 1994)

and Bombay (dir. Mani Ratnam, 1995). If these two works behe ttraces of
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Shakespeare in the first half — through the enaatroERomeo and Julieih 1942: A
Love Storyand the appropriation of the plot by the main cbi@a in both movies — the
second half of the movies clearly departs from $bpkare and its association with
colonialism in India in order to direct the gazedta diaspora, which is characterized by
long-distance nationalism and the financial supmdrthe right-wing political party
‘Hindutva.” Chapter 5 examines the ways a Bollywdioh entitled Dil Chahta Hai
(dir. Farhan Akhtar, 2002) locates Shakespearbendiaspora. The allusions kéuch
Ado About Nothingind toTroilus and Cressidaccur when the main characters are in
Australia rather than when they are in India. Tkeéarhiliarization of Shakespeare and
India is evident in this chapter. In the absenca pfoper diasporic community, Chapter
6 explores howMagbool (dir. Vishal Bhardwaj, 2003) an®mkara (dir. Vishal
Bhardwaj, 2006) are targeted at a transnationalieaud. Via the categories of
migration and displacement, this chapter alwayshes chord with transnationalism. In
the subsection of reception, the films’ dual ideéesi as Shakespearean and Bollywood
movies are seen to raise complex issues. Magbool and Omkara Shakespearean
enough? Are they Bollywood-like enough? Part of éimswer to these questions can
actually be found in the first section of this ctepwvhich discusses to what extent the
films broaden the Bollywood genre. Just like Shakese’s texts acquire new meanings
in this new realm, the genre itself seems to beebmw affected by the presence of
Shakespeare, and is expanded as a régatibooland Omkarashow the complexities
of appropriating Shakespeare in a specific géhdthough the conclusion regarding
more Asian cinematic Shakespeares is open-endsdeimns that whenever we have an

acknowledged Asian Shakespearean film adaptatitrerehe form or Shakespeare is

4> According to Alexander Huanghe Banquet: The Legend of the Black Scorgitin Xiaogang Feng,
2006) has undergone a similar criticism. Reviewhegi claimed that it was not Chinese enough or
Shakespearean enough. See Hu@minese Shakespear&s3.
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transformed. It is one of the central aims of testion to observe if the association
between Shakespeare and colonialism in India lispséisent in any adaptation or off-
shoot of the film corpora, and how it influencee finterpretation of Shakespeare to

reflect on the complicated place Shakespeare hieilmdian postcolonial society.

The last section in this dissertation takes stdadk@ rapidly stretching ripples of
the recent encounters between East and West ragartie appropriation of
Shakespeare. Chapter 7 analyzes the role of theeSpearean-spouting grandmother in
Deepa Mehta’sBollywood/Hollywood (2002). The chapter delineates the political
consequences of misquoting and misappropriatingtiakespearean body of works on
the part of a first generation diasporic individual the grandmother appears as an in-
between subject mimicking the colonizers while i(teypreting the Western canon at
the same time. Given th&ollywood/Hollywoodwas conceived as a fusion project
combining Bollywood and Hollywood cinematographye tthapter equally signals that
the mixture of traditions regarding the interprigtiatof Shakespeare is present in the
film. East and West meet, and Shakespeare is tit@rachosen for the cross-cultural
encounter. Chapter 8 takes as a premise the id#aStakespearean off-shoots by
diasporic or Western movies such Msssissippi Masala(dir. Mira Nair, 1990) or
Bollywood Queen(dir. Jeremy Wooding, 2003) follow in the steps Bdllywood
appropriation of ShakespearedRomeo and JulietThe reduction of the plot to the
minimum — the obstacles in the path of true lovati@nships, love at first sight and fate
— the replacement of a tragidénouementby a happy ending and the lack of
acknowledgement of the Shakespearean influences@ree of the features imitated
from Bollywood. The two films are in-between prdgcwhich appropriate the

Bollywood tradition in the Western world and freeaBespeare from the baggage of
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previous readings and interpretations in the Wasd, engage the public in a reinvention
of Shakespeare’s ideological instrumentality. Bollywood Queenand Mississippi
Masalds parodic process, the film directors Jeremy Woodmgd Mira Nair
unconsciously imitate Bollywood’s interpretation @&hakespeare. However, the
marketing campaign, reception and criticism ofi@vies always bring Shakespeare to
the fore. This last section suggests the impodsilmf mixing two traditions regarding
the appropriation of Shakespeare. The films areacheristic of a cultural flux in which
Shakespeare is not approached directly, but thr&ajtywood, but the product does
not work in the West, as the box-office figures aedews show. Chapter 9 traces the
transformations that are effected by the re-playphghakespeare’®ing Learin the
West with a Bollywood touch. It examines the moS8econd Generatiofdir. Jon Sen,
2003), which influenced by the new wave of expentagon with Bollywood, re-
interpretsKing Lear in the Bollywood fashion. The director for instanexplores in
Second Generatioa happy ending instead of a tragénouementAlthough marketed
as a Shakespearean adaptation, the film is fimadye interested in Bollywood than in
Shakespeare; it is in fact indebted to Bollywoornpretation of Shakespeare, in which
the transformation of the finals very common. While the Bollywood genre and
Shakespeare are both expanding their meanings ilywBomd Shakespearean
adaptations or off-shoots, the pseudo-Bollywooesbiiots are anchored in the previous
Bollywood appropriation of Shakespeare. The appatipn of Shakespeare through
Bollywood takes part in the unpredictable postmndexperience and necessarily
promotes a new reading of the Shakespeaveanrein the West. The movies analyzed
in this section demonstrate the continuing valueSbakespeare together with the

circulation of its cultural capital, in constantgodiation between the East and the West.
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It is my hope then theBhakespeare, Bollywood and Beyandsses borders by
analyzing two perspectives. The strategy of thiskwie not to offer readers a linear
narrative of the history of Shakespeare’s perfomeam Bollywood cinema, but to
examine how meanings metamorphose when the Westsron is appropriated by
Bollywood, and, through the travelling of thesedqurots, how Shakespeare’s texts are
equally metamorphosed in the West. Bollywood Shadase expands the range of
reference for Shakespeare. As these films amplyodstrate, Shakespeare is in a
continually shifting variety of images and iconshel movies suggest that new
Shakespeares can be produced — even in the Wesankst to the dialogue and
negotiation with the East. This form of appropngtiShakespeare also acknowledges
the importance of diaspora in Bollywood and in mke8ollywood Shakespearean
adaptations and off-shoots. The early travellinghef Shakespearean texts to entertain
the English diaspora, the reception of Shakespeaverks by Anglo-Indians and now
by the Indian diaspora and by a transnational sweiesuggest the movement and
circulation of the works in the field of global Hespeares. If Shakespearean texts were
imported cultural packages in India, the visiorBollywood Shakespeare is now being
exported to the West. The cultural exchange, najoti and dialogue between different
forms of Shakespearean knowledge are necessaiyebritiat have to be open for the
introduction of new Shakespeares produced in asmi@onal space. The global
understanding of Shakespeare is certainly detednarel facilitated by these other

Shakespeares.
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I. SHAKESPEARE IN INDIA

Chapter 1: Shakespeare in Colonial and Post-coloriéndia

“We are forced to drink deep at the fountain-heddao
foreign literature, while our own is given a cuxt gy. The
cold shouldering it receives is enough to makeritially

a ‘forbidden fruit.” Thus we come out of the tediduition

of a university on a thoroughly alien basis, likall-f
fledged parrots, carefully taught to belaud to thky
Shakespeare, Milton, Byron, whose thoughts havg ver
little ‘enriched the blood of the world’ — of thea&t, at

least...We are nationally and morally degradéd”

“For the England of trade, commerce, imperialismdan
the penal code has not endured but the imperishable
Empire of Shakespeare will always be with us. Avad is
something to be grateful fof”

The diverse perspectives regarding Shakespearalia + moving from abhorrence to
complete adoration and acclamation shown in thgraphs — spotlight the vicissitudes,
complexities and paradoxes enfolding the Shakespaandustry in a country marked
by its past as British colony. The beginnings o&l&speare studies in India are linked
with colonialism, especially after the 1835 EdumatiAct was passetiWith this act,

Lord Macaulay reinforced the notion of English #ire as a colonising tool by

! Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 21.

2 C.D. NaramsihaiatShakespeare Came to IndqBombay: Popular Prakashan, 1964), V.

® Lord Thomas Babington Macaulay was a Governor whent several years in Calcutta writing the
Indian Penal Code. His ‘Minute on Education’ talkli835 became famous.
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imposing its study to the colonized subjects. Hosveas if trespassing into a territory
outside colonial rules, Shakespeare was at the siameebeing translated and adapted
into vernacular languages. The transportable ptppéiShakespeare began to inhabit a
new rehearsal and production space that had ncectian whatsoever with the theatres
built in India in imitation of the English ones. i§huxtaposition shows that from its
very outset, the relationship between Shakespearé¢h@ Indian sub-continent has been
complex, alternating between two different scalBse transition to independence —
from 1916 onwards — offers a considerable declmeShakespearean productions,
perhaps caused by the rise of nationaflsiris significant that the Shakespeare revival
begins to take place in the 60s, reaching its heyidal964 — the year of the
quadricentennial of Shakespeare’s birtiiet, Shakespeare was not invulnerable to
criticism in this period, which is characterisedthg ambivalent attitude towards him.
Although Shakespeare still had a considerable atjput in India, especially
encouraged by those educated Indians who regandeda$ “the true and vital link
between India and England”, his iconic image wafaackrl in some Indian theatres,
namely the Marathi and Gujarati theatres whereplags were hardly ever produced
again® Thus, Shakespeare was pulled in antithetical tines in India.

The aim of this first chapter is to offer an ovewiof translations/adaptations

and performances to show to what an extent Shadesges been present in India.

* Charles SissonShakespeare in India: Popular Adaptations on themBay StageLondon: The
Shakespeare Association, 1926), 20 and TrivediBartholomeusz, 17, where the authors state the rise
of nationalism as the main reason that promotedi¢ioine of Shakespearean productions.

® While in 1916 — the year of the Tercentenary o&l&speare’s death — hardly any performance of a
Shakespeare’s play was actually produced, 1964nsemerous celebrations/acts of commemoration and
festivals paying hommage to Shakespeare. In adeadtitied “The Re-birth of Shakespeare in India:
Celebrating and Indianizing the Bard in 1968EDERI22 (2012): 51-68 | explore the presence and
interpretation of Shakespeare in India in 1964. &tiele is part of the project FFI2011-24347 (Qrdis

de la Conmemoracién Il: Recordando a Shakespefirgnced by the Ministerio de Ciencia e
Innovacion.

® C. D. Naramsihaiah qtd. in Jyotsna SinGbJonial Narratives: Discoveries of India in theiguage of
Colonialism(London: Routledge, 1996), 134.
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Shakespeare’s plays have proved amenable to mmietation in India, where a
multiplicity of responses towards Shakespeare esntbrm. This chapter aims to shed
light upon those emblematic operating forces in dppropriation of Shakespeare in
India such as the Parsi Theatre, which has shapactlg or indirectly the interpretation
of Shakespearean plays by Bollywood filmmakers. Taviferent sections can be
distinguished in this chapter: the appropriationSblakespeare in the colonial period
and the reception in the transition and post-calopériod. Shakespeare in English, the
Parsi theatre as an in-between case and IndiaSisakiespeare are the different sections
of this first part (appropriation of Shakespearatia colonial periody.In the wake of
Shakespeare’s appropriation into the local Indiantext, the tendency is basically
oriented towards the indigenisation/indianisatidrnis plays. It is beyond the scope of
this chapter to mention all the translations/adagia of Shakespeare’s plays done in
the vernacular languages. The last section infitss chapter prioritizes the study of
Shakespeare in the transition and post-coloniabgewith a special emphasis on the
Shakespeare revival of the 60s. The subsequenbrecittempt to reveal how the
adaptation of Shakespeare by Bollywood directossdtdually followed in the footsteps
of his interpretation on the Indian stage; itsigumg influence abounds the Indian

filmic medium.

" As will be shown throughout this chapter, trarsisifollow the tendency of adapting, even rewriting
plays to suit the Indian audience rather than tfigtanslating faithfully and literally the origihgext.
Thus, no distinction can be made regarding thesadwns.
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1. The Colonial Period

1.1. Shakespeare in English

Shakespeare is associated with the entry of cdieman India; the two consort in an
unbreakable partnership. At this moment of the timtahip between India and
Shakespeare, he is welcome as part of the “emar&it programme for English
residents of Bombay and Calcutta from about 177Bpart from the amusement
provided to the British rulers and citizens of ldbEhakespearean plays trigger certain
fascination, especially in élite Indians, givingisha tremendous boost to the myth of
Shakespeare as the figure of cultural refinerpantexcellance The study of his works
was compulsory for educated Indians if they aimedyain recognition, superiority,
status and better job opportunities. They “offeagprogramme of building a new man
who would feel himself a citizen of the world whilbe very face of the world was
being constructed in the mirror of the dominanttua of the West* The Indian
intelligentsia, mostly the bhadralok, a new clagBengalis, began to identify with
Western literature, imitating and copying it, negleg their own literature.
Consequently, the transmission of information alflihkespeare and his works in the
curriculum as well as the performance of his playsolonial India are integral to
understanding the pervasive influence Englishditee was exerting in the minds of

the colonized subjects.

8 John Gillies, Ryuta Minami, Ruru Li and Poonamvédi, “Shakespeare on the Stages of AsiaTle
Cambridge Companion to Shakespeare on Stagls. Stanley Wells and Sarah Stanton (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2002), 272.

° Christine Mangala Frost, “30 Rupees for ShakespearConsideration of Imperial Theatre in India,”
Modern Drama 351992): 91.

1% Ania Loomba,Gender, Race, Renaissance Drafhanchester: Manchester University Press, 1989),
21.
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The long-standing relationship between the Britisamatist and education in
India has its roots in 1817 and 1818, the yeanshith the Hindu College at Calcutta
and the School Society were established respegtiVdlese two institutions “took a
leading part in teaching Shakespeare and printimdy gublishing books on himt*
Shakespeare found its niche in these institutiows aas enshrined in the classroom.
There were two people who managed to stimulateestgdwith Shakespearean plays:
Henry Louis Derozio and D.L. Richardson. While théted teacher Derozio — an
Anglo-Indian of Portuguese-Indian ancestry — inatdd a strong sense of patriotism
into his students’ minds through the reading andysbf Shakespearean works, Captain
Richardson’s emphasis was on the performance ofwthrés, which he achieved via
recitations and amateur performances of choseresteBeing a theatre enthusiast, he
openly encouraged his students to attend theatferpences enticing them with free
tickets'® Had the Hindu College not existed, the Shakespeairfluence would not
have had this manifestation at such an early stage.

Nevertheless, Shakespeare’s “status” is indebted.am Macaulay’'s 1835
English Education Act, according to which all ededalndians were summoned to
study English literature; it became a compulsoryt pd the education curricuf4.
Although at the beginning the erasure of Orientatlies was not one of the principles

since the study of English was combined with Oaéstudies, the different status was

! Dodderi Aswathanarayanarao Shani@tiakespeare in Indian Languag&himla: Indian Institute of
Advanced Study, 1999), 89.

2 Ramesh Chandra MajumdaFhe History and Culture of the Indian Peofleondon: G. Allen &
Unwin, 1969), 434 and S. K. Bhattacharya, “Shakaspand the Bengali Theatrdridian Literature?7
(1964), 29.

3 The teaching of Shakespeare’s plays had the dggagdromote amateur productions among students.
In 1837 Bengali students staged scenes fiidra Merchant of Venicen the Governor's house, the
students of the Metropolitan academy and David Hasdemy staged Shakespeare’s plays in 1852 and
1853. In 1853, there was a productiorGthelloby the old and new students of the Oriental Acaddmy
1854, they performedhe Merchant of Venicand, in 1855, they ditHenry IV. See SinghColonial
Narratives 34.

% Narasimhaiah, 5.
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already proclaimed since the promotion of Sanskridrabic texts played second fiddle
in the process. The initial focus on the Englishglaage and the Bible gave way to the
promotion of English literature with a clear Chiast morality and faith® Lord
Macaulay’'s Act was especially privileged at the \dmsities’ arena after the
establishment of the Universities of Calcutta, Medand Bombay in 1857, which
became another turning point in the study of Shaé@= in Indid® India’s expertise
with Shakespeare was the passport to the assupéihé® continuity in the syllabus and
on the stage.

British India invested in a sustained use of theatrhere Shakespearean
productions were abundant; his dramas filled thiy danglish theatres in India. Given
the background, the targeted audience consistdtedEnglish diaspora, such as officers
and merchant¥. The origins of these English theatres in Calca#ta be established in
1753 when the first theatre — the Playhouse — wasded. Unfortunately, this first
theatre had a very short life being closed in 1713 emergence of the second English
theatre — the New Playhouse, also called Calcuteaife — took place in 1775, and was

closed in 1808. David Garrick, the well-known Esgliactor-manager, assisted in the

!> Gauri Viswanathan, “The Beginnings of English ity Studies in India,Oxford Literary Reviev®
(1987): 2-26 develops in depth the beginnings dflish literary study in colonial India. His clostugdy

of the Charter Act of 1813, the East Indian compamgd, above all, the English Education Act in 1835
make his work a necessary source for those whdainvestigate about the outset of British Impésial

in India and the role of English literature in fh®cess.

18 Crucial in underscoring the mission of an educaticShakespeare are the current universities where
Shakespeare is still part and parcel of the syflalivhile B.A. students are required to read betweasn

and three plays, B.A. (Hons.) students are compebteread either four to five plays or four playsda
some sonnets. Concerning students in English fitexathey are supposed to be familiar with foufive
plays. See J. P. Mishr&hakespeare’s Impact on Hindi Literatuidew Delhi: Munshiram Manoharlal,
1970), 1. A financial argument for the long-endgripresence of Shakespeare in the Indian syllabus is
provided by Jyotsna Singh, “Different Shakespeands Bard in Colonial and Postcolonigldia,”
Theatre Journal4l (1989): 455. The foreign publishing firms suck @xford University Press,
Macmillan, Penguin and Longman have had the moropedr the publication of English texts in India.
Moreover, the presence of the British Council iwagls under the surface. Its financial importance in
India is linked with the system of funding, patrgeapublications...Consequently, Singh claims that if
140000 students must study English literature @sent-day society and 20000 have to read Shakespear
it is due to these lobbies whose immortality setnmize as assured as Shakespeare’s.

" Rustom Bharucha&ehearsals of Revolutigiionolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 1983), 7.
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process of building this second theatre, which masdelled after London’s Drury Lane.
Shakespeare’s essence was especially presens idrématic venue, wheRichard Ill,
1 Henry IV, 2 Henry I\, Hamletand other Shakespearean plays were staged. These tw
theatres were characterised by amateur performamees by the well-known
Elizabethan practice of having men performing feanmales. Perhaps a clear departure
from these two theatres was Mrs. Emma Bristow'salfilee which was established at
her own residence at Chowringhee R&adccording to the Calcutta Gazette, the
theatre was cosily decorated with a large numbebgcts so that it could be glimpsed
as a theatre with the only drawback of the dimersioUnlike the New Playhouse and
the Calcutta Theatre, Mrs. Bristow hired actregseperform both female and male
roles. The performance dtilius Caesain this theatre is richly responsive for showing
an all female cast where Mrs. Emma Bristow perfatniige role of Lucius. At the
beginning, then, Shakespeare in British India wammodated in private residences
and was staged by amateurs.

Two theatres are responsible for the boost to Sipmezean works: the
Chowringhee Theatre (1813-39) and the Sans Souatiidn (1839-49), acknowledged
as the most famous and successful playhotls@he Chowringhee Theatre was

founded by famous people. It is here that Shakespagoerformance reaches its peak

'8 The name “Chowringhee” gestures towards the Sipaleesan presence in British India. If Mrs. Emma

Bristow’s Theatre was located at Chowringhee Raaslibsequent more famous theatre well-known for
its Shakespearean productions was called Chowrin@heatre. Moreover, Aparna Sen also played with

this connection between Shakespeare and colonigiliimg his 1981 movie86 Chowringhee Lanélhe

film revolves around a lonely Anglo-Indian woman avieaches Shakespeare. Seeing perils in her
environment, she lives an uneventful life untilitdd by a former student of hers and her boyfriend.

Although her life changes considerably upon meetirem, the movie has a circular structure and ends
with the protagonist as lonely as she was at tiggnbéng. The numerous references to Shakespeare, th
cast consisting of Geoffrey and Jennifer Kendal kose Anglo performances in the late 40s revived

Shakespeare — and the hybridity of the protagosistate the movie as one of those structured aroun

ambiguity and ambivalence as far Shakespeare’'ss@encerned.

19 Calcutta Gazette in Sushil Kumar Mukherj€be Story of the Calcutta Theatres: 1753-1988alcutta

& New Delhi; K. P. Bagchi & Company, 1982), 3.

% There were other theatres at the time like the &lnePlace theatre, Athenaeum Theatre, the Dum Dum
theatre... however, neither were they famous nor phiegluced Shakespearean plays.
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via the staging oMacbeth(1814),Henry 1V (1814) Coriolanus, Richard 11l(1815)
Catherine and Petruchie Garrick’s adaptation cfhe Taming of the ShrewandThe
Merry Wives of Windsof1818). The Sans Souci Theatre produced Shakespeare
drama continuously. A renowned production was tiathe Merchant of Venicith
Mrs. Esther Leach performing the role of Jessidais Theatre’s life culminates in a
performance ofOthello on 17 August 1848, where the main role was playgdi
Indian, Baishnab Charan Auddy, for the first tiniefore this date, all non-white
characters in English plays had been performedHitevactors. Despite being censured
on the day of the premiere — it seems that dukd@tesence of this native Othello — the
production later had two short runs. Although theglish reviewers parodied Addy’s
acting, it went beyond the previous Shakespearedormqmances in its emphasis on the
native perspective, which “was part of a movemarimglish theatres of Calcutta at the
beginning of the nineteenth century toward ‘ethoicrectness’ of representatioft.”
The 1848 Sans Souci production Othello consistently favoured an example of
hybridity since the English text was being trangdrto the ‘native’ context. At a time
where there were clear dichotomies such as the anld the ruled, black and white, the
audience was invited to reflect on themes of saliepact, i.e. the possibility of
mimicking the colonisers by producing somethindettént whose origin may be in the
colonial world, but, at the end, is distorted arbwgs that the borderland is easily
crossed. Addy’s acting of Othello can actually b&ced in this liminal or gray area

which already moved beyond colonialism. Insteadsiofiply absorbing the sahib’s

21 Sudipto Chatterjee and Jyotsna Singh, “Moor orsReBhe Surveillance @thello, Calcutta 1848.” In
Shakespeare and Appropriatidads. Christy Desmet and Robert Sawyer (London: [Bdge, 1999), 70.
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playtext, the Indian actor pinpointed at the aml@mee of his situation by using

“camouflage, mimicry.*

1.2. Free adaptations of Shakespeare: The Paratréhén In-Between Case

If in 1848 a production oDthellowith a native in the leading role came as a forcefu
reminder of the possibilities of hybridity even aolonial India, the Parsi Theatre
Shakespearean productions have always been deemedamer instance of in-
betweenness troubling the dichotomy East-West.iare Zoroastrian eémigrés from
Persia who dwelled in India for a long period ofi¢i. They are culturally constructed as
a community in terms of race, wealth and a cen@@sternisation, which distinguish
them from the Indian community. The origins of &si companies have to be traced
back to the Bombay Theatre in 1849. However, thsiRkaeatre as such did not really
begin until 1860 and approximately finished in 183®Vithin the Parsi Theatre, two
different forms can be distinguished: a) those grerfng in and around the Bombay
area, travelling abroad at times and b) those lliagecompanies which were located in
other provinces, and toured with their troupes. Sta@ning costumes, verbose speeches
and gorgeous music that filled every production everucial for the extraordinary
success of these adaptations. Although their repelent Shakespeare the leading role,
other European plays were also performed. Theidyotions covered a wide array of

languages, moving from a first play in Marathi taj&ati and Urdu plays. Their

2 Homi BhabhaThe Location of Cultures5.

% There are disagreements regarding the year whioWed the end of the Parsis. Although Trivedi and
Bartholomeusz, 17 advocate for 1930, Javed Matickrivedi and Bartholomeusz, 93 prefers the 208 as
more reliable date.
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performance style reflected heterogeneity, “degvifrom Eastern and Western
forms.”?*

According to Malick, at least 75 texts were dir¢éi@nslations/adaptations of
Shakespeare’s plays. These 75 texts adapted twheety- different Shakespearean
plays, which obviously included comedies, tragedigstories, romances and roman
plays?® Their versions of Shakespearean plays have beéad céexperimental
localising adaptations” since they involved notyoalchange of names and locations,
but also a rewriting of plots and characters, aolaét of otherdramatis personaand
the inclusion of songs and dances, which were sacgdo suit the Indian taste. To
achieve a localised Shakespeare is the aim of {weghictions. For that reason, they
also included references to gods and goddessesmadé use of strangely hybrid
dresses, sometimes more Indian than Victorian. Mdyg a commercial motto, the
translations/adaptations never acknowledged thekeSpaarean source, in case
audiences were discouraged by texts usually redasgenstances of highbrow culture.
In the words of Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, “it woulot be an exaggeration to assert
that Shakespeare was popularized, commercializedl jresinuated into the psyche of
these audiences — without them knowing that it mkespeare — through the
transformations effected by the Parsi theatfeBy making Shakespeare popular, these
companies explicitly drew on plebeian audiencekerathan on the Anglo-Indians or
the Indian intelligentsia. Such was the degreeopiutarization these versions achieved
that audiences very often demanded repetitions etaicn scenes. These free
constructions of Shakespeare’s plays where onéir@ortia singing songs, Viola and

Sebastian running away in a train afdg Learhaving a happy ending also function to

% Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 16.
2 jJaved Malick in Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 93.
% Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 16.
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evoke a clear case of cultural resistance to tipeesgive, imperial system governing in
India at the time. The Parsi theatre was both ‘pheduct and the producer of a
hybridity that was the hallmark of urban coloniadlia.”’

A whole generation of Parsi dramatists greeted &@adare and were influenced
by him. The pioneers were Thoothi, Dadabhai Paeloverji Nazer, K. Khatau,
Kabraji, Baliwala, Nanabhai Ranina and Edulji Kofihe Parsi playwright Ranina
Nanabhai Rustamji (1832-1900) aspired to offer @apato Shakespeare by translating
one act ofThe Comedy of Errorand ofOthellointo Gujaratiand the full play-text of
Romeo and JulietUrdu dramatists of the Parsi stage also took mdmgyrties with
Shakespearean plots. Narayan Prasad Betab watgkhdhandha (Labyrinth)ased
on The Comedy of Error§l909). Agha Hashr Kashmiri — considered by Trivedd
Bartholomeusz the most important figure of the Pidwesatre — also put into circulation
several translations of Shakespearean ffate made his debut with the adaptation of
The Winter’s Tale Murid-a-shak 1899, stage&ing Lear (Safed Khoonip 1907,King
John (Said-e-Havasih 1908 andMacbeth (Khwab-e-Hastin 1909. His method of
translation aimed to elaborate on the comic subpldhe plays in order to combine
these comic interludes with music. Gupt centredvi@mindi Hasan Ahsan as the most
crucial Urdu agent in the transmission and trarsi&daptation of Shakespeare’s
plays?® His dramaBhul Bhulaiyan(1905) was supposed to be based’be Comedy of
Errors, but according to Gupt it was actually basedrarelfth Night the twins being a

boy and a girl. Although this Shakespearean playndoubtedly the source text, the

argument, in accordance with other translationpadi®ns, departed considerably from

2" Ania Loomba, “Shakespearean TransformationsShakespeare and National Cultuke. John J.
Joughin (Manchester: Manchester University Pre337), 122.

%8 Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 56.

%9 Somanatha Gupta translated by Kathryn HariBee,Parsi Theatre: Its Origins and Development
(Calcutta: Seagull books, 2005), 87.
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the original text, for the play was set in a Muskultural context. Ahsan located the
play in the Tatar country and all his charactersewgiven Muslim names. He also
appropriatedThe Merchant of Venicas Dilfarosh (Merchant of Hearts) in 1900 and
Hamlet as Khun-e Nahagq(Unjust Murder) in 1898° Like in his reworking of
Shakespeare’sTwelfth Night (Bhul Bhulaiyan Khun-e Nahagalso undergoes a
“Muslimization” since hisdramatis personaare Muslim and the story is set in the city
of Damascus. This Urdu dramatist of the Parsi stdge castRomeo and JuligBazm-

e Fanj also known assulnar Firo2 in a Muslim light in 1890. This appropriation of
Romeo and Julieturns the tragic grandeur, sublime status of thgi¢rending into a
happy one, “completely running the original upsittevn.”* This work should not be
regarded as a polemical project, because it sifgllgws a tradition of rewritings
which altered the original to tone with the Indiaay of thinking. Consequently, all the
translations/adaptations by the Parsi and Urdu dtiais are identified by the extreme
liberties taken by the playwrights in relation ke toriginal, although their engagement
with Shakespeare is also presént.

These Urdu Shakespearean appropriations were sthgeBarsi theatrical
companies. The Empress Victoria Theatrical Compamg founded by Jahangir
Pestanji Khambatta, who performetll-e Narvan an adaptation of Shakespeare’s
Othello. The Alfred Theatrical Company was establishedl&Y1 by Framji Joshi.
Although the shadow of Shakespeare was always,thi@ise company only staged a

single performance of a Shakespeare’s play, a @ujaanslation ofThe Taming of the

% Gupta translated by Hansen, 87.

31 Gupt translated by Hansen, 92.

%2 More adaptations of Shakespeare’s plays done @uWor the Parsi theatrical companiddeetha
Zahar (Cymbeline1899, Shahide-naz (Measure for Measut®0(Q, Shahide-Vafa (Otheljdl898 and
Kali Nagin (Antony and Cleopatyd 906. See Nagarajan and Viswanathan, 55; Mishra, 84; dadmal,
Theatres of India: A Concise Compani@ew Delhi: Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009P3-108
and Shankar, 114 for a full list of the productiam®arsi theatrical companies.
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Shrew Shakespeare’s cultural cachet was encouragechdyElphinstone Dramatic
Club. This company was founded by Parsi youthsandteur artists from respectable
and wealthy families. Given the background of tbaniders, the theatre never had
financial problems. The Shakespearean plays whate werformed by the Elphinstone
Dramatic Club includedrhe Taming of the Shrew, Othellmd Two Gentlemen of
Verona The other company which was also responsible dotivening the
Shakespearean presence was the Shakespeare Hhe@tmepany, founded in 1876.
Their objective was “to have Shakespeare’s plagsstated into Gujarati and perform
them in costumes of Shakespeare’s &taTwo minor companies — Gentlemen
Amateurs and the New Parsi Victoria Theatrical Canmyp— were also inspired by
Shakespeare, and perform&de Comedy of Errorand Har Jit (Win or Losg — an
Urdu translation oKing Lear by Murad Ali — respectivel§* Thus, in all these Parsi
theatrical companies, a Shakespearean force waysjvowerfully at work.

The Parsi theatre finds an easy niche in the Babadv rewriting of
Shakespeare’s plays.If the Parsi theatre engages with localisationshefplay-texts,
replacement of Shakespearean names for Indian néankof acknowledgement of the
Shakespearean source text and changes as far &ndhys are concerned, Indian
popular cinema honours its source — the Parsireaby imitating its procedure of
Shakespearean appropriation; i.e. it follows thi pdready opened by the Parsi drama.
The films which are part of the corpus of this disation clearly show the influence of
the Parsi theatre. For instance, the rewriting ledk&speare’$he Comedy of Errorm

Gulzar's Angoor (1981) is advertised with no references to Shalkagpwhatsoever.

¥ Gupta translated by Hansen, 143.

% More on the Parsi Theatrical Companies in Guptsiated by Hansen, 136-143.

% Esha Niyogi De, “Modern Shakespeare in Popular BoyrCinema, Screerd3.1 (2002): 27 for a well
developed connection between Parsi theatre angwBadld. She focuses on the Parsi dramatists’ interes
on Victorian melodrama as well.
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Vishal Bhardwaj’'sMaqgbool (2002) locates Shakespeare’s famous tragedy in Mymb
as part of a gangland and the names of characterseplaced with Indian names.
Macbeth is Magbool, Lady Macbeth is Nimmi, BanggoKiaka, Duncan is Abba-ji.
Vishal Bhardwaj'sOmkara(2006) replicates this localisation and alterattdmames.
Thus, Othello is Omkara, Desdemona is Dolly, Cassi&esu, lago is Langda and
Emilia is Indu. Both film adaptations embrace nelentities with the inclusion of new
characters or the development of others in orderadhieve psychic wholeness.
Bollywood Romeo and Juliaiff-shoots such aBombay(dir. Mani Rathnam, 1995) and
1942: A Love Storydir. Vidhu Vinod Chopra, 1994) ravage the tragmwl do create a
new work close to the Indian mind. Such paralletisbetween the Parsi theatre and

Bollywood can be seen as legitimate in the prooéssutating Shakespeare.

1.3. Indianising Shakespeare

“Shakespeare is here, not translated formally, nor

imitated, but transplanted as a living organisth”

Like in the case of the Parsi theatre, translatadeptations of Shakespeare during the
colonial period also remould Shakespeare accortbngational demands, distancing
themselves from the defamiliarised Shakespeare qemrby the colonial enterprise in
the Indian curriculd’ Several scholars articulate the reflection thatappropriation of

Shakespeare in the Indian context departs frontrétktional and faithful translations

% Sisson, 8.

3 In her article “Shakespeare and the ‘Civilizingsklon™ in Colonial Narratives Jyotsna Singh
contributes significantly to the distinction betwe®ghakespeare in the Indian syllabus and Shakespear
the Indian stage. While the former is still repregaéive of British colonialism, the latter reinfec
subversiveness via native performances of the pldngse the Indian folk traditions usually play atpa
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practised in other countries to pave the way tchak8speare tuned to suit the Indian
psyche®® The various translators/adaptors pursued theatitver of the plays so that
they could actually capture the Indian spirit. Tinedaptation’ of Shakespearean works
is an exposure of the process of Indianization tockv the plays have always been
subjected® Shankar advocates the use of the term translaiime its frontiers have to
be extended. In his opinion, the transformation mredamorphosis of a story should be
considered as an act of translatfBms with the Parsi theatre appropriations, these
‘tradaptations’ localise the names of characterd places, Indianise situations, may
relocate the play in a specific period of Indiarstbiry, delete and add scenes and
characters at ease, tend to bring the comic subpkat the spotlight and the
performance is always interpolated with songs aamtceds. Thus, the representation of
Shakespeare in India is basically characterisethéyattempt to transplant his plays to
the Indian ethos, adaptations being consolidated.

The decision to embrace Shakespeare as an Indgperty unmistakably
favoured the translation/adaptation of the comedres the romances at the beginning,
whereas the great tragedies gained recognitioriatea stage. When they were actually
adapted, tragic endings were usually modified, eghthe similar method used in the
Restoration period by Colley Cibber Richard 1ll, George Granville inThe Jew of

Venice Nahum Tate irking Learand Otway inCaius Marius— based orRomeo and

% See Narasimhaial,0; Poonam Trivedi, “Interculturalism or Indigertism: Modes of Exchange,
Shakespeare East and West.”"Shakespeare and his Contemporaries in Performaide Edward J.
Esche (London: Ashgate, 2000), 73-89; Amitava Rdsishna Sen and Debnarayan Bandopadhyay,
Colonial and Postcolonial Shakespeares: Papers Rrateedings of the World Shakespeare Conference
Calcutta 2004(Kolkata: Avantgarde Press for Shakespeare SoocieBastern India, 2004) and Trivedi
and Bartholomeusz.

%9 The term ‘tradaptation’ was coined by Pavis, 19.

“0 Shankar, 28.
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Juliet** The turn of tragic endings into happy endings waavoidably promoted by
the shortage of pure dramatic tradition in Indias&d on a fundamental religious basis
where death was equated with rebirth and renewiialcentrast with the West where it
overshadows everything, the tragiénouemenivas completely out of the question. In
the words of Yajnik: “the Hindu playwrights admitat death is a terrible thing to
witness on the stage and they agree that the grgtological heroes should rather
inspire in the minds of the audience feelings oference than of agony by an
undignified spectacle of their death, which wowdamble that of ordinary mortals. If
they swoon, they always recovéf.”In order to maintain an idealistic and utopian
atmosphere where good characters are rewardedvincharacters are punished for
their sins, tragic endings were completely forbrdeThe “comediation” of
Shakespeare’s tragedies during the colonial peoifered a denser reading of the
Indian society, which clearly absorbed Shakesp@ate its own particularities and
peculiarities. It was part of the cultural resistamprocess of the colonized culture since
Shakespeare was “bolstered and undone, refresidel@gated *®

The rewriting procedures of Shakespeare in Britislia show the desirability of
certain plays while others seem to be forgotteif #sy were dusty relics on a shelf
whose translation is otiose. By the same tokenahdhdian vernacular languages have
the same number of translations. According to Cladtty, it seems the Bengali

language gave in to Shakespeare the most havingréagest number of translatiofs.

“l Sailendra Kumar Sen, “Adaptations of Shakespeark His Critics, 1660-1790” in Narasimhaiah
focuses on the rewritings of the Shakespearears plagng the Restoration period, 90-104.

“2 R.K. Yajnik, The Indian Theatre, its Origins and its Later Deyghents under European Influence
(New York: E. P. Dutton, 1934), 23.

“3 Mark Thornton BurnettFilming Shakespeare in the Global Marketplg¢toundmills, Basingstoke,
Hampshire: Palgrave Shakespeare Studies, 2007), Ih56is penultimate chapter ‘Post-Millennial
Parody’, Burnett deals with the free circulation Sifiakespeare in three film adaptatiols:Othello,
Romeo & JulieandThe Street King

“4 Sudeshna Chakravorty in Roy, Sen and Bandopadhgdy,
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For translation purposes, the favourite plays wEne Merchant of Venicand The
Comedy of Erroramong the comedies a@thello, Romeo and Juliet, Macbeth, Julius
Caesarand Hamletamong the tragediés.The Merchant of Venicproved to be the
most popular comedy, especially in the wake ofaimateur Indian stage where it was
performed in parts or in its entirety in Englistthaugh native performances were soon
to come. Keen to show the complexities of the peaef Indianisation, Kumar Das
focused on Shakespear&be Merchant of Venic&here the Jewish-Christian conflict
finds no parallel in the Indian sociefy/Given the play’s vicissitudes, translators usually
preferred to maintain the Jewish-Christian conflefthough Bharantendu substituted
the Christian by Arya — Hindu — and the Jew by Jaen person belonging to the Jaina
religion” Nevertheless, this parallelism did not qualify dese the hostility between
these groups had long been over. The allurd fer Comedy of Errorsan be glimpsed
in the twelve adaptations which were made into Hifitle tragic ending dRomeo and
Juliet never prevented its endless recreations, and, whdid, the climax was simply
altered. According to Das, the play “provided a mualoser approximation to the Indian
experience of love and passion, social authorityl @dividual frustration within the
rigidities of caste and marriage rulé§.’Far from being removed from the Indian
environs, the story simply seems to replicate tkygegences of Indian love legends
such as Radha and Krishna and Laila and M&nthe fashion for particular plays
namelyThe Merchant of Venice, The Comedy of ErammdRomeo and Julidtasically

shaped the interpretation of Shakespeare in India.

% For C.R. Shah, “Shakespearean Plays in Indian wzge Part |,"The Aryan PathNovember (1955):
485 the favourite Shakespearean plays to be adaesiThe Merchant of Venice, Cymbeline, Romeo
and Juliet, Hamlet, Othello and Macbeth

“® Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 60.

4" Bharantendu translatdthe Merchant of Venide 1880, entitling iDurlabh BandhuRare Friends).

“8 Sisir Kumar Das, “Shakespeare in Indian LangudgksTrivedi and Bartholomeusz, 62.

“9 Despite the success Bbmeo and Juliéh the Marathi and Parsi theatres, it was a coraglep on the
Bengali stage. See R. K. Yajnik gtd. in J. P. Mishi3.
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The Bengali translations were generally orientediardls their subsequent
performance in Bengali public theatres, such as\tgonal Theatre (the first Bengali
playhouse set up in 1872), the Bengal Theatret(buil873), the Star Theatre (founded
in 1883) and the Minerva theatre in 1893. The ieaker in the translation of
Shakespeare into Bengali was C. Monckton, an Bmghsident of Fort William
College, who translatedhe Tempesinto Bengali in 1809, although it was never
performed® In his communion with Shakespeare, Tarini Palsia@edOthello (Bhim
Singhd in 1875, which was staged on"™2February 1875 in the Bengal theatre. The
early 20" century Bengal theatre still saw Shakespeare agjtintessential ‘Indian
icon” with abundant performances of his plays ansiation, namelCleopatra— a
translation ofAntony and Cleopatra by Pramatha Nath Bhattacharya staged in the
Minerva Theatre in September 19B8udagar based o he Merchant of Venice by
Bhupendra Bandyopadhyaya performed in the Star tigh@a December 1915; and
Othellotranslated by Debendra Nath Basu and performedarciM1919 in the Minerva
Theatre>! All these translations attempted to remodel Shage®’s plays for the Indian
stage with more or less succéss.

Macbeth and Hamlet might be said to be the plays to which most Bengal
translators aimed to pay tribute at the end oflt#2 century. Girish Chandra Ghosh’s
Macbethshared common ground with Amarendra Duttd&iraj — loosely and freely
based onHamlet — in their drive for Indianisation, although theneere significant

differences in the procedure as well as in the esgc“Opening Night/ The Minerva

0 A, Podder, “The Impact of Shakespeare on Bengadrature, The Indian Journal of English

! See Ananda Lal and Sukanta Chaudhuri (e8bakespeare on the Calcutta Stage: A Checklist
(Calcutta: Papyrus, 2001) and Surendra Chandraa3Q@pe4, unpublished Ph.D., University of London)
for a full account of Bengali translations of Shsieare’s plays.

%2 According to Sengupta in Trivedi and Bartholomeu35, Othello adapted by Debendranath Basu
with Tarasundari — a famous actress — in the lepdite as Desdemona did not do well in the boxceffi
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Theatre/ 6 Beadon Street Saturday, th® Zshuary, 9 pm/ Shakespeare in Bengal” said
the advertisement of Girish Chandra GhodWacbeth emphasizing the fact that it was
done in Bengali, which seemed to be consideredrasaution in the appropriation of
Shakespeare. Starring such legends as Tinkari-Dlaasily Macbeth — and the comedian
Ardhendu Sekhar Mustafi, the performance was a tetmpfailure®® Despite the
promising advertisement, Girish Chandra Ghosh’sripue in Indianising Shakespeare
simply consisted of translating the play into Bdhgad of adding five songs for the
witches and one for the soldier. The mise-en-seéme extremely shocking since there
was no relocation and, despite the use of Bengadi,play was located in Scotland.
Utpal Dutt says that confronting Shakespeare wighdali “is an experiment in itself.
One should not venture anything beyond that,” pee cannot but relate the scant
public attendance with the lack of proper Indiatia>* While in his first translation of
a Shakespearean playghanumati Cittavilas1853, based ohhe Merchant of Venice
Ghose added a volte-face in the plot concentradimghe love relationship between
Bhanumati — Portia — and Chittavilas — Bassaniond ehanged the names of the
characters, hidacbethwas more traditional in its scope. In contrast, &alyanath
Choudhury boldly developed a process of Indiarosat consisting of songs, dances
and local costumes — in his free adaptationHaimlet — Hariraj — directed by
Amarendra Dutta on 21 June 1897 when the Classeafié opened. Aware of the
impossibility of faithful translations in India, B@’s version had reminiscence or an

echo of Shakespearetsamlet and interpolated the dialogue with eleven songthe

3 Although the play was very much acclaimed and breked by critics, it was a flop among the
audience and, after ten performances, it was wathidr It was performed again in 1899 at the Classic
Theatre. See K. RahBengali TheatrdNew Delhi: National Book Trust, 1978).

> Utpal Dutt directed and performed in the post-n@bperiod numerous Shakespearean plays. See Roy,
Sen and Bandopadhyay, 2004 and Samik Bandyopadiityal Dutt.” In Contemporary Indian
Theatre: Interviews with Playwrights and Directofsd. Rajinder Paul (New Delhi: Hope India, 2006),
15-18.
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performanceThe outcome was a great success, Shakespearegheeesiushrooming
among Indiang®> The different responses by the public towardsehevo approaches
to Shakespeare unfold the remarkable interpretatfaBhakespeare in India since the
freer and more Indianized the version is, the nsoieessful it will be.

The integrity of Shakespeare was thrown into qoast the majority of Indian
vernacular languages via its subsequent IndianisatiGujarati and Urdu adaptations
step off the stage for this process in their versitor the Parsi theatré.In fact, The
Taming of the Shrewvas the first Shakespearean play to be staged itn@dan
vernacular language, Guijarati. The play, entithadhari Firangiz Thekani AWA Bad
Firangi — European — Woman Brought to Sense), waged in 1852. The translator
altered some scenes, but preferred to leave tlesvshs a foreigner because the refusal
to wedlock on the part of an Indian woman was izatty inconceivable® In Hindi,
Shakespeare was also significantly transmuted timtolndian culture. Harish Trivedi
confirmed this fact by not making a distinctionweén translations and adaptations of
Shakespearean plays into Hindi language, which seerexceed 70 since 1879.
According to Mishra, theaison d’étreof adaptations is connected with the difficulties

encountered in the process of translating allusispscific expressions and the rhyme.

% Dutta directed lateMacbeth(1899), The Comedy of ErroréKonta Ke 1905) andThe Merchant of
Venice(Saudagay 1915). However, he never achieved the same degrpepularity he received with
Hariraj. See Lal and Chaudhuri, 31.

% As there is no such thing as Indian theatre bec#iusre is no communication among the different
theatres which would constitute the more abstration of Indian theatre, it is worth developing the
interaction of the different regional dramas withe®espeare. See Bharucha, xi.

>’ The majority of the Urdu adaptations for the P#rsatre have already been mentioned.

%8 See Shah, 485 to see a full account of Gujaratii4daptations’ of Shakespearean plays performed on
the Indian stage. Some of them dR@ama-Ratan (The Comedy of Errobg) N. K. Vaidya (1903)Jagat-
Sinh (1904) andVibudh-Vijaya(based onThe Merchant of Veni¢eChandrahas (The Winter's Tale,
1894) andChampraj Hando(Cymbeling 1900), both by V. A. OzaSaubhag-Sundari (Othellcgnd
Vasundhara or Bedhari Talwar (Macbetty N. V. Thakkur (1910).

% Harish Trivedi, Colonial Transactions: English Literature and IndidManchester: Manchester
University Press, 1995), 14.
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Thus, all these problems clearly encouraged adepsatather than translatiofs.Such
an emphasis on adaptations was also followed iisthéhi language. The trajectory of
plays appropriating Shakespeare in the Sindhi laggureely reached its heyday with
Mirza Kalich Beg — the most famous translator otlSspeare’s plays in Sindhi. His
version of The Merchant of Venice Hasna Dildar 1897 — modified the names of
characters and relocated the play in an Indiamgettlis Gulzar and Gulnar based on
Romeo and Julietl900 — transformed the tragedy into a happy endimder popular
pressure. Moreover, the adaptation of Shakespetegjedy became aagitprop in a
society where love marriage was not conceived aednarital love was out of the
questionShahzado Bahram his particular interpretation éfamlet— was acclimatized
to Muslim life, the characters also being given Mashames. Shakespeare then clearly
operated as a force for cultural realignment irséheernacular languages.

Indianisation of Shakespeare’s plays does not eegedmportance in Southern
Indian vernacular languages such as Tamil, Kanaadarelugu. Although the pioneers
in the ‘Tamilisation’ of Shakespeare’'s plays were VWiswanatha Pillai with his
Merchant of VenicasVenice Vartakar§1870), Venugopala Charyar with iverchant
of Veniceas Venice Viyapur(1874), and S. Narayanaswamy lyer with a versioA of
Midsummer Night's DrearantittedNadu Venir Kanavi§1883), who introduced a third
person narrative to make the stories more intergsthe crucial figure in this process
was Paammal Sambanda Mudaliyar, who substitutedotiygnal names for proper
Tamil names and myths in his adaptations. Clegpagent in the Kannada language is
the construction of Indianisation, even in theestlof some ‘tradaptations’, such as

Chandi Mardan Natakam(K. Laxamana Rao, 1910) antratika Nataka (H. H.

0 See Shankar, 114 for a whole list of Hindi tratistzs.
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Gadigeyya, 1920), which allude to violent forms thfe Goddess Durd4d. The
popularity of The Taming of the Shrewas connected with “the pleasure the strongly
male chauvinistic society of the time took in thefiliation of any assertive femalé®”
Shakespearean drama was again adapted into the#@amanguage in Ananda Rao’s
Ramavarma-Lilavati- based orRomeo and Juliet1889 — in which the tragic ending
was wiped away and in Srikantesha Gowda’s tramslatof ShakespeareMacbeth
andA Midsummer Night’'s DreanRamavarma-Lilavals finale elaborated a surrealistic
Disney-like context in which Friar Laurence praytedGod that the lovers may be
saved, they were revived from the dead and livggpihaever after. In a country where
rebirth goes hand in hand with death, such endingplg reveals the desire to
familiarize Shakespeare with the colonized cult@rucial to the understanding of the
localisation of Shakespeare in the Kannada languaige Srikantesha Gowda’s
translations. HisMacbeth — Prataparudradeva,1856 — renders to the practice of
Indianisation even in the title. Instead of beingmed after the central character
Macbeth the translation owes its title to a very minaguiie. The underlying premise
for this change is the implausibility of naming laypafter the Prati-nayaka or antihero
instead of after the Nayaka or hero-virtuugurthermore, the Christian connotation
was completely deleted so as to include Indian sydhd gods. Relocated in an
imaginary country like Odhra, the change of loadikpossesses the play of its political
connotation. Gowda’s adaptation dAfMidsummer Night's Dream Pramilarjuniyam—

is channelled to India with significant transforioas. Apart from the change of venue,
Kerala being preferred to Greece, the story of @agesand Hyppolita is substituted by

that of Arjuna and Pramila, and Oberon and Titaar@ replaced by Manmatha and

®! Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 54.
%2 Viijaya Guttal in Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 108.
% Shankar, 21.
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Rati® In Telugu, twelve out of thirty-seven Shakespeangiays were ‘Telugised,” but
the adaptations were not celebrated by the publiche stag&® Then, real acts of
appropriation or expropriation also take placeaut8ern Indian vernacular languages.
An exception to the rule of extremely free adaptadi of the Shakespearean
plays in the Indian context is offered by the Maratanslations because they seemed to
be targeted at a more cultured audiefidenlike Gujarati and Urdu adaptations for the
Parsi theatre, they are characterised by the fjdwli the Shakespearean source $éxt.
Marathi drama has always commemorated some Shakesipe plays over others,
namely The Comedy of Errors, Hamlet, Julius Caesar, Mdthdthe Merchant of
Venice, A Midsummer Night's Dream, Othello, Romed duliet, The Taming of the
ShrewandThe Tempe$f Characteristic adaptations ke Taming of the Shrewder
the title Tratika by Professor Vasudeo Balkrishna Kelkar of the Fesgn College of
Poona, Deval’'Zunjarrao— a Marathi adaptation of Shakespea€tiello— and, above
all, the MarathiHamletinterpreted by Ganapatrao Joshi from 1882-1883saléath in
1922°° Marathi drama’s only elaboration of Indianisatizas the addition of songs to
the plays. As Bartholomeusz endeavours to explanty Manajirava — a Marathi

version ofMacbeth— underwent a method of Indianisation which babicaifected the

® Shankar, 118.

% Yajnik, 101. While the Telugu stage was attendgdriiddle-class playgoers, the Tamil theatre was
patronized by a low-class audience.

% See Nagarajan and Viswanathan, 84; Sisson, 1Y ajmik, 15.

" However, Sukanta Chaudhuri, “Shakespeare in India”
http://internetshakespeare.uvic.ca/Library/Crititishakespearein/india6.html ~ (2007)  builds  her
argument on the free adaptation of Shakespeamys joh Marathi.

% Nevertheless, the Marathlerchant of Venicevas not very successful in relation to the Urdusier
due to the fidelity to the text.

% The Taming of the Shréscritical reception in Marathi drama simply shalmiat it was perhaps the
favourite Shakespearean play to be translatedliigdanguage. Three successful translations stipipier
argumentTratika by V. B. Kelkar in Poona (1892 haudaven Ratnwith several songs interspersed in
the text andKarkasha DamanaAs for the MarathiHamlet according to Yajnik, it was the most
acclaimed adaptation in India.
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names of characters and places. Marathi dramaecktiten on imitative transactions of
Shakespeare’s plays, but did not transplant Shekesm@s a living organism.

The engagement with Shakespeare in Malayalam aisdaOianguages is rather
poor, which is both curious and puzzling. Only tplays were translated into
Malayalam: King Lear, Hamlet, Othello, MacbetAnd Julius Caesaramong the
tragedies andrhe Taming of the Shrew, The Comedy of Errors, Mieechant of
Venice, A Midsummer Night's Dreaamd Twelfth Nightamong the comedies. In line
with the trajectory of the interpretation of Shagkesre’'s plays in other vernacular
languages, the few translations in Malayalam fealudianisation with the exception of
Govinda Pillai’s translations dfing Learand The Merchant of Venigavhich provide
an almost literal translation. Hardly were thesanstations visualised on stage and,
when they were, box-office success was never theome. A similar claim can be
made for the appropriation of Shakespeare in Qrisserestingly, the depth and scale
the Western literature canon seems to have in ®&has not reached the Shakespearean
canon. Yet, according to Shankar, the credit aneérence for Shakespeare in this
language clearly motivated the disinclination tanslate his works since that would
imply a devaluation of the original work.

The free appropriation of Shakespeare prevailsthal not only in the Parsi
theatre, but also in the different Indian vernacldaguages. Indianisation has crossed
the frontiers of Bollywood cinema to reach othegio@al film industries. Whether
influenced directly or indirectly by the Parsi thea and/or Indianized
translations/adaptations, the Telugu adaptatiorbledkespeare’s playellamma(dir.

Mohan Koda, 1999) inspired in Shakespeatdacbethexperienced relocations and

® Shankar, 146.
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transformations.Yellamma substitutes the b century Scotland for 19 century
Telengana, also featured by its political upheavalsd turbulent times. The
Shakespearean translation/adaptation in Southedraninvernacular languages also
serves as an absolute point of reference for tiaéysis of the film off-shoots in these
languages. In its encounter with poeti¢g)lammacannot be named after the anti-hero,
the title reading “the prophecy.” In a period matkey British colonialism, there was
still room for native, indigenous Shakespeare aspitompt for reinvention of Indian
culture, to the extent that “the parodic repetitairithe original’...reveals the original

to be nothing other than a parody of itieaof...the original.”*

2. Transition and post-colonial period: Ambivaletno&ards Shakespeare

“The withdrawal of Britain from India in 1947 as a
political force hasn’t seriously affected the study
Shakespeare (and of English literature) in our egls
and universities. The ‘Shakespeare industry’ is a

flourishing concern — even in Indi&

lyengar's testimony seems somewhat inaccurate, ewah naive. That the
Shakespearean industry experienced a considerablmeal from the 1920s to the late
1950s in India is grima faciefact. The colonial antecedents of the Shakespearea

performance in India had the inevitable result avaning of the productions in the

" Judith Butler,Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of tijefiNew York and London:
Routledge, 1999), 41.
2 lyengar in the special Number loidian Literature(1964: 1) to commemorate Shakespeare’s birthday.
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transition period to postcolonialism and its aftatim According to Trivedi and
Bartholomeusz, Bhattacharya and Sisson, the idiestson of the nationalist
movement in the 1920s was the political event tfetlyzed the ascendance of the
Shakespearean industryin contrast, Awasthi and Rajamannar claimed thefitnpact

of Ibsen and Shaw drama actually originated thelendack of interest in the dramatic
pieces of ShakespeafeSunita Paul agrees with Bartholomeusz and Bhattgehon
the hostility to colonial rule as a direct causehsf oblivion of ShakespeafeListing a
total of four hundred and thirty-four translatiomem the nineteenth century onwards,
Sunita Paul mentions only fifty adaptations beloggio the period 1920-19479.

The continuance of the Shakespearean empire stéppsdme years. However,
scholars do not agree on the date of the stamefdecline and subsequent revival of
Shakespeare in India. Sisson establishes the pbu¢parture from Shakespeare after
the 1912 as a clear reaction against English titezaand culturé’ For Harish Trivedi,
the debunking of Shakespeare began in the politicakate in the aftermath of World
War |, as a direct consequence of the spread oflildam nationalism. Similarly, for
Singh, the repertoire of Shakespearean plays bedaa substituted by Bengali plays in
1920 as part of the nationalistic endeavour. Shadaae re-emerged for Singh in 1940,
just as for Trivedi and Bartholomeusz the realingrpoint was the year in which India

got the independence — 19%47.

"3 Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 17; Bhattacharya, 3 Sisson, 16.

™ |n the special number dfidian Literature(1964).

5 Sunita PaulA Tribute to Shakespea(Blew Delhi: Theatre and Television Associates,3)980.

% Concerning performances, only a selection of sedrmm Othello translated by Debendranath Basu
and from Macbeth translated by Girish Chandra Ghose performed onSgptember 1926 and 29
September 1926 respectively are worth being mesation

" Sisson, 20.

"8 Singh,Colonial Narratives 141 and Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 17.
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Although Shakespeare’s revival started in the po&tnial period, it was still
considered a Western import of artistic exoticag &me link with colonialism was
reinforced. Norman Marshall toured India in 1948hwa company of actors staging
Shakespeare’s plays in an attempt to gesture teward imperial past in which
Shakespearean plays were subordinated to the ablpower, being performed by
English actors for an Indian audience. The spetgftiritish imperialism also haunted
the performances by Geoffrey and Laura Kendal. Tbennection with Shakespeare
comes under scrutiny in their second (1947-1948)thimd (1953-6) trips to India when
they toured the country with their ‘Shakespearear@hpany with a total of eight
hundred and seventy nine performances of Shakespeplays and other English
classics. This company of Anglo-Indians did naieex its boundaries beyond Western
culture, for the performances were in English fa €ducated Indians. Even on screen,
the Shakespearean industry and notions of Bargotgterated on the assumptions of
Western superiority. Kishore Sahukéamlet (1954) was shot-by-shot visualised as
Laurence OliviersHamlet (1948), and the imagery, setting and ambianceateut or
rather mimicked the Western production. Although th-emergence of Shakespeare in
India already started just after their independeinom the British, the re-birth of a
vernacular Indian Shakespeare — in the traditiorthef Parsi theatre — was in fact
materialized in 1964

While in China the commemorations for the #Gniversary of Shakespeare’s

birth were cancelled since the “sky darkened arel pholitical weather changed

" The Parsi theatre can be considered the first moctemmercial theatre, highly influential betweée t
1850s and 1930s. The Parsi theatre was an in-bepwgbrid project, for it was subsidized by the $far

— the Zoroastrian community — but added Europeeamigues to its performances. See for instance Lal,
Theatres of Indial02-108.
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considerably® — Shakespeare was synonymous of capitalism —dia,l@n interesting
discourse on and about Shakespeare emétg@everal publications came to light in
1964, and they are all fraught with ambivalenceardigg the role of Shakespeare. On
the one hand, some volumes follow the path of dalopublications flattering and
praising Shakespeare in English. On the other haiher publications are interestingly
concerned with the appropriation of the plays ididn languages.

C. D. Narasimhaiah, a well-known member of the dandAcademy, precisely
compiled a volume of essays which had the purpdsexmlling Shakespeare’s role
within the Indian subcontinent. The lasting asdimm between Shakespeare and
colonialism makes its star appearance at the vatgeb of the collection: “For the
England of trade, commerce, imperialism and theapeade has not endured but the
imperishable Empire of Shakespeare will always lik us. And that is something to be
grateful for.”®? Including articles with provoking titles such dms Shakespeare fallen
on evil tongues?’ or ‘why Shakespeare for us?’dbkection has a very old-fashioned
approach, since it highlights that the Indians cardo without, cannot give up their
Shakespeare in English, and criticizes the traoslain Indian languages. With a
constantly disturbing and condescending tone, thenve asserts that “even the average
Indian student is responsive to poetfy The intellectuals’ admiration for Shakespeare
is linked with their apparent acquisition of a sgtsymbol. Sixteen years after

independence, elite Indians still believed thatltdss of Britain would be compensated

89 evith, 40.

81 Chen Jia was actually one of the few who darguetéorm Shakespeare. He and his Nanjing University
students acted several scenes fiGinmg Lear, The Merchant of Veni¢élamletor King Learin English.
The main consequence of such a bold act was plibiidliation. See Levith, 40 or Li, 50.

82 Narasimhaiah, v.

8 Narasimhaiah, 5.
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by the ongoing presence of Shakespeare. This Booéticonfronted by political crises,
and still sails in comfortable colonial waters.

A special issue of the journdhdian Literaturedevoted to Shakespeare’s
Quartercentenary was published moving significafrthyn the previous approach. The
editors’ main aim and purpose was to explore thgeegnce of doing Shakespeare on
the Indian stage to English readers. They wantezhb@nce the possibility of having a
proper encounter between India and Shakespédrer instance, S. K. Bhattacharya
explained the intricacies of Shakespeare and tmg&ieTheatre and Chandravadan C.
Mehta explored the reception of Shakespeare orGiljarati stage. Apart from the
presence of Shakespeare in some Indian theateespd#tial collection equally includes
Shakespeare’s presence in other Indian languagssafdese, Hindi, Karnataka,
Malayalam, Marathi, Oriya, Punjabi, Sanskrit, Sindfamil, Telugu and Urdu). This
special journal published for Shakespeare’s Quaatgenary is remarkable for its scale
and variety — including a significant range of Stephearean manifestations in Indian
theatres and in Indian languages — and also foighamique in its purpose. There was a
sustained interest in the publication in the ptjoto transform Shakespeare into a
hybrid identity. This special issue bfdian Literaturetakes a step forward regarding
the hitherto forgotten possibilities of Shakespaar@ew Indian sites and languages.
These two very different treatises — C. D. Narasiai's book and thdndian
Literature journal — are symptomatic of the ambivalence towaBhakespeare in

literary manifestations published in India in 198dthough the journal is a pioneer in

8 There were other publications in 196@xygen Newsledicated a special number to Shakespeare
(Kolkata, 1964). There was also an exhibition cafaé entitledShakespeare in Indiat the National
Library, Kolkata. See_http://internetshakespeate.ca/Library/Criticism/shakespearein/india7.html

her chapter “Multiple Mediations of ‘ShakespearelNandi Bhatia also mentions the exhibition of
Shakespeare in India at the National Library ac@#. InActs of Authority, Acts of Resistance: Theatre
and Politics in Colonial and Postcolonial Ind{;ichigan: University of Michigan Press, 2004), 59.
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being the first in-print attempt to ‘vernaculariz8hakespeare, as Jyotsna Singh has
endlessly claimed, “the grip of the colonial ‘cizihg mission’ has been (more)
considerably loosened” on the Indian st&YyeThe creation of the horizon of
expectations re-emerges with Utpal Dultt.

In the scenario of post-colonial India, the yea84.8aw the re-emergence of the
‘vernacularization’ of Shakespeare on the Indiaagsf and the decolonization of
Shakespeare started to brew. Decolonization iralaffiected “every domain of public
life, from language and the arts to ideas abouitipal representation and economic
justice.”® Arjun Appadurai for instance concentrates on theotbnization of cricket in
India®” The ‘indigenization’ of cricket has a wide rangedimensions, such as the
publicity, management and patronisation of the tsgbe capacity of Indians to imitate
and mimic Victorian elite values, as well as theeassity to deprive cricket of the
corrosive bonds of England — amongst many othesscricket ought to be liberated
from its Englishness, the English terminology haal e substituted by the
correspondent jargon in Marathi, Tamil, Hindi orngali, for instance. Superimposing
the ‘vernacularization’ of cricket to that of Shakeare, many similarities emeftje.
Although both entered the Indian subcontinent ia #nglish language, they were
translated into the diverse Indian languages. Batre always beckoned a certain elitist
flavour. Yet, cricket “dictated an openness torialend vocation in those of humble

origin,” just as Shakespearean performances attacaudiences from poor

% Singh,Colonial Narratives 136.

8 AppaduraiModernity At Large89.

87 1n Modernity At Large Arjun Appadurai devotes a whole chapter to theotimization of cricket. The
chapter is entitled “Playing with Modernity: The éxonization of Indian Cricket.”

8 The main difference between the ‘vernacularizatidrericket and that of Shakespeare is that wiiike
former has been completely deprived of its Engfiahitusand has become a national sport, the latter’s
decolonization is still an ongoing process.
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background§? Interestingly, this approach to Indian audiences wossible in both
cases thanks to the Parsis, who acted as a lidisoveen the English and the Indian
cultural tastes. In the specific case of Parsi 8p&arean adaptations, crucial attempts
at crossing cultural borders were made in ordeaddress Indian audiences. The Parsi
adaptations were then the first theatrical expemieo contain a very different
dimension of Shakespeare. The Parsis mimicked amthted the Western canon
provided by the English colonizers, but, at the saime, contributed to a new and
challenging way of understanding Shakespeare. Té@yainly implied a double
articulation or ambivalence of conflicting ideolegi Yet, after the dark period of
Shakespeare in absentia in India and the indeperdwdrthe country, the ‘resurrection’
and re-emergence of Shakespeare and his real demdlon or indigenization is
immediately connected with Utpal Dutt and Shakesgs®uartercentenary.

Utpal Dutt began his theatrical career with amatqroductions of
Shakespeare’s plays at St. Xavier's College, ssdHamlet(1943)** At St. Xavier's,
he was discovered by Geoffrey and Jennifer Kendal gined them in their
Shakespeareana Company touring India and Pakistd®47-48 and 1953-54 on a
professional basis. The temporal gap betweenitsieaind second tours was related to
the Kendals’ departure to England. Utpal Dutt perfed the role of Antonio iThe
Merchant of Veniceacted as Mercutio iRomeo and Julieperformed the role of Ross
in Macbethor was Decius Brutus idulius Caesaf” While the lure of the British

Empire looms large in these productions, Tapatit&gpiggests that their construction

8 AppaduraiModernity At Large92.

% Kennedy and Lan (2010) also emphasize the rewsiaty character of Utpal Dutt’s productions in

their introduction.

1 The school dramatics at St Xavier's College incGtih were extremely influential, and contributed
significantly to the performance of Shakespeaiadia.

%2 For a well-developed list of Utpal Dutt's performt@s and roles in different languages (English,
Bengali) or in other theatrical traditions (jatfar, instance), see Paul, 20-21.
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is actually based on mimic. The verisimilitudes of the productions with thegfish
performances were apparent, but they still had alitguin them and theatrical
sensibilities which differed considerably from tBhakespearean adaptations acted in
the Anglophone world. Utpal Dutt later founded theupe Amateur Shakespeareans,
which was later renamed Little Theatre Group in chihthey were rendered to the
productions of plays in English, such AsMidsummer Night's Dream, Romeo and
Juliet, Richard I1ll, Hamlet Othellg Twelfth Night The Merry Wives of Windsar
Macbeth In all these theatrical representations, Duttagisvperformed the leading
roles: he played Richard Richard Ill, Othello inOthello or Brutus inJulius Caesar
Inspired by the IPTA (the People’s Theatre Assommf The Little Theatre Group had
a left-wing ideology, which put into jeopardy thestrong commitment with
Shakespearean plays. For instance, when the CoratRanity of India was forbidden,
they penned a political article protesting agaths& action which was accompanied by
a fragment oRomeo and JulieMiriam Stark, the leading actress, asked thetalhg
question: “If we really believe what we’ve writtethen why are we staging the classics
and for whom really?” The main dissatisfaction irgme in the group was related to
their target audience, the Westernised intellesto&iCalcutta instead of addressing the
Indian proletariat. If they wished to stage playsworking-class audiences, the masses,
the enactment of the plays ought to be in Bengadiesthey realised the impossibility of
defending their left-wing political ideas and raalization if they only did productions

for a minority audiencé’ Mass audiences were unable to follow what was ingppn

% Tapati Gupta, “From Proscenium to Paddy FieldpalUDutt's Shakespeardatra.” In Trivedi and
Minami, 159.

% Obviously, the non-Bengali members of the grougnaloned the company, and were replaced by other
Bengali members. Many of the non-Bengali membemec&om Westernized Jewish families. Their
background and education was British, whereas #tefus was Indian. Due to their loyalty to the &g
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the stage due to the language used. Obsessivetgrrmu with the masses, Utpal Dutt
detached from a theatre full of nuances of charaetion, and projected a theatre with
action to the full, and with an emphasis on expoess entrances and exits. The
beginning of his experiment was on the move anceth@s no comeback.

For Shakespeare’s Quartercentenary, Utpal DutctéideJulius Caesar(April
1964, Minerva TheatreRomeo and Julief24 April 1964, Minerva Theatre) arAl -
Midsummer Night's Dreanf24 April 1964, Minerva Theatre) in Beng&liThe re-
playing of Shakespeare in Bengali for the commom mas categorized by Tapati
Gupta as the phase of translation and localiz&fidn. spite of the fact that Dutt's
predecesors believed strongly in ‘tradaptations, €xtremely free translations with a
considerably number of alterations and changeg, idatle an effort not to make many
changes. Nevertheless, some localization was c@opul The constant paradox and
irony of Utpal Dutt's Bengali productions was thiie characters spoke an Indian
language, while they still retained the originab&&spearean names and wore Western
costumes. In the words of Tapati Gupta: “Dutt’s §alh Shakespeares’ might be seen
as contextualizing the global in the local and renveg the process of subjugating the

local to the global®

Therefore, instead of locality being eclipsed bgbglisation,
these Bengali Shakespeares emerge solely as anaesif ‘glocalisation.’

Utpal Dutt's BengaliRomeo and Julief1964) was interestingly based on his
own translation of the Shakespearean play. Liketha rest of Dutt's Bengali

Shakespeares, this production preserved the origiaee names as well as the names

language, their departure was compulsory. Soméahtwent to Australia, while some others went to
Israel.

% There is no available information regarding DuBsngaliA Midsummer Night's DreanThe reason
for that may be that the performance was not ssgfgedt is also worth noticing that Utpal Dutt’s
‘Bengali Shakespeares’ have not received the samaitiye reviews than his English adaptations of the
Shakespearean plays.

% Gupta, “From Proscenium to Paddy Fields: UtpaltB8hakespeardatra,” 158.

" Gupta, 161.
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of the dramatis personaeUtpal Dutt's main aim was to recreate the Elizhbe
playhouse within the proscenium. One of the notalianges in Dutt's production
concerns Friar Laurence. The Friar’s ordinarinebs escapes, he does not confess, and
“lacks the confidence of his Shakespearean coumtérp rather than his good purposes
is highlighted®® Other consistent differences include the conshlereeduction of slang
— basically in the nurse’s speeches — the transpo$f Verona and Mantua to a small
Bengali town with a middle-class system, and thesabof everyday language in
practically all the speeches. Characteristic of dUtputt’'s Romeo and Juliet as
perhaps the clearest Western influence — is theicmused in the performance.
Throughout the production, Tchaikovsky’'s music enstantly heard and overheard.
Utpal Dutt is still reluctant to deprive the Shakearean work of one of its best known
cultural manifestations; Western music is imbuedthis revolutionary project. But
Tchaikovsky’s music is interestingly mixed with Dattroupe’s own compositions —
which were heard in the interludes. The thrust gddl Dutt's argument was to make
clear “to the audience that a foreign dramatist beiag domiciled.* Moving from the
global to the local, from the unknown to the knowarld, Utpal Dutt in his Bengali
Romeo and Juliedtarted to conceive his plan of the decolonizatib§8hakespeare.

Even if Utpal Dutt placed a great emphasis on #ot that when Shakespearean
plays were translated into Bengali no other chasgeuld be produced, a newer
dimension was suggested in his productioduwius Caesarstaged in modern costume
in a Bengali translation by Jyotirindranath Tagord 964 with a fascist Italy backdrop.
Dutt and his company “interpreted Julius Caesaresamat predictably as a study of

fascism, with Caesar appearing as a timeless di¢ctaintony a Fascist orator, and

% Gupta, 162.
% Gupta, “From Proscenium to Paddy Fields: UtpaltB8hakespeardatra,” 163.
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Cassius an extremist revolutionay™ Immediately revealed by Utpal Dutt was the
disturbance on the part of the audience when therse vexposed to Shakespeare in
Bengali mixed with costumes of today and militarpifarms. Apparently, this
representation of Julius Caesar with no togas viahth the path of the well-known
Orson Welles’ 1937 production (Death of a Dictatowhich “would influence
performances of the play on both sides of the Aitaior a long time.** However, in
an interview with Samik Bandyopadhyay, he deniedo@rWelles’ influence arguing
his lack of knowledge of Orson Welles at the titffeConsequently, as iRomeo and
Juliets production, Utpal Dutt'slulius Caesamunderwent a process of ‘glocalisation’
by bringing together the Bengali language with ast®mambiance At this stage in
Utpal Dutt’s professional career, his 198émeo and Julieand Julius Caesarare in-
between, hybrid projects which would become exttgmeore radical over the years.
Yet, taken into account the considerable degradatiod decline of Shakespearean
performances in higtage terriblein India, Utpal Dutt's productions of Shakespesre’
plays are simply a great welcome and contributethe re-emergence of Shakespeare
as well as to the beginning of his indigenization.

Veneration to Shakespeare on the part of Dutt wige gliscrete for some time
until 1975, when he and other members of the Littleatre Group performddacbeth
in the folk tradition of jatra theatre where the thjogical world gained controf?
Being immersed in the Emergency period clearly atta@rised by autocracy in which

the Congress mafia was gaining control attackird kating people who were a threat

1% BharuchaRehearsals of Revolutiph7.

11 Clara Calvo, “Commemorating Shakespeare and Warfimrope: Julius Caesar in 1916.” Jalio

César, Textos, Contextos y Recepcion: de la Roraaidal al Mundo ActualEd. Antonio Moreno
Hernandez (Madrid: Universidad Nacional de Eduaaei®istancia, 2010), 505.

192 Bandyopadhyay in Paul, 10.

103 jatra is the traditional folk theatre of Bengahieh became certainly political during the last rgeaf

the British Raj. Its conventions, melodramatic ges$ and songs are the main characteristics ofdlkis
theatre. See Bharucha, 91.
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for the Government, they decided to Wdacbethas a revolutionary weapon against
Indira Gandhi’s regime. In fact, the demonic paittof Lady Macbeth stands for Indira
Gandhi. Aware of the censorship, Shakespeare betteraly legitimate possibility to
go against the political regimé&* Macbeths impulses and vacillations were mixed with
the jatra theatrical form. This transformed the version im@tcclear success for the
Bengali working-class audience, who actually untexd the mood of the Elizabethan
classic for the first time. Dutt closed his linkagggh Shakespeare with an Indianised
version ofMacbeth

The Kendals and Utpal Dutt updated Shakespeare ost-golonial India
differently, but their influence in Bollywood cinemwas equally pervasive since they
helped in the process of a revival of Shakespdaréerms of the representation of
Shakespeare in the Indian cinema, the Kendalsightylresponsible for exercising the
first clear and direct Shakespearean based cinenpatiject, Shakespeare Wallah
(1965). Characteristic of the film procedure is th&ntegration of the troupe of people
who used to perform Shakespeare’s plays. Thugadstf yoking together Shakespeare
and the Bombay film as the Parsi theatre did, thevienplaces Bollywood as an
external intruder which actually broke the bondwesin Shakespeare and their
company, leading to their ostracizatidd. The documentary opening 086
Chowringhee Landdir. Aparna Sen, 1981 starring Geoffrey and Jemrkendal) in
which close-ups of graves of people belonging te #ast India Company gain
importance evokes consistently the British Rajquem India. The onset is imbued with

certain nostalgia for this period where there dear idealisation of Shakespeare, for

194 see Bandhyopadhyay in Paul, 18 for a full intewiith Utpal Dutt where he mentions all his
productions of Shakespeare’s plays.
1951 oomba, “Shakespearean Transformations,” 129.
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the world the Anglo-Indian teacher inhabits is foll references to Shakespearean
works.

The revolutionary work of Dutt did not gain glolmbportion in the treatment of
Shakespeare in Bollywood, but still somehow infleeshit. As an actor, he took part in
Mr. Romeqdir. Subhash Mukherjee, 1974) — an off-shoot dik&lspeare’®omeo and
Juliet — and, more importantly, in Gulzar's adaptationTdfe Comedy of Errors —
Angoor (dir. Gulzar, 1981). Dutt’s influence is mosthjitfer The Last LearUsing as
main intertexts Utpal Dutt's plagajker Shahjaharand Shakespearelsing Lear, the
movie underpins the connection between Shakes@eateDutt. Just as Utpal Dutt's
Macbethwas reliant on Shakespeare to go against the effime, Vishal Bhardwaj's
Magbooland Omkarawork inside historically critical representationsladian politics
in which corruption is severely censured. Desgite differences, Dutt and Bhardwaj
elaborated on the idea of appropriating Shakespearea political weapon via
ideologically loaded images. Thus, the Shakespaamaval with Utpal Dutt indirectly
occupied a privileged place in Bollywood Shakespaaradaptation's®

After the Shakespearean revival initiated by thend&ds and Utpal Dutt, the
post-colonial period is indebted to native perfonces of Shakespeare’s plays. A
political alliance with Shakespeare is only possiblver the course of conjuring a
presence that is and is not Shakespeare; the grogsiare in this terrain about to cross
the Shakespearean boundaries. The mediatisatiS8hakespeare with the folk tradition

is dominant in this post-colonial period. B. V. Kath producedlacbethasBarnam

1%or modern native productions, see Trivedi, “Int#irralism or Indigenisation,” 77-81; C. Sandten,
“The Empire of Shakespeare in India: Deglamouri§adnsformed, Greatly Shrunk.” Bhakespeare’s
Legacy: The Appropriation of the Plays in Post-Goéd Drama Ed. N. Schaffeld (Trier:
Vissenschaftlicher Verlag Trier, 2005), 105-25;vedi and Bartholomeusz, 18, 177-188, 204; and
Shormishtha Panja, “Not Black and White but ShaafeSrey: Shakespeare in India.” In Chaudhuri and
Seng Lim, 102-116.
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Vanain 1979 in theyakshagandorm, thus substituting the theatrical codes farse of
the Indian culture. At the same time, the produckept intact Shakespearean language
and psychological depth. Tlyakshagandorm basically consisted of an innovative use
of the handheld curtain. The final effect of theyplis changed completely in this
adaptation since, instead of ending with Macbeskdsy dying in battle, it finishes with
Macbeth’'s ghost in order to emphasize the idea affirth. Habib Tanveer'sA
Midsummer Night's Dreanretitted Kaam Dev Ka Apna Basant Ritu Ka Sapmas
revived in 1995. The originality of this adaptatimsides in its combined use of North
Indian folk traditions with episodic structures aifé cast, exclusively rural folk cast.
The 1999 trilingualOthello by the Italian Roysten Abel ©thello, a Play in Black and
White— was produced by the United Players Guild, a Dieftsed theatre company set
up in 1995 and was actually engaged with khthakalitradition. Despite winning the
Fringe Award at the Edinburgh Theatre Festival 999, this production was criticised

for not providing a good recreation of tkathakalitradition in the Shakespearean play.

Conclusion
The multiple responses to Shakespeare in Indialgiopyestion notions about
his cultural niche, timelessness and universafgcording to Shormishtha Panja, “far
from being the timeless work of a universal gemilm® cuts across cultural borders, the
Shakespearean play becomes an alienated and @mgerste that incites strong
responses against racism, colonialism and womégtsst™®” The journey throughout
“Shakespeare’s land” in India has shown how he lmarrepresented as reproducing

colonialist, nationalist, hybrid/in-between and cuoercial ideas. The interpretation of

197 Shormishtha Panja, “An Indian (Mid)summd&agro Basant Haf In Trivedi and Bartholomeusz,
204.
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Shakespeare by the British colonizers differs $icgmtly from the Parsi theatre
appropriation and from the native Indian perfornmemcSimilarly, the post-colonial
period does not mark a straightforward trajectofyattitudes towards Shakespeare.
While the Kendals found in Shakespeare a convengritle for a nostalgic past, Utpal
Dutt’'s works manoeuvre with the Shakespearean ttexurn it into a transformative
political zone. Native performances negotiate v8ttakespeare'seuvrefor alternative
uses. Performances traditionally regarded as hybrdh as the first production of a
Shakespearean play with a Bengali actor, Parstrth@@rformances and the Kendals’
versions articulate different by-products of hyii§id As Singh and Bhatia have
acknowledged, homogeneity is not the rule as fétakespeare in India is concerned,;
there is no historical stability, but permanentunes. All these forms of Shakespearean
cultural practice in India implicitly protest againthe typical and traditional binary
opposition colonial/nationalist productions, sintieey actually develop a wider
spectrum. Hence, Shakespeare can be elevatedsbuteanythologised.

The history of Shakespeare’s reception in Indiarrnaeular languages
presupposes an Indianisation. To a greater orrlesdent, most of the productions
revivify Shakespeare in local performance modesak8¢pearean traditions and
conventions are incorporated into India, and Shad@® becomes the mirror where the
Indians look at themselves. These versions are @daloewith constructions of the local
where myths, gods and goddesses and changes locdies and names are powerfully
manifest. Although aesthetically and ideologicalgmpromised with Shakespeare,
most of these versions dispose him of his langubgsically borrowing the plots. If
Walter Benjamin writes that any translation corgdithe life of the originals,” this is

precisely what Indian versions of Shakespeare @obétomes a spectre whose essence
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pervades India, to the extent that sometimes lIisd#ae not fully aware of his presence.
In the words of Verma: “an audience brought up ahed of Bombay films would find
Shakespeare’s plays, if it could read them, fulleshoes from the films®® This
parodic instance of Verma regarding the Shakespegreesence in Bollywood in fact
summarises the Parsi theatre and the postmodetywi®old approach to Shakespeare
where he is everywhere, but hardly acknowledgedisldemetimes no more than a sign
or an echo. The different tendencies in India destrate how new Shakespeares can
actually be produced and how his authority contnurelndia, even if he is refreshed
and undone, parodied and relocated with the ulénedtect of embracing the Indian

culture with its multiple constructions and ambigs.

198 \/erma in Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 287.
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Chapter 2: ‘Bollywoodizing’ Shakespeare

“In at least 50 Bollywood films, the heroine’s kiner
kills the hero and in at least 500 films, the hamd the
heroine are star-crossed mates. It is ironic thdwatt

nobody has actually made a legitimate ‘Romeo and

Juliet” !

Bollywood films have *“got themes and treatments
Shakespeare would recognize and appreciate, ardl e’

green with envy over their financial success”

During an episode in H. R. F. Keating's 1976 ndvini Filmi, Inspector Ghoteahe
origin of the term ‘Bollywood’ is connected with &kespeare. Curiously enough, this
novel which coins the term ‘Bollywood’ concernsladian film adaptation oMacbeth
whose main intertext is Akira Kurosawa’s 1957 fiklmmonosu-jo- Throne of Blood
itself a remake oflacbeth® Such an anecdote espouses a link between Shakespea
Bollywood, which is usually ostracized by the wiallewn idea that the popularity of
Shakespearean plays has been reduced to a minimittmdi cinema in comparison
with the Indian theatré.However, rather than receding in importance, Séadare’s
presence pervades Bollywood cinema. Whether acledgeld adaptations, loose

rewritings, extrapolations of the plots or themesnere citations from Shakespeare’s

! Saif Ali Khan in Priyanka Khanna, “Shakespeare sGétis Due in Bollywood” (2006: 1)
http://movies.monstersandcritics.com/indiancineswtlires/article_1183279.php/Shakespeare_gets_his_
due_in_Bollywood

2 patrice KygerShakespeare Loves Bollywood: a Nd@leat Britain: Lulu, 2009), 236.

% Nitin Govil, “Bollywood and the Frictions of GlobMlobility.” In Dudrah and Desai, 203.

“ Dwyer,One Hundred Bollywood Films: BFI Screen Guid2.
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plays, “his presence can be detected, even ifnadtiit is as fleeting as Hitchcock’s
appearances in his own film3.The status of Shakespeare in Indian popular ciriema
characterised by a unique appropriation, where tregm, exchange and transmutation
conjugate to shape Shakespeare’s field of operatitrdia.

Although the Shakespearean text is a vital foroeutating in India, “the Indian
Shakespearean film still remains a virtually unknoswtity.” The lack of research in
this area is due to the fact that Indian populardibased on Shakespeare’s plays hardly
ever claim to own their lineage and identity to ISdspeare, they are off-shoots and
derivations so that Shakespeare is kept at a renidue chapter aims to explore the
processes of Shakespearean appropriation in Boligwoinema to argue that the
historically rooted status of Shakespeare in Indidhat of essence, rather than an
acknowledged presence. This chapter divides thg\Bobd Shakespearean production
into three different parts, which correspond t@éhdistinguished periods: 1) the origins
of Shakespeare in Bollywood when the Parsi theat@ Hollywood Shakespearean
film adaptations were the main influence, 2) thaqaebefore the Millennium in which
the allusions to Shakespearean plays and themes mvmimal, and the plays were
significantly and freely rewritten and, finally, 8)e post-Millennial period, where there
is a ‘collage’ of Shakespearean interpretationsafly targeted at the diaspora in which
Shakespeare is a market force, these productioge faom quite faithful adaptations to
simply isolated references to his plays. Thus, 8bp&are is revived and undone in the
post-millennial period. The interpretation of thHaywright changes with time in India,
and follows a trajectory which varies dependingtios period. Bollywood cinema then

does not offer a nostalgic construction of Shakasmebut a new and unique

®Verma in Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 281.
®\Verma in Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 269.
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appropriation, a transmutation to the Indian framey he is not a marginal

commodity, but an obscure spectre, “a rich sousdgetmined but not revealed.”

1. The origins

Shakespeare’s entry into the world of Bombay cingmaarked by impulses back and
forth to the Parsi theatre. Shakespeare is tlmatk source of Bombay cinema, since
his plots, characters, scenes, situations, thenmek sometimes, dialogues were
commonly exploited by the Parsi theatre. Howeves,groductions did not usually give
explicit credit to the Shakespearean source ndiscourage the audien&é&The early
films were broad adaptations, which borrowed freebhanged liberally, and
interpolated songs and dances without qualms anduallys without
acknowledgements” The first Shakespearean loose film adaptationsh sas Dil
FaroshandZalim Saudaga1937 and 1942, both based ©he Merchant of Venige
Hathili Dulhan (1932, The Taming of the ShrgwZan Mureed(1936, Antony and
Cleopatrg and Pak Daman(1940, Measure for Measujetake as precursors the Parsi
theatre productions, generally with the same naand, are often mere replicas of the
stage production®. They then reinforce the same ideas of the Pagsitté versions of
Shakespeare’s plays, namely to absorb the Inditareuvhere songs and dances are
mixed with the dialogues, to favour a narrativeasiting emphasizing the importance

of good women and the promotion of the happy endwver the tragicdénouemento

"Verma in Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 285.

8 Niyogi De, 22.

® Trivedi, “Filmi' Shakespeare,”148.

9 For a whole list of Shakespearean films which skabthe continuing influence of the Parsi theatee, s
Verma in Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 270, 271.
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reaffirm the dichotomy of good vs. evil. Thus, tRarsi theatre was the threshold of
Shakespeare in Bombay cinema.

Sohrab Modi — “the man who brought Shakespeareh¢olndian screen” —
appealed to the Shakespearean presence in hisHémlet alias Khoon Ka Khoon
(Blood for Blood 1935), which was entirely adapted from his susitésParsi stage
version of the same nameThe film marked the directorial and acting debiuSohrab
Modi, and had the principle cast of the stage warsis well, starring Modi as Hamlet,
Banu as Ophelia, and Shamshadbhai as Gertrudelldivé the tradition of the Parsi
theatre in the Indianisation of the characters’ esncostumes and sets, as well as in the
inclusion of songs, containing seventeen. The mdigplays a range of other methods
used by the Parsi theatre, such as the formal apprahe utilization of a “frontal

composition and staging the narrative in spatigkis.™?

Unlike other films deeply
inserted into the Parsi theatre tradition, this mayave credits to Shakespeare along
with Mehdi Ahsan. The elaboration of the play-withhe-play and the black and
“pensive stances were visualized in the Englistattieal manner This shows that
the movie articulates a desire for hybridity inngxture of two theatrical traditions.
Another example of hybrid filmmaking is Kishore S&hHamlet(1954), which
attempted to reconcile the Indian flavour of thersPaheatre with Hollywood
Shakespearean adaptations; an already existingetiestorm with new principles of

production and consumptidfiThe film, starring Hindi and Bengali star Mala Binas

Ophelia, was produced by Sahu’s own company Hirau6thitra. While the dialogues

* Ashish Rajadhyaksha and Paul Willem&mcyclopaedia of Indian Cinem@ondon: British Film
Institute, 1999), 140.

12 |bid.

13 Trivedi, “Filmi' Shakespeare,” 150.

14 Although the Parsi theatre is the main influermethie ubiquity of Shakespeare in Bollywood cinema,
it is not the only one for Hollywood productions®tiakespeare are also revealing.
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were translated into the Parsi theatre style -aan, fone of the intertexts of the movie is
Sohrab Modi'sHamlet — the film was shot-by-shot visualised as Laure@twier’s
Hamlet(1948), and the imagery, setting and ambianceatstt or, rather, mimicked the
Western production (see figures 1 and 2). As theté/s source had to be assimilated
into the Indian framework, the Urdu adaptation deah camera angles, rearranged
dialogues, and certain aspects were not reprodddedOphelia-Hamlet relationship is
one such instance, since it is not modelled oni@liand Simmons’s, but on the
archetypal, well-known couple of Hindu mythology dRa (Hamlet) and Krishna
(Ophelia), the latter being surrounded by sakhferrale companions. The reading of
Laertes, Polonius and Gertrude offers no correspgnrdterpretation with Olivier’s, for
Laertes and Polonius are more protective, Gertrsidiepicted as a repentant woman,
and the Oedipal undertones are omitte@haracteristic of the movie is its success at
the box office, which suggested an awakening torélception of Shakespeare in early
Bombay cinema. If the box office understood theerepssions of blending two
traditions, the critical assessment had conflictopgnions because the Filmfare critic
praised the movie, whereas the Filmindia reviewsmatHed it due to its lack of
‘Indianness.*® Sohrab Modi’sHamletilluminates the difficulties of a hybrid project,
which tends to be criticised for being too preodedpwith Western ways. In this
context, there is not a new version of Shakespéartea continuation of the approach to
his plays encountered in the previous period byRéaesi theatre, whose main feature is

the collaboration of aesthetic forms.

!5 For an in-depth analysis of Kishore Sahdamlet Niyogi De, 30-36.
16 Kenneth RothwellA History of Shakespeare on Screen: a Centurylaof Bhd TelevisioiCambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2004), 161.
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Figure 1. Kishore Sahu as Hamlet. Figure 2 Laurence Olivier as Hamlet

2. Before the Millennium: Shakespeare ‘the ghost’

“The roots may look lost but every big story in thedian film industry is from
Shakespeare” said Naseerudin Shah in an inteViéshah reflects upon an Indian
scenario where Shakespearean themes are neveseamiate/e of the Shakespearean
body, as if they were authorless, possessing aity dit themselves. His works are
peculiarly pertinent texts whose motifs and thearesproduced and re-produced for the
Indian public. Endless Bollywood films are imbuedhvmagic formulas taken from
Shakespeare, where the ‘mistaken identities’ foanftdm The Comedy of Errorghe
‘love at first sight’ romance fronRomeo and Julieand the ‘domestication of the
heroine’ fromThe Taming of the Shreare the favourite ones. The comic heroines of
his plays also easily inhabit Bollywood film projecHowever, despite the ubiquitous
residency for Shakespeare in India, the implicatisrnthat the references are like

montage shots. Indian lives “are suffused and leliby shades and spectres, quasi and

7 Shah qtd. in Khanna, 1
http://movies.monstersandcritics.com/indiancineswtlires/article_1183279.php/Shakespeare_gets_his_
due_in_Bollywood
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virtual realities.’® Shakespeare seems to be one of these ghostlysfancehe
Bollywood cinema, perhaps to be found away fromstiimtions and beyond the

parameters of elite culturé®

2.1. TheRomeo and Julidbrmula

Romeo and Juligs the major source of many Indian popular filmsisithe favourite
play to be rewritten since it combines the necgssagredients for a ‘masala’ film:
destiny, trouble, but, romance above all. MovieshsasBobby(dir. Raj Kapoor, 1973)
Bombay(dir. Mani Ratnam, 1995Dil Se(dir. Mani Ratnam, 1998EFk Duuje Ke Liye
(dir. K. Balachander, 1981 ayamat Se Qayamat Té&kr. Mansoor Khan, 1988) and
1942: A Love Story(dir. Vidhu Vinod Chopra, 1994) seal the bond withe
Shakespearean sourfeAll these movies focus on star-crossed lovers shtfer
tremendously as a result of the impossibility afitHove due to class, religious and
national conflicts or simply long-established famifeuds. In all these cases,
Shakespeare is a latent intertext, an invisiblegiree.

Indian readings oRomeo and Juligend tochange the dramataénouemenof
Shakespeare’s tragedy into a happy ending in wtiiehsoul mates will live happily
ever after, or, at least, the spectator is encaardg think so. This Cinderella -like
finale in which love ‘crosses all barriers’ and l@asis is not allowed is particularly
distinctive of India. On many occasions, the mowvées articulated through never-

ending problems where the happy inset is a merasexoot to go against the Indian

18 John D. Caputo, “Foreword: of Hyper-reality.” 8piritual Shakespeare€d. Ewan Fernie (London
and New York: Routledge, 2005), xviii.

19 Burnett,Filming Shakespeare in the Global Marketplat#&2.

% For a list ofRomeo and Julietdaptations, see the appendix.
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value system, and to have a wider audience, whighldvhave been limited if it had
maintained the tragedyBobby(1973), Maine Pyar Kiya(1989), Bombay(1995) and
1942: A Love Storyl994) transform the Shakespearean play into actragedy with a
happy ending.

Raj Kapoor’'s box-office succe®obbyshows a couple that falls in love ‘a la
Romeo et Juliet,” in spite of the transformatiorttté ending, appropriated as a mode of
intercultural productioi* The Capulets-Montagues lasting dispute is substtby a
class and religious conflict, since while Raj/Romeomes from a very wealthy
background and is Hindu, Bobby/Juliet is the grandghter of Raj’'s maidservant’s, and
is Catholic. Beginning in the tradition of Bimal Re Devdas(1955) because the
problematic hero is sent to a boarding school ain@y his parents, the movie seems
committed to exploring the ways to accommod@beneo and Julidgb the narrative, the
references to it being abundant. At first glaribemise-en-scenis very much Romeo
and Juliet-like with the presence of a balcony.i@es the ‘head-over-heels in love’
hero is even called Romeo when pursuing happinégesBebby. The heroine, wearing
mini-skirts and bikinis, stands as testimony of @ereasing Westernization of
Bollywood cinema. Instead of presenting Bobby aslamissive, sexually passive Juliet
— the typical, though misunderstood portrait ofietuin the Western tradition — she is
sexually overt. In a sequence of establishing shbesset — a red room and a forest —

replaces explicit sexual scenes between the protstgpfollowing Bollywood aesthetic

2L Bobbyis in fact considered an all time blockbuster innpn@ncyclopaedias of Indian cinema. See
Rachel Dwyer and Christopher Pinney (ed®)asure and the Nation: the History, Politics, and
Consumption of Public Culture in Ind{@xford: Oxford University Press, 2003) and Rajgaltsha and
Willemen, 120.
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forms. Wet Western clothes worn by Bobby are alsdicative of eroticismi?
Following Romeo and Juliet’s plot, Raj and Bobbgpsl, and, near the end, when the
audience has already accepted the fatal destitlyeotovers, they jump off a cliff (see
figure 3), and, in a ‘caricaturesque’ or almostftaalesque’ finale “to avoid the risk of
box-office failure,” the protagonists are saved thgir parents (see figure #).The
movie detects a withdrawal from its source, loveintiphs, conflicts between the
families are resolved, and a tragedy is turned antairy tale, just in the tradition of the

Parsi theatre.

Figure 3 Bobby and Raj jumping of the cliff. Fig 4. Happy ending since Bobby and Raj are saved
by their parents.

If Raj Kapoor’'s Bobby articulates the Capulets-Montagues conflicts in a
religious context, Barjatya’Maine Pyar Kiyaimports theRomeo and Julidbve story
concentrating on a money problem. While Prem -Rbmeo counterpart — is the son of
a multimillionaire called Kishen, Suman — the Juteunterpart — is the daughter of a
mechanic. Paring down the Shakespearean text,atrative discourse highlights the
excellent relationship Prem and Suman’s families inathe past when Kishen was not

a successful businessman. Although as in otheyBotbd Romeo and Julietff-shoots

22 \Western clothes in Raj KapooBobbyspecifically allude to the well-known scenes witle et saris
to refer to eroticism. See Rachel Dwyer, “The E®tf the WeSari in Hindi Films,” South Asia23.2
(June 2000), 143-159 for a detailed article oncihematic power of the wet sari.

3 Dwyer, One Hundred Bollywood Films§0.
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the Shakespearean text is considerably redianh Pyar Kiyahas to be distinguished
from other Bollywood Shakespearean off-shoots kiggrits use of bird imagery. The
Shakespearean source text contains numerous akusiobirds: “so shows a snowy
dove trooping with crows” (1.5: 48), “wanton’s bir(R.2: 176), “I would | were thy
bird” (2.2: 181), “Therefore do nimble-pinioned @®v draw Love” (2.5: 6) with
romantic connotations. The script not only echbesé references, but expands some of
them, and makes clear parallelisms between thes lsindl the couple. Whenever the
lovers are in trouble, a dove appears. Rather haitlee pigeon appears to stand for
their love. The narrative discourse draws attentiorthe bird even in the opening
credits, where a dove is shown. Apart from the linégery, the appearance of the
Shakespearean source text is minimal, reducedetdotre at first sight, the conflicts
among the families and similarities between RaheeRrem’s friend — and the Friar.
Following in the footsteps of other Bollywod&bmeo and Julietff-shoots Maine Pyar
Kiya chooses a happy ending for the couple, which cgytagcallsBobbys finale with
the two families reconciled and reunited.

The taboo-like union between Hindus and Muslimdeaseloped by the master
of the political love story — Mani Ratnam — in teecond movie of his triloggombay
(1995), in which th&Romeo and Juligormula also enjoys a happy endifigccording
to Douglas LanierBombays outset has a clear basis on Shakespeare’sbBoymbay
revolves around the love story of a Hindu man, hekand a Muslim woman,
Shailabano whose love is forbidden by their respedamilies. The onset of the film

works to depict their love at first sight via cinatic techniques such as the close-up at

4 See Lalitha Gopalan, “Indian Cinema.” limroduction to Film StudiesEd. Jill Nelmes (London and
New York: Routledge, 2007), 347-348 for a discussia Mani Ratnam’s movie.

% Douglas Lanier, “Film Spin-offs and Citations: Hes Play by Play.” InShakespeares After
Shakespeare: An Encyclopedia of the Bard in MassgidMand Popular Culture Ed. Richard Burt

(Westport, CT: Greenwood, 2006), 248.
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the meeting-up moment, subsequently followed bgema where rain is the protagonist
— a well-known cinematic element to hint at lovéisTloose adaptation &tomeo and
Julietis actually the first to replace the family feud dyeligious-based conflict. Paring
down Shakespeare’s text significantly, the coupded to Bombay as a result of their
families’ opposition to their union (see figure %).a movement from the particular to
the general, the Hindu-Muslim clash exposed by pretagonists’ families is
extrapolated to the nation, where the dispute edinto a pitched and bloody battle.
The Bombay scenario — characterised by the denmudjsbf the Babri Masjid in
December 1992 by the Hindu fundamentalists — degampletely from Shakespeare’s
work2® The birth of twins, family reunion, the subsequdmirning of the elder
generation, and the backdrop of communal riots ssme of the ruptures with
Shakespeare’s text. The unexpected happy enditigeipolitical milieu in which the
couple is reunited with their twin sons is anottleparture frorRomeo and Juliethe
movie reminding us of the fact that the Shakes@eatext is only an intertext in the

first half of the film.

Fig. 5. The couple elopes to Bombay.

Like BobbyandBombay 1942: A Love Storydir. Vidhu Vinod Chopra, 1994)

is another derivative oRomeo and Juliein which there is an erasure of the tragic

%% The Babri Masjid was a Mosque ordered to be Inyilthe Mogol Emperor Babur in the"16entury.
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ending. Vinod Chopra’4942: A Love Storymitates Ratnam’s political style in the love
genre. Set in the ‘Quit India movement’ when Garalid the rest of the members of
the Congress Party were arrested, the movie statisthe image of a man who seems
to be hung due to his nationalistic ideals during British Raj. The whole narrative
takes place in a flashback. In this Bollywd&@dmeo and JulieRomeo is Naren Singh,
the son of an affluent man who is part of the Bhitheadquarters, whereas Juliet is
Rajesh Wari, the daughter of an ordinary teacher supports the freedom fighters, and
considers himself one of them. Yet, this plot isltitayered, and the references to
Romeo and Julieare not merely reduced to this forbidden love. Iplay-within-the-
film, Shakespeare’s text is itself perfornfédNaren is Romeo in the play, whereas
Juliet is performed by another Anglo-Indian’s dateghAs the love this girl actually
feels for Naren is unrequited, she decides to |tfaweheatre company, claiming that “it
is not a must that every girl be a Juliet” and Rlajgvari — usually called Rajjo in the
movie — assumes her rightful place as Shakespdaagis heroine. Set in the period of
the bloodiest and most dreadful struggles betwieemBtitish and the Indians just before
the independence of India, the movie interpretsk&@eare as a colonial tool,
associated with the British Raj, the old ways, #m colonial past. If the film traces a
movement from imperialism to independence, thegoerénce of the play is senseless
for it would assist in the process of remapping kespeare in the past. Only when
1942: A Love Storys completely deprived of its colonial backgroumad implicitly

Shakespeare, are the lovers actually able to te-timemselves. In their common ‘fight’

" The play-within-the-film included i1942: A Love Storyeminds us of another Indian Shakespearean
appropriationin Othello(dir. Roysten Abel, 2003) where this formula iscalssed. The director followed
closely the highly successful stage production bichvit was base®thello: A Play in Black and White
1999. Richard Burt, “All that Remains of Shakespesr Indian Film.” In Kennedy and Lan, 73-109
explores the scenes with plays-within-the-films Bollywood or pseudo-Bollywood Shakespearean
adaptations, such &hakespeare Wallafdir. James Ivory, 1965).
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for the independence of India, the couple redisotlee love they felt for their country,
and for each other. On the one hab@42: A Love Storynderstands Shakespeare as a
colonial vestige. But, on the other hand, the fdméworking ofRomeo and Juliet
demarcates itself from this colonial past by meafsts loose and unaccredited
adaptation of the story, which is the hidden plotthe movie. The Shakespearean
appropriation is double then, uniting the past prekent interpretation of the Bard in
India, in which Shakespeare is no longer untouahabl

“Going against all box-office norms of the time,"asoor Khan had the guts to
kill his leading pair, in what at first sight seerie first faithfulRomeo and Juli&t
adaptationQayamat se Qayamat T4k988)?® With an impressive beginning in which
we are provided information about the bitter andotgiving enmity between the
families of Thakur Dhanraj Singh and Thakur Ran@immgh, the movie is an obvious
approach to Shakespeare’s text. Starring Aamir Khamnd Juhi Chawla in the leading
roles as Raj (Romeo) and Rashmi (Juliet), the n®watset shows how Raj's father
ended up in prison after killing the man respomsibdr his sister’'s suicide, who
belonged to the other Singh famif{In its interesting conception of the famous couple
the cast is very well chosen, basically payingrditb@ to their youth. Destiny is crucial
in Shakespeare’s play, and so is it in Khan’s watie lovers meet at a party, then, they

coincide again at a hotel, and irremediably fall lave, as the introductory and

%8 Alpana Chowdhury, “Daring to Cast Aishwarya & SHaikh...” Interview with Mansoor Khan.
Cineblitz International1 July 2000), 66.

? Interestingly, while making the movie, Aamir Khhad his own real life love drama, which seemed to
be a replica oRomeo and JulietAamir fell in love with Reena Datta, the daughtérthe Bombay
manager of Air India. While Aamir was a Muslim, sivas a Hindu. Their courtship was cautious, and
their marriage was secret. Thus, Aamir was Romeio & screen, and off screen.

% Qayamat Se Qayamat Tikthe film that launched Aamir Khan's successfileer. He has taken part
in well-known box-office successes, suctDalsChahta Haiand the Academy nominated filbagaan in
which he was also the producer.
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thunderbolt songs show.Neither the knowledge of each other's identity ribe
continuous threats by their parents prevent theioru Crucial for that is the role of
Rashmi’s best friend, who clearly replaces Frianreace as far as help and support is
concernedQayamat Se Qayamat Takntains many echoes from Shakespeare’s play,
such as the love at first sight, the family feudiahmakes the protagonists’ love a
forbidden pleasure, the intention to arrange a iagerfor the heroine, the elopement of
the couple and subsequent romantic marriage withquiest; everything ‘dressed’ with

a pinch of traged§? The tragic ending, in which Rashmi is killed wreseRaj commits
suicide brings the audience to tears. Moreoveretithess deaths and senseless violence
— against the Indian canon — make the spectatohghemselves to reassure this is
only fiction and fantasy, not reality. Although tlstory is clearly taken from the
Shakespearean source, nowhere is it acknowledded pdsters, the DVD covers and
the opening and closing credits do not recall Stadare; they do not even parody him
or give him a wink®® It is here thaQayamat Se Qayamat Té&Klows in the footsteps

of other Bollywood derivatives of Shakespear®& meo and Julietwhich never
recognize Shakespeare’s influence; they comprisdloa that generates new
constructions of ShakespeaRomeo and Juligends to be in the background of many
Bollywood cinema productions, however, the relalop with Shakespeare has never
been applied; the Shakespearean presence is ravaeurked, but remains as a ghost in

all these productions.

%1 See Shanti Kumar, “Bollywood and Beyond: The Traional Economy of Film Production in
Ramoji Film City, Hyderabad.” In Gopal and Moorii32-153 for a full description of the narrative
functions of song and dance sequences in Bollywibod.

32 According to Mihir BoseBollywood: A History(Stroud, Gloucestershire: Tempus, 20@ayamat se
Qayamat Talbegan a tradition which consisted of senseleseni@ and appealing love stories. Besides,
it also grants importance to consumerist goodsmaaudetable products.

% Some of the movies which make a parody of ShalkespareAngoor (dir. Gulzar, 1982) antlooking

for Richard (dir. Al Pacino, 1996). The former, which will bepmained later in the chapter, shows a
caricature of Shakespeare while the latter actuapersonates Shakespeare laughing at the product.
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2.2. Mistaken identities

If the Romeo and Juligiormula is represented in many Bollywood films, theme of
mistaken identities is also granted importance. ploximity of the subject matter to
the Indian mind makes it a juicy topic to be countiosly exploited. In search of
entertainment, the comic tone ®he Comedy of Errorhas found many derivatives.
Although the integrity of the plot may be destroyadd the Shakespearean narrative is
always reduced to a couple of twins who have tauendonfusion, the influence of this
play is easily spotted in films such Asari No. 1(dir. Sandesh Kohli, 1999Angoor
(dir. Gulzar, 1982)Bade Miyan Chhote Miya(dir. David Dhawan, 1999Do Dooni
Char (dir. Debu Sen, 1968¥;ustakhi Maafdir. R. K. Bedi, 1969) — it traces the story
of two sisters called Asha, who substitute the et — andMichael Madana
Kamarajan (dir. Srinivasa Singeetham Rao, 19%1).The transcendence of
Shakespeare’s work also reached the postmillepeirabd in which Ananth Mahadevan
aimed to turn Shakespeare’s work into a new conflezky titted Do Dooni Char but it
was never released. Touched by the inherent core&hakespeare’s work, all these
movies take it as the main source — though it tssometimes easily detected — to go all
out with the laughs.

Gulzar's Angoor (akaGrapes 1982) — inspired by Debu Ser» Dooni Char
(1968) — works inside as an exception to the ruleBollywood Shakespearean
appropriations because it is itself a commemoratib®hakespeare$he Comedy of
Errors and gives credits to the writer. The ‘mistaken tdess’ theme is cursorily

introduced in the opening credits where severapesaf the same person are joined to

% The first rewriting of Shakespear@se Comedy of Errorwas Jayant DesaiBhool Bhulaiyan With
a fabulous cast including Dixit and Ghori — the tediand Hardy of Bollywood — the film did not owts i
lineage to Shakespeare.
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constitute the grapes. Interestingly, the commemcgérmomes as a forceful reminder of
the association with Shakespeare. “This is Willi&tmakespeare. He was a famous
playwright of the 18 century. He is still considered to be the greatsys the narrator
in voice-over in a three minute shot. Gulzar th#ards a connection to the perennially
timeless reputation of Shakespeare. Central tdfilitmeis the elaboration of parallels
between the source text and the film adaptatiost dsi Emilia and Egeon have twins —
Antipholus of Ephesus and Antipholus of Syracusamé purchase twins — the sons of a
poor woman — as slaves, Raj Tilak and his wife hiavias — both called Ashok in
Gulzar’'s work, performed by Sanjeev Kumar in a deuble — and adopt another set of
twins whom they call Bahadur, starring Deven Vetiima double role as well. In both
cases, an unfortunate tempest divides the familgn]the action takes place after some
years have gone by, when one of the brothers rensamgle and the other has married.
The association between both works affects the evhglbot, where everlasting
misunderstandings occur. With an intelligent scrgod uncanny dialogue, Gulzar
succeeds in adapting the main ideas of Shakespeaogk into an Indian setting, and
achieves a very faithful outcome.

However, the correlation between the Shakespeglegrand the movie is not a
subject matter in which everything is substitutettes the movie is characterised by its
erasure of romance. In contrast to the Indian tiadin which “romance is the ruling
form,” the movie does not prioritize it; in fachgmance plays second fiddle in the story
for the romantic scenes at the beginning and aetiteof Gulzar's project are oSt.
The dissolution of romance into pure comedy camabeattempt on the part of the

director to begin a new era in which a new genreomedy — absorbs a particular

% Verma in Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 278.
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power, before held by romance. In spite of the that pure comedy has not shaped a
variety of Bollywood movies as a result Ahgoors achievement, the movie is a clear
departure from the Indian canon. It can be undedses an innovation or, rather, as a
desire to focus on comegher se and to move away from the earlier tradition.

Although Angoordraws attention to Shakespeare in its introductianyhere in
the advertising campaign — in its credits or paster “acknowledges its debt to
Shakespeare, except at the very end in an irofficedlexive gesture, when it flashes a
portrait of Shakespeare winking at the audierifeThis argument is grounded in
thinking which has seen the name of Shakespeage diawback for the box-office.
Convinced of the marketability of the plots, theedior and crew probably felt that
highlighting the name was too riskgngoor’s posters either mentioned Shakespeare
without putting emphasis on it or simply descrilibd film as a comedy of twins, not
referring back to the original source. In its awaide of acknowledging the presence of
ShakespeareAngoor follows the rules dictated by the Parsi theatre @nevious
Bollywood Shakespearean adaptations, which nevauded the title of the play on
which they were based.

Anari No. 1(dir. Govinda, 1999) an@ade Miyan Chhote Miyaf(dir. David
Dhawan, 1999) are two free appropriations of Shada@®’'sThe Comedy of Errors
The two films are very similar to each other, basthrring Govinda — the greatest
comedian of the 90s — and the two reducing the @idthe Comedy of Errort the
confusion caused by mistaken identifién Govinda’sAnari No.1 the twins are Rahul

— a Westernised affluent man living with his fattzerd stepmother — and Raja — a

% Trivedi, “Filmi' Shakespeare,” 151.

37 According to Rachel DwyeAll You Want Is Money, All you Need Is Love: Sduahd Romance in
Modern India(London and New York: Cassell, 2000), 99, Govindapularity was at the beginning
among the lower classes, but his talent soon cl¢aphim into fame and success also with middlsscla
audiences.
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typical Indian servant. Rahul is dating a girl hetnm Rome, Switzerland and Paris
whereas Raja goes out with a ma&hde Miyan Chhote Miyadevelops the story of
two sets of twins Arjun Singh/Bade Miyan and Pydehan/Chhote Miyan. Arjun
Singh and Pyare Mohan are police officers, and Bdd@an and Chhote Miyan are
thieves, yet, in the course of the action, and,tip@s the end, Bade Miyan and Chhote
Miyan are employed as policemen, and the othergragdoyed as security guards. The
engagement with the romance characteristicTioé Comedy of Errorss crucial in
David Dhawan’s film, since the relationship betwdle® male characters and the female
counterparts takes place in most of the developrokthe action. In this sense, both
movies expound the philosophy of Shakespeare’s wayrkmixing comedy with
romance, albeit the play is not properly adapted elxtrapolated.

The mise-en-scene @&nari No.1and the one oBade Miyan Chhote Miyan
evokes consumerism, commoditization, and Westeliniza clearly hinting at the
diaspora. The world of GovindaAnari No.lis a luxurious global corporate business
empire full of deluxe sport cars, five star hotesclusive jewels, and designer clothes.
Exotic locales such as Switzerland, Paris and Rameimportant in the adaptation.
Shot in Ramoji Film City (RFC), Dhawan’s movigade Miyan Chhote Miyaalso
depicts an affluent city in which Western clothdstached houses, yachts, stunning
jewellery and dance clubs are part and parcel®btckground® The cast of Amitabh
Bachchan as Bade Miyan and Arjun Singh is anotharantee of the diaspora as the
target audience. All these elements md&ke Miyan Chhote Miyanhe biggest
entertainer of the year. Althoughnari No. 1was not such a blockbuster, it had

considerable success. These three movies are tdrésad by following the path of

% The Ramoji Film City began as an idea to redueetithe, cost and resources required to make a film
in India. All kind of films could be made in thigrh city, which had plenty of décors. See Kumar2413
153.
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other Bollywood Shakespearean derivatives concgihie lack of acknowledgement of
the source to have a wider audience, by re-writimg plays freely and by clearly

pursuing NRI spectators.

2. 3. Taming the ‘Westernised’ heroine

If the Bollywood derivatives oRomeo and Julieand The Comedy of Erroranravel
Shakespeare’s plays, those appropriations of thi@eéhofThe Taming of the Shredo
exactly the same. It is a favourite topic in Bolhywd cinema of the 70s and 80s, in the
context of a patriarchal society where women wergpesed to abide by their fathers’
and husbands’ rules, they had to be submissivenaslidbehaved. Th&aming of the
Shrewboom included works such as Manoj Kumdpisrab Aur Pachhin{1970), Raja
Nawathe’sManchali (1973), Rahul Prayag RajRonga Pandi{1975), Rahul Rawail’s
Betaab (1983), Rajkumar Kohli'sNaukar Biwi Ka(1983), and Manmohan Desai’'s
Mard (1985). They all extrapolate the theme, and Shadaspis replaced by a sense of
the overall knowledge of the plot of his plays;yl®njure a presence that is and is not
Shakespeare. If the method of translatiRgmeo and Julietconsisted on the
replacement of a tragic ending for a happy one,réwaiting of The Taming of the
Shrewto a contextual location usually promoted the tamiri the ‘Westernised’ or
whimsical heroine; it tried to solve the irresoli@bls that globalization or, rather, the
West produced.

The semi-devotional filmPurab Aur Pachhim(East and Westdir. Manoj

Kumar, 1970) is the first to focus on the Indiatima of the heroiné® The movie

%9 purab Aur Pachhinis considered a semi-devotional film due to all tlkgious and sacred references
contained in romantic songs. The title of one efsthsongs is “I am Radha, you are my Krishna,” whic

84



Chapter 2: ‘Bollywoodizing’ Shakespeare

begins with impressive shots filmed in black andtejhwhere the cinematic technique
of the close-up highlights the political contexiké. 1942: A Love Storydir. Vidhu
Vinod Chopra, 1994), the outset of this movie isaked in the ‘Quit India’” movement,
in which a freedom fighter is betrayed by a chamanoamed Harnam, and killed by the
British authorities. Once the days of the Britishj Bre gone, the action concentrates on
Bharat — the freedom fighter’s son — who playsrtie of a benevolent Petruchio. In his
diasporic journey to London to study, he meets ti’kede, a second generation non-
resident Indian ‘corrupted’ by the Wé&St.The West, and especially London, is
displayed as a setting where the good, traditidndian person is ‘polluted.” In a
dissolving shot sequence in which striptease lecalance clubs and casinos become
the protagonists via neon lights, London is equatithl a place where lust thrives. With
such an environment, it seems impossible for Prestito succumb to the temptations
of the West. The Barbie-like Kate wears mini-skiitsa smoker, drinks alcohol (see
figure 6), dances Western music, and, more imptiytas unaware of Indian traditions,
customs, religion, and values. Unlike Petruchicchmakespeare’s play, Bharat appears
as a ‘saviour’, not only of Preeti, but of her wddhmily — for Preeti’s father, mother
and brother had left Indian values aside — andn dfie rescuer of the whole non-
resident Indian community in London. Following Sesgeare’s text, Preeti’s father
arranges a marriage between Preeti and Bharathwhiaccepted by Preeti because
Bharat enters into her world as a breath of frashJast as Petruchio ‘tames’ Kate in
his house, Bharat ‘Indianizes’ Preeti also in hamke, India; the travel to India

contributes to the process of Indianization of Brée spite of the fact that the journey

clearly refers to Hindu gods and goddesses. Fan-@epth analysis oPurab Aur Pachhinmas a semi-
devotional film, see Gregory Booth, “Religion, GipssNarrative Conventions and the Construction of
Meaning in Hindi Film Songs,Popular Musicl19 (2000): 125-145.

9 Rajinder Kumar Dudrah claims tHaurab Aur Pachhinis a very clear adaptation ®he Taming of the
Shrew Dudrah Bollywood: Sociology Goes to the Moviés.
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was considered a mere caprice by Preeti, the pofvédre south Asian country turned
out to be extremely appealing to the heroine. Cldrmby India, she joins the
philosophy of the country by giving up smoking adohol, wearing salwar kameez
and sarees, singing traditional Indian songs, adgbinterested in Hinduism. Such a
transformation happens at the end of the moviechvizertainly reminds us of the
peculiar chauvinistic ending of Shakespeare’s pllayts response to Shakespeare, the
movie ends with a crane-shot that shows the bodh@fdevotional, submissive and
traditional new woman Preeti has become (see figyyecausing controversy in the
West; the film then figures the constrictions ohder in the south Asian country. The
Shakespearean theme of the domestication of tlueneenf The Taming of the Shraw

replicated inPurab Aur Pachhinvia the Indianization of Preeti, though the ploteals

a polyphony of voices and dissonances in relaticihe source text.

Fig. 6. The Westernised Preeti Fig. 7 Preeti finally becomes a devotional and trad@iomoman.

Rachel Dwyer has argued that RawaiBetaab (1983) is a very clear
appropriation ofThe Taming of the Shrewm which the method of taming and
Indianizing the heroine is recognizaBfeThe film traces the story of Sunny — starring
Sunny Deol — a poor livestock farmer and Roma SiAgstarring Amrita Singh — a
prosperous Westernised damsel. The film ratifiespiesence of the West by means of

luxurious items, such as designer Western clothemmviby Roma, sport cars and

“! Dwyer,One Hundred Bollywood Films: BFI Screen Guid2.
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mansions. Their first encounters are constructegeaect scenarios for the pettiest
quarrels between these two characters. As Sundgpgted as a stunning wild horse
trainer, the movie encourages an analogy betweetathing or training of wild horses
and that of Roma. The action takes place in themtains, in the heart of rural India,
out of the lavish villa inhabited by Roma and hathér, which was decorated in a
Western style to suit Roma’s father's eccentrictetasdJpon meeting Roma and
encountering her awful character, Sunny makes lak @ long distance for rejecting
his shabby four-wheel-drive vehicle. A successibdisasters leads the heroine into the
hero’s house at a point in which the associatedcaians betweerBetaab and
Shakespeare’s play are not surprising. At the Behouse, Roma learns to be more
humble, and begins to distance herself from thedveot riches and commodities she
had been used to. In an attempt to escape, Ronidttén by a snake, and her
transformation into a proper Eastern woman bedies,character loses strength and
power.

Yet, the film’'s construction of a Shakespeareant pasnot only tunnelled
throughThe Taming of the Shrewut also througliRomeo and Julietperhaps as an
effort not to include the complete subordinatiommimen. Half way through the movie,
when Roma’s change is already on the go, the poatstg realise it is their destiny to
be together. Roma and Sonny are deeply in love @atih other, yet, the long-standing
enmity of their families seems to make their love wnconceivable task, which is
nonetheless subverted by the couple. The caremyigredRomeo and Julietarrative
can also be seen in the egocentric need of Romtterfs to arrange a marriage for
Roma, and in his exaggerated opposition to thessipbe marriage. Raj Kapoor’'s

Bobbyis clearly recreated in the scene in which Romatkdr tries to blackmail Sunny
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not to be with his daughter, and, also in the eamesque happy ending which is so
typical of Bollywood Shakespearean derivativesRafmeo and Julieby means of
endless similar shots. This suggests both a prafastertextuality between the source
text andBetaah and also between a secondary source sudBobby and Rawail’s
work. Betaabprovides a new form of communication with Shakespea India. As
Shakespeare is deeply inserted into Indian culfilnes like Betaaballow themselves
to play with Shakespeare by mixing the plots of tNfferent plays. Apart from the
taming of the Westernised heroinBetaab with its ironic appropriation or in-
appropriation of Shakespeare appears as an exaifble interpretation of the Bard in
the period before the Millennium, where he wasesent spiritual application, a spectre
with whom to play in haunting representations, méver acknowledged as a

revolutionary stance, a political resistance.

3. Post-Millennial ‘Collage’
If the period before the Millennium illuminates andiguration of Shakespeare as a
‘ghost,” in which he was everywhere and nowhersuasng a weird ubiquity because
he was internalized in the Indian mindset and sbimenakers were not fully aware of
Shakespeare’s influence on them, the post-millénpeiod does not emulate the
practices of the previous period, but plays and teith Shakespeare. It is an era that
pushes to the fore the question of the ‘Shakespragame,” how filmmakers and
producers force the readers to confront unexpeptedimities to Shakespeare via
acknowledged adaptations, citations where he isdoed or merely quoted. With the

aim of boosting audience ratings and having morddawide releases with the non-
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resident Indians as the main target audience, Shakee then becomes an explosive
force to be exploited beyond the mere extrapolatibhis plots and themes; there is a
new absorption and dissemination characterisedhéysymmetry or lack of unanimity
towards the Elizabethan writer. Yet, the idea adving fun with Shakespeare’ and
experimenting with him appears as a constant dmritan of this period into the

experience of interpreting Shakespeare.

3.1. Acknowledged adaptations

To adapt Shakespeare to the Indian screen is theimething according to the film
critic Priyanka Khann&? The precursor in this new trend of adapting Shagas quite
faithfully to the Indian screen is Vishal Bhardwajgirector who distances himself from
the typical ‘song and saree sequences’ by produeumgt is considered more
alternative, high-brow work® Bhardwaj avails himself of the global reputatioh o
Shakespeare to produce films clearly diasporicnte with a considerable shorter
running time and fewer musical numbers than theamesIndian films, but set in India
and with a personal and significant Shakespearéange** In his approach to the
Shakespearean text, Bhardwaj basically censorsguevwncarnations of his texts in
India by owning its lineage, honouring the sourmag preserving what are essentially

considered unhappy and cathartic endings, depdrimg those films soaked in pathos

42 See Priyanka Khanna (2006: 1)
http://movies.monstersandcritics.com/indiancineswtlires/article_1183279.php/Shakespeare_gets_his_
due_in_Bollywood

“3In fact, his rewritings of Shakespearean playsehaeen given such high-brow status that they have
been compared with Kosintsevi§ing Lear and Hamlet and with Polanski'sMacbeth See Sidharth
Srinivasan, “The Bard of BombayCinemayal.3 (1 Jul 2006): 13.

4 Peter Brunette, “Magbool: Bhardwaj Cleverly RewsMacbeth into a Bollywood Film Noir3creen
Internationaln1430 (21 Nov 2003): 30.
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and mawkish feelings. The implication is that thisr@o longer an explicit and generic
transgression of the text, but a mere transpositiaine Indian setting in an attempt to
come to terms with Shakespeare.

Although Brunette considers thatlagboolowes more tarhe Postman Always
Rings Twiceand Body Heatthan Shakespeare,” the movie is deeply committed to
Shakespear®. Furthermore, in the opening montage, the film eesés being inspired
by Shakespeare, detaching itself from the Parsittbgroductions, showing its status
as a remak& In the backdrop of a gangster community whictuisled by violence in
order to gain poweiMagboolretains the main plot and characters of the Shaleespn
play — Macbeth/Magbool, Lady Macbeth/Nimmi, Dundsidaji, Banquo/Kaka,
Fleance/Guddu, and the witches/policemen, albe@ ¢haracters undergo some
transformations. As Thornton Burnett writes, tHenfseems to be rather preoccupied
with gender issue¥. Unlike Macbeth and Lady Macbeth, Nimmi is not rerto
Maqgbool at the outset of the movie because shebigals mistress, and she and
Maqgbool become lovers in the course of the actidme implication is that a new
dimension is added to the political theme of thaypthat of love. It seems that what
actually guides Magbool is love for Nimmi ratheathpolitics and ambition. There are
no female witches, but Indian male cops — starN@geerudin Khan and Om Puri —
obsessed with Hindu astrological diagrams, whilekd{Banquo is depicted as an
effeminate being than in the play. The predictiop®odstains and madness of the

original play are also transposed to the Indiatirgedf the city of Mumbai.

“> Brunette, 30.

% Mark Thornton Burnett, "Extending the Filmic Canofihe Banquetand Magbool" In Asian
Shakespeares on Screen: Two Films in PerspecHpecialissue, edited by Alexander C. Y. Huang.
Borrowers and Lenders: The Journal of Shakespeack Appropriation4.2 (Spring/Summer 2009): 1.
Available online: http://www.borrowers.uga.edu/.

47 Burnett, “Extending the Filmic Canofihe BanqueandMagbool” 3.
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Vishal Bhardwaj’'s moviéOmkara— shot in synch-sound likdagbool— closely

follows Shakespeare’s pldy. It preserves the main plot and characters

Othello/Omkara, Desdemona/Dolly, lago/Langda, GdKsisu, Roderigo/Rajju, Duke
of Venice/Bhaisaab. Bhaisaab, the gang leadersyitay role of the Duke of Venice, a
mobster-turned politician who is in jail, but sthlas power. In Shakespeare’s play,
Othello chooses Cassio as his lieutenant rather ldgo, causing the latter’'s jealousy.
Similarly, in Omkarg an election is coming up, and Omkara also pref@su as his
lieutenant — his bahubali. In the sealing of thedwith Shakespeare, the screenplay
adds some complexities to the plot, and highlighasdlitionally considered secondary
characters. Just as Bhardwalagbool is characterised by its preoccupation with
female genderOmkara does the same by revealing a stronger interpretatib
characters such as Bianca — Billo Chamanbahar — Bmiia — Indu. Billo
Chamanbabhar is a dancer of mujra songs, whereasabglires all her power at the end
of the remake when she is transformed into the @ssldali when she discovers her
husband’s manipulatioff. The exploitation of endless analogies betweenptag and
film points to a stress on Bollywood cinematic fitleto the Shakespearean text.

The mise-en-scene in Bhardwaj's Shakespearean smratbsolutely qualifies
for the Shakespearean settingdacbethand Othello. Although the world of the Mob
in Mumbai and in Uttar Pradesh was finally chosen Magbool and Omkara

respectively, different settings were thought fbe tfilms, especially forOmkarg

8 Synch-sound means that the dialogue and audioteffee recorded simultaneously with visual effects
instead of doing so separately in a recording studi

“9 Srinivasan, 14. The Goddess Kali is a figure afdd mythology, basically featured as an individual
motivated by “vendetta.”
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namely the Indian cricket team — as a clear intitatf the Oscar nominatécgaan® —
and the university campus to deal with politicaiaiversity>* Kesu — a student leader
as well as a political gangster — is reminiscerthcf failed decision. All these scenarios
share a common parameter, their more or less ovatbvert connection with politics,
which is certainly the inherent motif in these Ségearean plays.

Treacherous transgressivity tied to sexual tensiddhakespeare®lacbethand
race, corruption and jealousy in Shakespea®ibello are clearly captured in
Bhardwaj’s remakes. Given the contextMiagboolin which the Lady Macbeth figure
is the Don’s mistress, the connection with the $spkarean theme is evident since
“not only does this amplify the dominant theme &#acherous transgressivity, but it
also literally fleshes out of the suggestion indspeare’s play that Lady Macbeth uses
her sexual command over Macbeth.’Although Bhardwaj has always confirmed
Omkara’sscreenplay focus on jealousy over racism, he bisichose to “skate over
this issue,” this topic is a key motif in Bhardwsjvork>® Omkara is a half high-caste
Brahmin while Dolly, Bhaisaab and even Kesu andddanare full-term Brahmins. Set
in Uttar Pradesh, a state where elections are wdriagst on caste politics, the fact that
Omkara is a half-caste is really significant. ThHeysical colour-specific differences
between Omkara and Dolly — the former with a ddrkismplexion and the latter with a

skin as white as a sheet — and Tassaduq Hussaumisg chiaroscuro lensing also

* The film Lagaan: Once Upon a Tin{dir. Ashutosh Gowariker, 2001) is set in the petrid the British
Raj in India, and revolves around a cricket matetwieen Indian villagers and the British counterpart
Pride is not the only thing gained, but mostly ipeledence and freedom.

°1 Stephen AlterFantasies of a Bollywood Love Thief: Inside the M/af Indian MoviemakindNew
York: Harcourt/ Harvest Books, 2007), 46.

*2 Trivedi, “Filmi' Shakespeare,” 154.

*3 Naman Ramachandran, “Omkar&jght and Sound6.10 (1 Oct 2006): 76.
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contribute to put an emphasis on caste hierarchid@us, Magbool and Omkara
reproduce the most important Shakespearean themes.

The cinematic visualizations and effect sounds ath film adaptations reflect
the poetic images of the Shakespearean playSlalgbool for instance, the numerous
shots with crows — associated with bad luck in lingian mindset — that form the
background of the long scenes of Magbool and Nimamil the final scene before
Magbool is murdered simply function to predict fatastiny. The shot with the terrible
scream of anguish by Sameera — the Don’s daugtitelps to construct the atmosphere
of fear> Dissolving shots in which the characters are calély the Muslim Festival
of Ramzan Eid while Magbool is thinking about mumdg Khan basically hint at
Magbool's real ambitious natureThe sound and visual effects in Bhardw&skara
also play a significant role in the developmenttloé narrative. Mobile phones for
example are a tool to be exploited, and the bladknaad tricks are always completed
thanks to these electronic machines. Invoking thek8spearean spirit ddthellg,
Langda deceives Omkara by claiming having seenyDeitting Kesu and the reverse
process. Mobile phones form part of Langda’s dsivibplots of Omkara’s personal and
professional destruction. The image of Omkara i jgep with Bhaisaab after the
elections echoes the theme of his ascendance terpeweminding the audience of
Othello’s promotion — and clearly suggests OmkaréBhaisaab’s political protégé?”
Crows are also part and parcel Oimkara’s narrative. Their presence during the

marriage ceremony while Dolly is being applied heeram her hands and turmeric to

> Tassaduq Hussain’s superb workdmkarahas been frequently praised. See for instance Diglie,
“Omkara in Variety,Variety (7 August 2006).

% Trivedi, “Filmi' Shakespeare,” 154.

% The Festival of Ramzan Eid consists of celebratiogdwill and friendship. Violence is basically
forbidden in this period. Thus, Magbool's thougttsing this celebration immediately show the vidlen
intrinsic nature of Magbool.

> Alter, 185.
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cleanse her complexion also predicts the terrilldirgy we are about to encounter.
Sound and visual effects are not interpolated m rlarration, but are full meaning
elements in the script; thus, they thrive on a mitaighful dissemination of the

Shakespearean text.

In the remodelling of the Shakespearean text flon, fiOmkara goes beyond
Magboolin the preservation of specific expressions — mpastixually charged — from
the source text Integral in Bhardwaj's field of operation are qaddns such as “one
that loved not wisely but too well” (5.2: 344) afrdaking the beast with two backs”
(1.1: 116-117). Interestingly, some of Omkara’s gorusually contain all these
Shakespearean metaphors of bedding. In the ‘Bewdj’ sSn Omkara the lyrics read
“no quilt in sight...this cold breeze arouses thel leit of me...it's best to share
somebody’s quilt. Go borrow heat from the nextdetls oven...Light your fags with
the heat of my bosom. It's burning inside m&.The ‘quilt and ‘heat’ metaphors
clearly point to sex. Borrowing a quilt and takifig from a neighbour’s hearth suggest
an illegitimate affaif® Interestingly, the ‘Beedi song’ locates aesthepportunity for
the first sexual intercourse between Omkara andyDBillo’s, Langda’s and Rajju’s
hectic movements in which Billo is uttering “it irning up inside me” are intercut by
the erotic scenes between the leading couple. Tuik, movies assist in the process of

remapping Shakespeare faithfully into an Indiarieuif*

%8 See Alter, 12 for an in-depth analysis of the leagp used i©mkaraat the beginning of the movie,
which is very much like that ddthello.

%9 Omkarahas six different songs: “Naina,” “Omkara,” “BeédiQ Saathi Re,” “Namak,” and “Laakad.”
The ‘Beedi’ and ‘Namak’ songs are the most popatags.

® Alter, 185.

¢! See chapter 6 for an in-depth analysis of VistmrBwaj'sMagboolandOmkara
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3.2. Shakespearean citations

The ‘a priori’ collision between what Shakespeaa€e bome to signify in India and its
faithful interpretation led to a paradoxical mixéunf parodic and sublime rendition in
which Shakespeare is not genuflected, but renelmetie wake of the Millennium, the
notion that the Shakespearean work possesses aadictable life is evident in its
reconstruction through citations and/or quotatiddspending on the addressees of the
films, directors make their characters quote are Shakespeare — usually when the
work aims to be considered an independent art mewe simply quote Shakespeare
without actually acknowledging the source, distagcihemselves from the highbrow
status of the Shakespearean work, and entering theto established category of
Shakespearean “Post-Millennial Parod$.”

Kuch Kuch Hota Hai(dir. Karan Johar, 1998) introduces a “pedagogical
Shakespeare-scene-in-the-film,” and is seen airdftenovie in which Shakespeare is
filtered through the modern late twentieth earlyemty-first century ideas and
association§® At the introductory moments of the movie, the ceanoncentrates on a
classroom with Indian students wearing Westerndethes with a large Shakespeare
mural at the back, and an attractive Hindi instvudeaching Shakespeare in the
literature class named Mrs. Braganza — hinting Rbmeo-and-Juliet off-sho@obby
in which the servant was called Mrs. Braganzadoable intertextual process. Through
the technique of the ‘close up,’ the camera zoams the book the teacher is holding,
and, surprisingly, instead of having the text af fay of a well-known publisher, it is

the press book for the mowlilliam Shakespeare’s Romeo+Jul{dir. Baz Luhrmann,

%2 Burnett coins the term for the title of the lalsapter of his bookilming Shakespeare in the Global
Marketplace
%3 Richard Burt, “All that Remains of Shakespearénitian Film,” 93.
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1996) (see figure number %).In its elaboration of the movie's connection with
Shakespeare, the filmmaker departs from the lotapbshed tradition of associating
Shakespeare with the old, the classic, the trawitior event the colonial past — as in
1942: A Love Story- and clings to the new and postmodern vision térpreting
Shakespeare. According to this new stance, Shakesj no longer taught by means
of the strict, faithful text of the play, but by ares of the Shakespearean afterlives like
the press book oWilliam Shakespeare’s Romeo+Juligt an ongoing intertextual

process?’

Fig. 8. Literature instructor teaching Shakespeare
via the press book &Villiam Shakespeare’s Romeo+Juliet

Farhan Akhtar's Dil Chahta Hai (2001) is treated as an instance of
“hyp(er)brized” cinema with a distinguishable Esgliflavour that utilizes plots, scenes
and allusions from Shakespeare’s plays, so tltaintbe considered a new generation of
Bollywood/Hollywood Shakespearean appropriatitiifo begin with, the screenplay is

loosely based on Shakespeargsch Ado About Nothingand is pivoted on the same

% Richard Burt, “All that Remains of Shakespearénitian Film,” 93.

% A similar understanding of Shakespeare can beddarClueless(dir. Amy Heckerling, 1995), a
modern dress off-shoot of Jane AusteBEima After quotingHamlet, Heather and Cher had the
following discussion. Heather: It's just like Haméaid, “To thine own self be true.” Cher: Hamlatrt

say that. Heather: | think | remember Hamlet adelyaCher: Well, | remember Mel Gibson accurately,
and he didn't say that. That Polonius guy did. Tlnstead of remembering the original source, Cher
actually remembers a Shakespearean afterlife, whiglyests that the study of Shakespeare is notysimp
restricted to the original source text.

% Burt, “Shakespeare and Asia in Postdiasporic Ca®n$pin-offs and Citations of the Plays from
Bollywood to Hollywood,” 265-303 an@irade Guidet7.45(2001): 1-3.
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tensions that animate the Shakespearean playattie bf sexes, the question of being
merry despite unrequited or impossible love, aralitlieresting issue of a debatable
heterosexual, and potentially homosexual threeséwenrding to Madhavi Menon, the
three male characters of the movie — SiddharthsAlend Sameer — are inspired by the
famous Shakespearean trio — Don Pedro, BenedickCknalio®’ Siddharth is sensitive
like Don Pedro, Akash clearly invokes Benedick Iy fevulsion to marriage and his
war of words with Shalini — the Beatrice-like chetex, and Sameer has the same
innocent and foolish attitude towards love Clautas, being easily fooled into the
‘love cage.’ Besides, other instances of the Shada®an influence are the name of one
of the boats at the Sydney marina called “Much Adod the opera Akash and Shalini
go to see named “Troilus and Cressida.” As Mendinnag, “Dil Chahta Haidoes not
name itself a Shakespearean adaptation, yet, Sredwesis everywheré® The film
derives fromMuch Ado About Nothingalludes, and refers to it and to Shakespeare’s
Troilus and Cressidatrading a new mode of habitation with Shakespeahere he is
part of the globalization campaign of the moviet, iststill denied?® The post-millennial

films suggest experimentation with Shakespeare.

67 See Madhavi Menorynhistorical Shakespeare: Queer Theory in Shakesaealiterature and Film
(New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2008), 73 for andepth analysis of the Shakespearean text and
Akhtar’s movie.

% Menon,Unhistorical Shakespear&1.

% Interview with Farhan Akhtar in Madhavi Menon, “Wng notes. Bollywood filmmaker Farhan
Akhtar, interviewed by Madhavi MenonSouth Asian Popular Culturg.1 (April 2007): 77- 85.
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Conclusion

The period immediately after the independence dialrarboured inflexible
attitudes towards Shakespeare, and gestured towmardscursion into the author that
consisted of genuflecting before him, but also rokirig him/° This inflexible attitude
towards Shakespeare ceded place to its incorpaoratio the cultural imaginary of the
nation characterised by its “unnoticed and unackedged presence — a unique
appropriation, intertextuality, and absorption d¢faBespeare in the Indian filmM™"As
Trivedi mentions, the usually regarded coloniak texs to be “demolished” in order to
depart from the original and create a new and unidgext’> The favourite
Shakespearean playfRemeo and Juliet, The Comedy of Errar&l The Taming of the
Shrew~ are basically deconstructed, to the extent thak&speare is totally subdued by
the Indian scenario. The erasure of the tragic dgan of Romeo and Julietthe
alienation of the West in “The Taming of the Shrhweme” and the reduction to the
minimum of the plot ofThe Comedy of Errorsimply emphasize the fact that
Shakespeare is not a cultural icon in India, biraae, a “virtually unknown entity,”
sometimes even complex to elucidéte.

The rewriting procedures of Shakespeare in the pO80s period veer away
“from the shopwornRomeo and Julieformula” in order to engender a new
interpretation in which Shakespeare is neither hoga nor seen as a vestige from the
colonial past? Films such a®©mkara, Magbool, Dil Chahta Haind Kuch Kuch Hota

Hai form part of a project in which Shakespeare isegittrucial for the narrative’s

" Homi BhabhaNation and Narratior{London and New York: Routledge, 1990).

" Trivedi, “Filmi' Shakespeare,” 148.

2 Trivedi, “Filmi' Shakespeare,” 157.

3Verma in Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 269.

4 Naman Ramachandran, “ReviewRillywood Queefi Sight and Sounii3.12 (1 Dec 2003), 28.
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commercial requirements or a muted reminder ofpbst-millennial policy via loose
allusions. Recent Shakespearean Indian off-shadasThe Last Lear(dir. Rituparno
Gosh, 2007) — a Bengali film-within-a-film which mi@ins numerous references to
Shakespearean works — view Shakespeare as botpiioene of a highbrow status
which is on the verge of dying, and as a referesicthis new reality to play with.
Shakespeare is so devoured that a Bollywood filroh sas Kuch Kuch Hota Hai
cannibalizes the reference to a mere Shakespearal rand a press book of a
Shakespearean afterlife. In the act of discardiegdid, these adaptations in the post-
millennium period live above the original text attte author; these works reveal

themselves as playfully ludic with the Shakespeareareation.
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Chapter 3: Theorizing Diaspora

“We should concern ourselves with foreign Shakasgse
because Shakespeare, for the past century, hasvo@en

larger than his text.”

Although certainly not restricted to the twentieth twenty-first centuries, migratory
movements have been more frequent in these persgecially after the two World
Wars. Communities have been dispersing and migratiin other countries, either
voluntarily or forced by the political or economgonditions of their home countries.
Besides, in a society in which mass media and releics play a crucial role, these
ongoing flows of people always entail a traffic idéas, values and capital (amongst
others). This multidirectional cultural traffic gourney is all the more evident in the
Indian society, where migration is extremely freguéVith this background in which
diaspora or transnationalism has certainly becotheme and condition in our lives, its
presence being part and parcel of our existeneepithliferation on studies on diaspora
and diaspora theories is unsurprising. But, whyukhave concern ourselves with the
role diaspora plays in the understanding of BollgddShakespeares? What can the
presence of Shakespeare and diaspora tell us biabah modernity, if any?
These initial questions have motivated this chaptet will continue to infuse

the rest of the study. Given the fact that the pgoa of Shakespeare in India has been

all the more puzzling — with colonialism in the kdwop — its role is even more

! Huang,Chinese Shakespearé.
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complicated in post-colonial India, especially iolBwood cinema. In its process of
‘decolonizing’ Shakespeare — he emerges as onkeofdmplex habitations of Indian
modernity — Bollywood cinema accommodates Shakespea the diaspora, as if
inhabiting a transnational space, always in citboie’ If Shakespeare is indirectly a
nexus, a link of connection between diasporic pepphnd the homeland — via
Bollywood — or he is a mere lure to target transmat audiences, a Shakespeare and
Transnationalism line of enquiry is all the morgent in that, by and large, there is a
necessity to understand and comprehend the corastdrasymmetrical flows that affect
Bollywood Shakespeares. These initial questions allew us to reflect on “the global
circuit that defines and determines reception anduestion the unidirectional cultural
flow that invariably travels from West to East oorh North to South®

The aim, then, of the third chapter of this diss#osh is to introduce the
diasporic theories that will subsequently be usethée chapters of filmic analysis. Via
thematically labelled sections (population moversgrdisplacement, hybridity or
cultural flows), the chapter focuses on how theceph “diaspora” has evolved. Each of
these thematically arranged sections foregrounesrtain ideas associated with them,
favours one and hints at its application in thenél The move from abstract ideas about
the concept to the more concrete and particulalicgtions in Bollywood Shakespeares
attempts to provide a very good bridge to the drapof filmic analysis since, in the
movies under studylP42: A Love Story, Bombay, Dil Chahta Hai, Magbh&dinkara,
Bollywood/Hollywood, Mississippi MasalBollywood QueemndSecond Generatign
diaspora is a condition as well as a theme. Througthis chapter it will be regularly

highlighted that in order to be reconciled with a@hl identity, Shakespeare has to

2 This concept of ‘habitations of modernity’ is takdrom Dipesh Chakrabarty’s book entitled
Habitations of Modernity
® Burnett, “Applying the Paradigm: Shakespeare ammltMCinema,”Shakespeare Studigs: 120.
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occupy the transnational space. Transnational ynedhus contributing significantly to
a new understanding of Bollywood Shakespeares, anBisequently, to a new

understanding of Shakespeare as a global entity.

1. Population movements

Notions of diaspora as dispersion of people outsltee home country are
frequent. There are two stances on diaspora inecurtheoretical approaches to
population movements. One stance regards the térdiaspora as a unified, single
concept which means the same no matter to whom applied. Gabriel Sheffer and
Robin Cohen are two cases in pdintrucial in Sheffer's analysis are the political
struggles of these dispersed ethnic groups in dadpreserve their identities in relation
to their homelands. His notion of diaspora is skapg the presupposed idea that all
transnational groups should be regarded as dias@ord is therefore rather limited.
Cohen categorises diasporas into four differeneésypictim (Africans and Armenians),
labour/imperial (indentured Indians and the Brifjshade (Chinese and Lebanese) and
cultural (Jewish). He also establishes the mairufea that characterise diasporas,
namely the dispossession of an original land wglsubsequent trauma, migration to a
place that cannot easily replace the place of bidimalisation of the latter and a strong
ethnic group consciousness among others. Coherils ama is to distinguish among
diasporic groups, but the main drawbacks of hiskvawe labelling and his treatment of
diaspora as a unity. With such a typology, Coh@un'pose is dubious, for, after all, his
decision to have this classification remains uncl#aalso presents the same problem

for James Clifford: labelling must be avoided, otiise, our discussion on diasporas is

* Gabriel ShefferDiaspora Politics: At Home Abroa@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003)
and Robin CoherGlobal DiasporagLondon and New York: Routledge, 2008).
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a mere generalisation based on the characterisi@scertain groups may or may not
have, appearing as more or less diaspoBlategorisation cannot be prioritised because
it is irrelevant since our interest in these grogpss beyond the mere typology.

The main tenet of the other stance on diaspornaeisdjection of generalisation.
It includes those critics — like Khachig Téloyanchkard Brubaker and Floya Anthias —
who are not committed to the idea that diasporag@med by all those living outside
their home® Within this second position that deviates from tia¢ion of diaspora as a
homogeneous entity, two approaches can be disthgdi those theoreticians who do
not favour any traditionally “marginalised” group diasporic studies and those who
clearly advocate for any of these groups. Sokefélilgyan and Brubaker defend
strongly the first tendency.Sokefeld has observed that migrants do not always
constitute a diaspora, but they may become one wWiesndevelop a new “imagination”
of a community. Therefore, he challenges Connagsiment that any migratory group
can be defined as a diaspora for, if a disperskdieigroup wanders to a different
location, total integration takes place and the &lamd is not part of their imagination,
they are a group of people living abroad, but do bear the traces from a so-called
diasporic community. A complementary critical pasitis held by Toléyan, who also
goes further than Connor. His main counterarguneemiie lack of attention to third,
fourth or fifth generation immigrants in Connor’sfthition. Another critical claim by
Toloyan is the unlikelihood of considering any s$engmigrant as part of this

phenomenon. Despite the usefulness of Toloyan'srite for distinctiveness is

® James Clifford, “DiasporasCultural Anthropologyd.3 (1994): 302-338.

® Khachig Télolyan, “Rethinking Diaspora(s): StagséPower in the Transnational Momeribjaspora
5.1 (1996): 3-36; Richard Brubaker, (2005) ‘The &Bpora” Diaspora,Ethnic and Racial Studie®8.1
(2005): 1-19 and Floya Anthias, Evaluating “DiasgpbBeyond Ethnicity,’'Sociology32.3 (1998): 557-
80.

" Michael Sokefeld, “Mobilizing in Transnational Sa a Social Movement Approach to the Formation
of Diaspora,"Global Networks.3 (2006): 265-84.
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beginning to be reconciled with diasporic studibgy are rarely consistent since the
Jewish diaspora and its traumatic experience isfagethinking. “The universalization
of diaspora, paradoxically, means the disappearaficsiaspora” writes Brubakér.
Such an assertion illustrates Brubaker’'s point @wvin which he is very easily
associated with Toléyan. Rather than regardingpdias as a group, he proposes to
consider it as a stance since, otherwise, genatialis is unavoidable: everyone is
described as diasporic and perhaps “no one isdistely so.® Just as T6léyan brings
into the discussion second, third or fourth gememaimmigrants who tend to be
forgotten in theories, so does Brubaker. Yet, hesgmeyond T6ldyan by reinforcing the
idea that maybe diasporas as such do not existt ivse three critics do is to question
the excessive use of the term. Brubaker’s thesisnas us that, used by extension to
refer to all displaced beings, the term deviatemfits original connotation and no one
is now entirely diasporic. In my view, the abusetlod concept has caused its initial
meaning to be in jeopardy; it appears to be aestak

The second approach includes those critics for wigemder and class issues
have been completely disregarded in diasporic studdespite women’s implication in
the transmission and reproduction of cultural valdlkeir roles have been diminished in
this field. Floya Anthias is positioned againstditnal diasporic thinkers for the
complete elimination of gender in their discussibarget of her condemnation is James
Clifford among others. However, being aware of hale-focused diaspora, he tries to
develop the gender paradigm briefly. Whether diaspaxperiences encourage or reject
gender subordination actually becomes his arguniBntmaintaining the connections

with the homeland, patriarchy seems to be reinfyré®wever, diaspora also offers a

8 Brubaker, 3.
° Ibid.

104



Chapter 3: Theorizing Diaspora

window into new possibilities. Such a criticism tre part of Anthias seems out of
place and unfair for Clifford, who has at leasttbthat the paradigm. The shadow of
Anthias haunts Koyamparambafatchidanandan, who also claims that gender, class
and language factors must be examined in diasporitmunities® Thus, interpreting
diaspora generally can bring about some risksthieeoverlooking of these paradigms.
As in postcolonial studies, the image of a hetertoakewhite male community is always
pervasive and attention to difference has playemrse fiddle in diaspora theories.
Although “difference recurs,” dispersed individuaisve been lumped together in spite
of their distinctivenes$' Alluding to diaspora as a group of individuals lwibom for
diversity rather than just as a group “regulatey”clertain features or rules seems the
solution to the problem. These studies become théminefield” where manifold
paradigms aim to cohabit to show that the fieldliaspora can also be combined with
feminism and queer theory.

Recognising some of the drawbacks mentioned befbtee term ‘diaspora’ is
akin to its questioning, reduction of meaning, dgsal or substitution by some critics,
namely Jana Evans Braziel and Anita Mannur, Ulf kéam or Gita Rajan and Shailja
Sharma? Braziel and Mannur's thrust of argument lies ie fact that diaspora is not

tantamount to transnationalisthFor Braziel and Mannur, while the former concept

10 Koyamparambattatchidanandan, “That Third Space: Interrogatirey Biasporic Paradigm.” Iin
Diaspora: Theories, Histories, Textsd. Makarand Paranjape (New Delhi: Indialog Redilons, 2001),
15-24,

' Michel FoucaultLanguage, Counter-Memory, Practice: Selected EsaagsnterviewsEd. Donald F.
Bouchard. (Oxford: Blackwell, 1977), 194.

12 Jana Evans Braziel and Anita Mannur (ed§heorizing Diaspora(Oxford: Blackwell Publishing,
2003), Ulf Hannerz, “Cosmopolitans and Locals in AfoCulture.” In Global Culture. Ed. Mike
Featherstone (New Delhi: Sage Publications, 19928)-252. Gita Rajan and Shailja Sharmgw
CosmopolitanisméStanford, California: Stanford University Pres808).

3 In The South Asian Diaspora: Transnational Networks &hanging Identitiesthe editors equally
make a distinction between ‘diaspora’ and ‘tranematism.” See Rajesh Rai and Peter Reeves (€ls.)
South Asian Diaspora: Transnational Networks andaw@fing ldentities(London and New York,
Routledge, 2009).

105



Chapter 3: Theorizing Diaspora

solely refers to the movement of people — eithecdd or voluntary — to one or more
host countries, the latter term — transnationalisralso includes “the movements of
information through cybernetics, as well as thdfiran goods, products, and capital
across geopolitical terrains through multinatiomalrporations** UIf Hannerz for
instance prefers using the term ‘cosmopolitandiasporic’ to refer to those who “want
to immerse themselves in other cultures;” thoselgeaho are similar to the locals, but
not entirely one of therlt. For Rajan and Sharma, new cosmopolitanism amalgsma
the effects of globalization — like migration, teadr media — with the residual elements
of diasporic formations. This notion has complex alifficult layers, and clearly goes
beyond Hannerz’s concept since these new cosmapahdividuals do not belong to
any specific nation-state or class. These subpgutshe edges of home and abroad, and
are moving “physically, culturally and socially,he are “using globalized forms of
travel, communication, languages and technold8yRaja and Sharma’s model is in
tandem with Arjun Appadurai’'s framework in that batupersede diaspora in their
paradigms to include floating populations and trati®nal politics. Appadurai focuses
on the juxtaposition of motion with the flow of ig@s or even sensations, reaching the
conclusion that the nation state is “on its lagsl&’ What is important is to be able to
reflect upon the multiple significations attacheddtaspora in order to be aware of the
complexities and heated debates concerning theretrto overuse it excessively. Yet,
throughout this study, no distinctions are madewbeh the concepts ‘diaspora,’
‘transnationalism’ or ‘cosmopolitanism’; they arsed indistinctively to refer to the

constant movement of people in motion.

4 Braziel an Mannur, 8.

> Hannerz, 241.

' Rajan and Sharma, 3.

7 AppaduraiModernity At Large19.
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Regarding diaspora as a unity does not seem apgi®pihe evolution of the
term and its field of operation may actually remingd of other concepts like
globalisation or even postcolonialism, which hal@ajone through different stages.
Starting with generalisation, moving onto complaiby “forgotten” groups, rejection of
the term and acceptance of it in need of a betteris the trajectory followed by all
these concepts. As long as we are aware that daspanore than an abstract and
vague name since it refers to human beings, weldghwat renounce the concept or
should exchange it with other terms with similanicotations. The representation of
population movements in the films discussed is botlal and global; the Bollywood
Shakespearean adaptations or off-shoots contatanites of 26 or 25 centuries
Indian diasporas of transnational moméfitShese diasporic Indian communiti2sre
found in at least fifty three host countries sushgi, Mauritius, Trinidad and Tobago,
South Africa, Sri Lanka, Australia, Canada, or theited Kingdom and the United
States of America, which are the preferred hosnt@s? In the film corpora, the
main characters dwell in the typical host countrigPil Chahta Hali
Bollywood/HollywoodMississippi MasalaBollywood Queerand Second Generatign
or they are participant of internal diaspord&a(boo). Furthermore, as Shakespeare is
one of the fissures of the movements of Indian mutle due to the colonialist
expansion, Shakespeare ‘the author’ and ‘the teark these temporalities. He always
has to occupy a transnational space in Bollywooéroia like inDil Chahta Haj where

he is specifically located in a boat. As these Ywdod Shakespearean off-shoots

'8 Instances of the first and second waves of Indiggrations (colonial migrations and migrations of
skilled workers in the 1960s) are not obviouslywshan the film corpora.

19 Ajaya Kumar Sahoo distinguishes three differemtesy of Indian Diaspora (Punjabi, Gujarati and
Telugu Diasporas). See Ajaya Kumar Sahb@nsnational Indian Diaspora: The Regional Dimemsi
(New Delhi: Abhijeet Publications, 2006).

% See N. Jayaranthe Indian Diaspora: Dynamics of MigratiqiNew Delhi: Sage Publications, 2004)
for an in-depth account of the ongoing journeys différent waves of the Indian diaspora in the o@bd
and post-colonial periods.
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pursue global missions and diasporic clientelesjritage of Shakespeare is akin to that
of the black identity in the Atlantic, implying aongoing process of travel and

exchange?

2. Displacement

Identity crisis, displacement and alienation frdra hation-state are some of the
consequences of having a diasporic status. Livingniother country is sometimes akin
to having a traumatic experience and to developimgimaginary homeland,” which
only exists in the imagination of the departed,setft in reality?” The diasporic self
journeys back to the world of imagination where #ubconscious “frees” from the
tensions lived in the nation-state in a place whgmeither the home nor the host
country: anescapist homeland, a fairy wonhere to feel relieved and integrated, fully
assimilated and accepted. Critics tend to emphésis@lienation of the diasporic being
by relating to the conflicts between the countryogin and the country of settlement,
although agreement is not precisely the rule. Wihilekers such as Robin Cohen, Luis
H. Francia, Stuart Hall and Vijay Mishra argue howmportant the analysis of these
connections is in the field, Richard Brubaker aathds Clifford shed light upon other
issues, such as lateral connections, i.e. relaonsng people belonging to the same
diasporic community® The last part within this second section wantgewisit the

concept of ‘displacement’ to claim that it cannohgly be associated with diasporic

2L paul Gilroy,The Black Atlantic: Modernity and Double Conscicess{London and New York: Verso,
1993).

2 Salman Rushdig¢maginary Homelandé.ondon: Penguin, 1991), 10.

23 Cohen, 2008; Luis H. Francia, “Inventing the Earfthe Notion of ‘Home’ in Asian American
Literature.” In Across the Pacific: Asian Americans and GlobalmatiEd. Evelyn Hu-DeHart (New
York and Philadelphia: Asia Society & Temple Unsitgy Press, 1999), 191-218; Stuart Hall, “Cultural
Identity and Diaspora.” Ihdentity: Community, Culture, Differenced. Jonathan Rutherford (London:
Lawrence and Wishart, 1990), 222-237; Vijay Mishriterature of the Indian Diaspora: Theorizing the
Diasporic Imaginary(London: Routledge, 2007); Brubaker, 2005 andf&@tif, 1994.
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studies. It is common to find exiles or marginaincounities even within the borders of
the so-called nation-state, like Muslims in IndiaHindus in Kashmir, demonstrating

that not all deterritorialization is global in isgope — “not all imagined lives span vast
international panoramag?

The homeland and host countries are usually oppasediasporic studies.
According to Robin Cohen or Ajaya Kumar Sahoo, gmsent of the population can
only be called diasporic when the ties and bondhk thie place of birth are maintained
and when there is significant contribution to invesit in order to restore it. Cohen
thinks that the clash between these two placesalytetermines the diasporic identity,
which is defined by alienation. Similarly, Luis Hrancia and Stuart Hall also centre
their discourse on the split diasporic people feelards the place of birth and the place
of settlement. Of interest in Hall's argument is linsistence on the mutability of
identity, which is influenced as much by the pasbg the present. Memory is therefore
crucial since, otherwise, the “before” would notdmnnected with the “now” and the
past would remain as a sculpture made from staméiyf@dmmutable to change. It seems
that Francia follows the path once opened by Stdalitand applies his ideas to a more
specific context: Asian American literature. Frandaighlights the importance of
memory in the creation of the identity of a trarigmaal being. Diasporic communities
remember the homeland in celebrations and ritualledr countries. Francia spotlights
how crucial memory is, but also how unreliable st since we finally end up
mythologising the homeland and demythologisinghbst country. The homeland can
“sometimes become so fantastic and one-sided thpbvides the fuel for new ethnic

conflicts.® In fact, long-distance nationalism could be easilyd irresistibly

24 AppaduraiModernity At Large61.
%5 AppaduraiModernity At Large49.
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swallowed by marginal communities, due to the rigeteof exile in diaspora and the
anguish of displacement. Organizations such asUthiécation Church or the Muslim
Brotherhood” or the BJP — Bharatiya Janata Partgre- by and large financially
supported by diasporic citizens, and act as “intarsaof a postnational global ordéf.”

Vijay Mishra also brings the topic of the homelantb discussion. For him,
melancholy is unavoidable for diasporic subjectd smis mourning for the lost object,
which is the place of birth. Nevertheless, mourrisygnpossible, which leads to a clear
“tension between a consciousness (the other’'s Eggyus our own) and a body (the
other’s corporeality is not our ownj””Memory then is presented as the terrain where
in-betweeness takes place. Thus, the identity ddanfor all these critics can be
equated with the lack of reconciliation between hweneland/host country into one
single self, the diasporic self. Hyphenated indraild are being haunted by the ghosts of
the past, the homeland and, in the present, theystiuggling with thebenevolent
monsterof the nation-state. If fragmentation usually cstssiof the break between the
“I” subject from the “me” object, the fragmentati@i diasporic people entails two
different “I" subjects with difficulties to mergento one, the result being a
pseudosubjeavith an identity complex.

With Stuart Hall and Vijay Mishra’'s framework in nd, this dissertation
touches upon how the main characters of the filmpa@ expand the clichés of
displacement, such as the alienation caused bdigi@nce from the homeland, which
engulfs the main characters’ minds. All the firstsecond generation NRIs in pseudo-
Bollywood Shakespearean off-shoots and adaptatimmd — even the diasporic

filmmakers — are melancholic of an ideal and unpsaat and, to reconcile with it, they

6 AppaduraiModernity At Large164.
" Mishra, 47.
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connect with Bollywood - illusorypar excellance “Moving images meet
deterritorialized viewers,” and via their link wiBollywood, these diasporic subjects
indirectly meet Bollywood’s Shakesped&feln Deepa Mehta'8ollywood/Hollywood
the deterritorialized grandmother mimics and retiptets Shakespeare to connect with
her homeland, where Shakespeare has to be ‘caizeidbtato undergo decolonization.
Addressed at diasporic clienteles, Bollywood Shp&asean off-shoots such B842: A
Love Storyand Bombayboost and incite the connection with the homelaradlong-
distance nationalism and the distance from Shalaespe still acknowledged in the
movies as one of the shreds and patches of cakmiaChapter 6 of this dissertation,
which exploresMagboolandOmkarg reflects upon a new concept of displacement that
is not only linked with diasporic communities, bwith the transnational world. For
example, Vishal Bhardwaj's film adaptation dflacbeth centred on a Muslim
neighbourhood is in a position to generate contexish produce and reproduce some
of the displacements lived by their own societytlre whole of India, Mumbai or
Bollywood cinema. If Shakespeare is literally désmd in Bollywood, the movie
expands the genre and relocates Shakespeare tratisaation; he seems to live in an
international panorama. Thus, the connection betweleakespeare, Bollywood and
displacement is crucial to understand Bollywood padudo-Bollywood Shakespeares,

for transnational populations directly or indirgatheet Shakespeare.

8 AppaduraiModernity at Large4.
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3. Hybridity”

One of the motivating forces in the operative fielddiaspora — and in the
globalised world at large — is hybridity. This rti has followed a curious and
interesting trajectory, and the meanings attacloed have been constructed and re-
constructed, revised and negotiated. What was rimstible about the term ‘hybridity’
was its original connection with colonisation.rttially entailed embracing the master’'s
tools on the part of the colonised people, in otddyestow on them a different outlook.
The contradictions and gaps that sometimes origihatere interpreted as signs of
failure in the construction of the identity of tihgbrid person. As appropriating the
imperial power’s tools to dismantle them was notasy task, hybridity was regarded
as the condition which emphasised the alienatiosubbrdinated people, highlighting a
clear split in them. Hybridity was considered negdy, and it was thought that it had
no productive side. Papastergiadis highlights tlgaificant change in the course of
events and in the interpretation of the conceptickvimay be due to “a perverse
pleasure of taking a negative term and transformtdat a positive sign: ‘to wear with
pride the name they were given in scoth.The hybrid person tries to cross the
boundaries between “them” and “us” and the resulidw a negotiation of difference.
Within the diasporic framework, it has become carspus to interpret hybridity as the
mixture of the cultural values from the homeland #imse from the host country. Yet,
now, it not only implies the possible coexistendette ostensibly foreign/Western

customs of the place of residence with diasporlgesi’'s own culture, but opens up

%9 Yogesh Atal prefers using the metaphor of ‘santivaialture’ rather than the concept of hybridityr Fo
him, ‘sandwich culture’ perfectly embraces the idéputting something between two layers, it refers

a person carrying two labels. The typical consegeéds the construct of a double identity. See Yhges
Atal, “Outsiders as Insiders: The Phenomenon ofi®&h Culture — Prefatorial to a Possible Theoig.”
Jayaram, 200-218.

% Qtd. in Nikos Papastergiadis, “Tracing Hybridithéory.” In Debating Cultural Hybridity: Multi-
cultural Identities and the Politics of Anti-RaciskEds. P. Werbner and T. Modood (London: Zed, 1997)
93.
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new possibilities for further interactions of diféat cultural values in individuals all
over the world — not only the diasporic ones. Thenplexities of modernity in post-
colonial societies clearly indicate that hybridgymore and more a global trait, which is
also playing an integral part of the performativegess in Bollywood Shakespeares,
where the local/global, traditional/modern integplas almost unrecognizable.
Nevertheless, in order to understand its specdie m the transnational Shakespeare
paradigm, there is a necessity to capture the @wolof the term, and how the stage is
set for a debate.

The association between productivity and hybridstyelatively recent and has
two clear exponents: Stuart Hall and Khachig Totoygtuart Hall argues that diasporas
are not based on purity, but on diversity, on hgibyj diasporic identities are
negotiating with difference, which enables them donstruct and reconstruct
themselves. The intermingling of cultures — hylyidi is based on heterogeneity, rather
than on purity. Toloyan’s work traverses a complraérritory through the defence of
the negotiation of difference and the positive oate. Not only does To6lbyan see
hybridity as constructive, but he also presenésithe ideal condition, diasporic people
having the best of the two worlds (homeland and bosntry). This notion of hybridity
as the ideal state is notwithstanding too far-fetcand can only be contradicted, since,
in trying to offer a “real, objective” portrait ohybridity, he simply achieves
idealisation. In my view, Hall's argument is morenerful, realising how important the
negotiation of difference is, but still being awanrfethe negative consequences of this
state.

An opposed force to Téloyan’s theories has beeneland Swedenburg’'s work.

Like Stuart Hall, Arif Dirlik or Néstor Garcia Calimui, Lavie and Swedenburg claim
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that all cultures are now hybrid.Especially relevant for them is the concept of the
borderzone, which can be equated with diasporas.tit@m, borders are not peace
territories, but “battlefields” where internal ctiofs take place. Rather than combining

the best of the two different sites (site of batid site of settlement), they find hybridity

difficult to cope with; the self is after all livinin an in-between space, a third-space
where it is trapped and caged, alienated and fraggdehyphenated.

When Lavie and Swedenburg refer to the in-betwgates or third space, they
emulate Homi K. Bhabha, at each stage indoctrigatgaders about his quintessential
terms. For Stuart Hall and Toldyan, the procedsybridisation is one of accumulation,
which would include two different cultures juxtapdsto each other as if they were part
of a continuum, the result being the sum of bothvéitheless, Homi K. Bhabha pushes
to the fore the idea that the formation of hybyidibes not depend on the accrual of
cultures, but on the translation of the identitytloé “Other.” Bhabha argues “that the
hybridized person is usually rendered differenthbétom the colonizer and the
colonized and becomes another in-between and bepotid cultures and worlds,
namely both the white majority society and the nbitevminority community.®? Thus,
the diasporic being, when adopting the new cultba@pens to be a new individual; he
neither takes the homeland’s culture nor the hoshtry’s, but a mixture of both. The
dichotomy past-present is of paramount importameees for the hyphenated, the past
is renewed and the present is re-interpreted dahlgpast-present turns out to be part

and parcel of the necessity of living. What is iagting is the notion of “third space”

3L Arif Dirlik, “Asians on the Rim: Transnational Ciél and Local Community in the Making of
Contemporary Asian America.” IAcross the Pacific: Asian Americans and Global@atiEd. Evelyn
Hu-DeHart (New York and Philadelphia: Asia Soci&tyfemple University Press, 1999), 29-60; S. Lavie
and T. Swedenburg, “Introduction: Displacement, dp@a and Geographies of Identity.” In
Displacement, Diaspora, and Geographies of Idenktys. Smadar Lavie and Ted Swedenburg (Durham,
NC: Duke University Press, 1996), 1-26. Garcia @ancCulturas Hibridas: Estrategias Para Salir y
Entrar en la Modernidad

%2 BhabhaThe Location of Culturel92.
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Bhabha proposes because he goes beyond previakerhiby establishing this in-
between space inhabited by diasporic communities.

Another ambivalence of colonial discourse is cabmnimicry. For Fanon,
hybridity occurs in the colonised subject’s attertgpimitate the culture of the imperial
power® In Fanon’s view, hybridity can only lead to a iiele schism between Western
cultural commodities and values and one’s own i@days, native culture since the
final aim is to imitate the Western self. The notwf hybridity is then seen negatively
by Fanon as if nothing could be acquired with thiterimingling of both cultures. Homi
K. Bhabha engages even more in the process of ieblmimmicry whereby the “Other”
emulates the coloniser and becomes similar, butaimvay, still preserving its
distinctiveness and difference. The “Other” themsuout to be @uasi counterparof
the coloniser. Mimicry is glimpsed as presentindpable articulation: on the one hand,
it is a strategy of reform that appropriates théh&,” but, on the other hand, it “is also
the sign of the inappropriaté®Via the alliance with the imperial power, it is ptied,
colonised people are parodying the colonisers, ithgation being ironical and
subversive; however, there is another idea behindhe necessity to “copy” the
colonisers to feel their culture is at the samell¢évan that of the colonisers. The effects
of colonial emulation are disturbing because, m akiempt to “normalise” the colonial
discourse to make it its own, the colonized powealienated. Bhabha then articulates
mimicry as both “resemblance and menace” becayseaiming the settler, we also end
up desauthorising this pow&rThis political mimicry is an interesting factor Beepa
Mehta's engagement with Shakespear8atlywood/Hollywood(2002). Although the

first-generation NRI grandmother in the film im#atthe Western canon, she radically

% Frantz FanorBlack Skin, White MasKkdlew York: Grove Press, 1967).
34 BhabhaThe Location of Culturel22.
% BhabhaThe Location of Culturel23.
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transforms the Shakespearean texts into politiegpens by re-creating and changing
them considerably.

Just like Homi K. Bhabha delves into some probleassed by colonialism, i.e.
colonial mimicry, Dipesh Chakrabarty focuses ondbmplexities of the mutual source
of interaction between the source culture and #nget culture in the specific case of
post-colonial Indi&® Colonialism always lurks behind in each of thetcadictions he
regards, such as the cruel tradition of ‘sati,” #imise of garbage or the wearing of
khadi®” The troubled passage from colonialism to postsalesm in India requires
new forms of habitation and identification. A larggmber of complexities of the
incomplete Indian modernity form the backgroundgeveral Bollywood Shakespeares,
namelyBombay— with the partition issue Magbool- also with Hindu/Muslim riots —
or 1942: A Love Story- with the explicit and troubled passage from ci@lsm to
Indian independence. Furthermore, the presenchakeSpeare in India — a remainder
of the British presence — constitutes another datty of Indian modernity. The
complexities of the Shakespearaarson d’étrein the Indian subcontinent emerge for
instance inM942: A Love Storwhere Shakespeare is in absentia as a result osthef
Indian nationalism. The intermingling of local/gldb tradition/modernity is thus
unavoidably present in the Indian subcontinent, cwhaffects the reception and
interpretation of Shakespeare. Outside the Ind@ddys and frontiers, in the diasporic
realm, hybridity regarding the traditions of undargling Shakespeare becomes largely
empowered. According to Alexander Huang, “hybridig/ often celebrated as a

progressive notion, because its political agenceakeved to have activated cultural

% In Culturas Hibridas Néstor Garcia Canclini delves into the complesitof modernity in South
America.

3" The word ‘khadi’ refers to the specific attire Ganwore — the white cotton tunic — which has been
vogue since. In his chapter entitled “Khadi and Hwditical Man,” Dipesh Chakrabarty explores the
reasons politicians have in wearing ‘khadis.” Seal@abarty, 51-64.
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flows.”®® Diasporic filmmakers or British directors apprapimg Bollywood — and
indirectly Shakespeare — activate these culturalvgl The concept of hybridity
throughout this study is not regarded as somethmagative, but as a necessary
condition for colonial subjects to rewrite theiost. In addition, hybridity in the films
discussed is not restricted to the individuals, s#¢ms a common trait that defines the
whole community, and even some of the filmic prtgewhich tend to interact between

Bollywood and Hollywood traditions.

4. Cultural Flows

If diasporas are immediately associated with pdpra movements and
‘deterritorialization’ or displacement, the role ailture is also essential. For Parrefias
and Lok. C. D. Siu, diaspora is “an ongoing andtesied process of subject formation
embedded in a set of cultural and social relattbas are sustained simultaneously with
the ‘homeland’ (real or imagined), place of resiienand compatriots or coethnics
dispersed elsewherd® This quotation highlights that there is an ongoffmyv of
cultural relations because, when ethnic groups ategto another country, they take
some ideas and values with them, and finally mengje those at the place of residence.
Apart from the highly influential role diaspora p&a globalisation is also contributing
to the transnational cultural traffic. As a resafltmass migrations, new types of beings
have been constructed: those who “root themselwegleas rather than places, in

memories as much as in material thingsGiven the fact that the world is so massively

% Huang,Chinese Shakespeare.

% Rhacel S. Parrefias and Lok C. D. ®isian DiasporagStanford, CA: Stanford University Press,
2007), 1.

“° Rushdie, 154.
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globalised, a considerable number of ideas andemstof beliefs are always
‘travelling,” changing and challenging other deephplicated cultural understandings.
With an insatiable appetite for the control of audt, Anderson and Lee, Sharmila Sen
or Arjun Appadurai attempt to decipher the intriegcof cultural flows, though with
considerable differences in their approaches ttiogect.

Cultural displacement has been granted an impogéate in the works of
Anderson and Lee and Sharmila Seffour forms of displacement have been singled
out by Anderson and Lee: physical/spatial displa@m cultural displacement,
psychological/affective displacement and, last hoit least, intellectual displacement.
This classification is not very practical since,ths authors point out, all these forms
are most of the time interwoven in diasporic comitiest When physical dislocation
takes place, other types of dislocation are somedxqected. Cultural displacement is
also paramount in Sharmila Sen’s analyses of draspmwever, rather than using this
term, she coins the concept “diasporic amnesiajthviallots to the “cultural rupture
caused by displacemerf” Like Anderson and Lee, she aims to highlight the
reconstruction of culture and, subsequently, idgntHer contribution basically
comprises the quintessential Indian diaspora idstdaa general, abstract community.
By locating her study, she goes beyond AndersonlLamdand manages to prove that
the Indian diaspora is able to remember and retecatture abroad. Cultural
displacement is described then as an unavoidabieequence of travelling to other
places where new values and traditions interconaedtinterrelate with previous ones

in order to contribute to the formation or, ratirerformation of culture.

“L'W. Anderson and R. G. Lee (edsDisplacements and Diasporas: Asians in the Ameritésw
Brunswick, New Jersey and London: Rutgers UniverBitess, 2005); Sharmila Sen, “Our Flavour Is
Greater,” in Parrefias and Lok C. D. Siu, 161-176.

2 parrefias and Siu, 22.
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Unlike Anderson and Lee and Sharmila Sen’s worksclwvare imbued with a
certain halo of nostalgia for the culture ‘lostfjén Appadurai’s framework is broader,
and aims to negotiate the different types and $evafl cultural flows. Prior to
Appadurai, Benedict Anderson already specified leevtain forms of mass mediations
— namely novels, newspapers or new media — faeititthe imagination of the natiéh.
Nevertheless, he never aimed to categorize thdeegaludlows. Appadurai refers to five
dimensions of cultural flows: ‘ethnoscapes’ (humansmotion: refugees, exiles,
tourists, guest workers...), finanscapes’ (the dissation of global capital),
‘technoscapes’ (the global distribution of techmyylp ‘ideoscapes’ (the flow of ideas
with a common political content), and, and last hot least, ‘mediascapes,” which
indicate the concatenation of images and distioutf information provided by the
media)** Bollywood films act as ‘mediascapes’ in tracing tmteraction with the
diasporic clienteles. A considerable number of eéhésiediascapes’ are largely
determined - usually unconsciously — with specifdollywood Shakespeare
vocabularies. Parodying and/or paying tribute te Bollywood genre, the pseudo-
Bollywood Shakespearean adaptations and off-shawmiglysed in this study -
Mississippi MasalaBollywood/Hollywood, Bollywood QueamdSecond Generation
are governed by the codes of the appropriationhak8speare in Bollywood. Whether
directed by diasporic or British filmmakers, thedéesternized products signal the
complex network of traditions regarding the intetption of Shakespeare. These
cultural flows are not symmetrical, and point du¢ extreme versatility and flexibility
Shakespeare has; he is constantly alive in termsaation or interpretation. They add a

further layer to the global understanding of Shpkese.

43 Benedict Andersorimagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin Spdead of Nationalism
(London: Verson, 1983).
“AppaduraiModernity At Large32-37.
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Conclusion

If diaspora theory was thought to be homogenousfi@edfrom difficulties,
this journey throughout all the different theoratiparadigms has demonstrated the
overwhelming responses and contributions to tleklfiMy aim in this theoretical
chapter has been to examine the unique logic gpdia and globalisation theories to
apply them later to the film corpora in order tagp the intricacies of Shakespeare in
Bollywood. This chapter has been designed to deveotheoretical model for
transnational Shakespeare. Its specific attentidheadynamics of the transnational
paradigm in tangible Bollywood case studies cout&# a perfect and ideal bridge for
the film analysis. Throughout the different theroally labelled sections — population
movements, displacement, hybridity and culturalwlo — the transnational
Shakespeare line of enquiry has to be accepted nderstand Bollywood
Shakespeares, for the dynamics of diaspora playuaiat role in these film
adaptations and off-shoots. Since the Shakespeareapretation in the Bollywood
genre bears the imprimatwf a specific location and a historical moment —
complicated by Shakespeare’s association with calism — he always seems to be
on the move, as part of the trans-nation, of therstitial space.

The transnational theorization means that the topic ‘Bollywood
Shakespeares’ is crossing frontiers, and is cauttrip to the global understanding of
Shakespeare. After all the migrations that haverigiace in the twentieth and early
twenty-first century in India — migration becomirgg ghostly presence which is

everywhere intrinsic in people’s lives, a motifthgoverns” ourmodus vivend+ the
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Bollywood genre is being expanded thanks to Shadaesp just like the repertoire of
‘Shakespeareanness’ is amplified thanks to Bollydvo@iven that it has become
impossible to understand Shakespeare as an entitgu becoming aware of other
Shakespeares, foreign Shakespeares, the studgaditychas basically hindered and
impeded the development of a transnational Shakespearadigm. An adequate
theory of what it means to construct a transnati@makespeare via Bollywood can
show us how these cultural flows work. If Shakespaa filtered and manipulated
through Bollywood, which is itself being appropedt by the West, an initial
evaluation reflects and hints at paradoxical alditons and tensions of Shakespeare
and Bollywood. A transnational paradigm in Bollyvdo&hakespeares immediately
suggests the movement from the local/global to mptex multidirectional traffic

characterised by asymmetrical flows.
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II. ADDRESSING THE DIASPORA

Chapter 4: “Quitting Shakespeare: Diaspora and Longdistance
Nationalism in Bombay and 1942: A Love Story”

During an episode divarai no daigaku/ University of Laughsa 1997 Japanese play
set in 1940 which contains a play-within-the-pldyRomeo and Juliethe protagonists
— a young playwright called Tsubaki Hajime and aegoment censor named Sakisaka

Mutsuo — deliver the following dialogue when penfiang the balcony scene:

Sakisaka: “Why write a romance about the westerhdyaans with whom your

country is at war?
Tsubaki answers that the romance is set in Itaityy whom they recently signed

a treaty.

Sakisaka replies that the author is English. “l@hill made sushi, would you
eat it?”

Tsubaki: “No, because neither Hitler nor Churciwtiuld make it properly.”
Sakisaka then suggests some cuts: “Place the actdapan. Get rid of the

British influences.?

This sequence illuminates the particular constomcbf Romeo and Juliet and, by
extension, of Shakespeare’s plays — in an AsiamtcpuThe reception of the British

authorpar excellences subject to the political situation that Asiavuatries have with

! Richard Burt, “Mobilizing Foreign ShakespearesMedia.” In Shakespeare in Hollywood, Asia, and
CyberspaceEds. Alexander C. Y. Huang and Charles S. Rosd(lurPurdue University Press, 2009),
236.
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Britain. The inevitable association between Shakespearea@megmporary politics in
1940 is evoked by the government censor, whereaplttywright is guided by a more
artistic feeling. By ‘JapanizingRomeo and Juligh Warai no DaigakuShakespeare is
linguistically dispossessed since the text is pad&se, and the play is notably removed
from its European influences. At a superficial lewiee play acquires an eastern mystic,
but, at a more intrinsic level, the play is an @ond manifesto of Japanese nationalism
and/or militarism.

However, this correlation between Shakespeare lagromotion of nationalist
consciousness has not emerged in all Eastern esltdm fact, according to Dennis
Kennedy and Yong Li Lan, three different approaches Shakespeare can be
distinguished: nationalist appropriation, colorifatigation and intercultural revisién.

If in China Shakespeare was ignored until afterGoenmunist Revolution of 1949 in
which Shakespeare was praised due to its high valdlee Soviet Union, promoting
thus a nationalist appropriation, in the Indiantatd Shakespeare “arrived in the
baggage of empire’”So, the parallel that is usually drawn in India kistween
Shakespeare and colonialism. Intercultural revisgithe latest and most innovative
type of contemporary Asian Shakespeare. KennedyLamduse the term to refer to
those performances which shed light upon the diffees between the Shakespearean
material and the time and place of its represemtathriane Mnouchkine and Peter
Brook are the greatest exponents of this new trevidch alters Asian traditional

theatrical performances in favour of art aesthetics

2 Kennedy and Lan, 7-10.
% Kennedy and Lan, 8.
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The image of Shakespeare as a nationalist icoutisnpjeopardy in the two
movies which are under analysBombay(dir. Mani Ratnam, 1995) antb42: A Love
Story (dir. Vidhu Vinod Chopra, 1994). Although these twather politicised
Bollywood Romeo and Juliebff-shoots are set in two different though equally
tumultuous historical periods in India — the desfian of the Babri Masjid by the
Hindu community in 1992 and the British Raj perjodt before the Independence of
India respectively — they share the objective anpoting national consciousness in
order to reach a diasporic audience. The primacyhaikespeare in the first half of the
movies shifts into a complete erasure in the sedwasdfl There is then a renewed
conviction of the necessity of erasing any trac&lokespeare, eliminating it once and
for all in order to have a unified India, which bewes a spiritual force in the
phenomenon of long-distance nationalism. Issuels asadomance, politics, gender and
distribution and production are analysed in depthighlight the overall presence of the
pan-Indian nationalism in relation to the Indiaraspiora. This chapter then aims to

show Shakespeare’s reception in these nationalrroasa

1. Romance
Given the fact that India is a nation where a rplittity of religions, castes and divides
in general are represented, romance appears agetire which transcends all the
barriers. Although all the groups are eager to taartheir ‘purity’ in real life, romance
is the genre which has the power of illusion, idealand projection of one’s utopic and

unreal desires on screérRatriarchal authority is also challenged in filmamances.

* To read more about the power of romance in Inskg Jyotika Virdi,The Cinematic ImagiNation:
Indian Popular Films as Social HistorffNew Brunswick, New Jersey and London: Rutgersvehsity
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The movements traced by the romantic film genrealyethe real experience in India,
where arranged marriages rather than love marriagegshe norm. What Bollywood
films really do is that they negotiate or re-negtaithe idea of romance and depict
events as they could be or should® Within the Indian romantic film genre, the ethos
of Shakespeare is well representedR@aneo and Juliethough as “a body of meaning
that inhabits a zone of continuing appropriation the global sphere,” it is not
untouched. Following the interpretation of the famous Shalkespan tragedy in the
Indian realm, especially in the Parsi theatre, diféerent off-shoots and spin-offs
inspired byRomeo and Julietuch aBobby(dir. Raj Kapoor, 1973always transform
the tragic dénouement in favour of a happy endling renovation of the classical text
has been explored in the so-called national ronsBombayand1942: A Love Story
Bombay (dir. Mani Ratnam, 1995pegins with visual and sound effects that
emphasize the romantic love story. Revolving arotimel story of a Hindu man —
Shekhar — and a Muslim woman — Shaila Bano — whet nmethe fictional village of
Maangudddi in Nellai District in Southern India,ettoriginally made in Tamil and
Telegu movie starts with close-ups of the coupk thighlight the love at first sight
which is characteristically associated wRlomeo and JuliefThe low-angle and high-
angle shots that frame the second encounter istdies at Shekhar’'s house appeal to
the spectators’ emotions as “instruments” of lovee music ofBombay,which is
characterised by the mixture of Western and Eastegments because the sounds of

manjira and ghungroo are blended with orchestratitas the inevitable result of

Press, 2003), 73. See also Francesca Orsini [(e@g in South Asia: a Cultural HistorgCambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2006).

® See Rachel Dwyer, “Yeh Shaadi Nahin Ho Sakti! {§TWedding Cannot Happen!”): Romance and
Marriage in Contemporary Hindi Cinema.” (n)tying the KnatEds. Jones, Gavin W. and Kamalini
Ramdas (Singapore: Asia Research Institute, Ndtldnaersity of Singapore, 2004), 59-91.

® Burnett,Filming Shakespeare in the Global Marketpla24,
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showing aesthetically the love stdrfor instance, the lyrics of the second song “Tu hi
re” “lost in each other we are, at first sight”rales to the fact that they have set eyes on

a stranger.

Fig. 9. Shekhar and Shaila Bano embrace during the secod s

The rain, which stands for sexuality, eroticism &k, fills in the screen in the second
song® As the songs “allow things to be said which cartmetsaid elsewhere, often to
admit love to the beloved, to reveal inner feelirtgamake the hero/heroine realize that
he/she is in love,” it is not surprising that tivstfembrace (see Fig. 9) between Shekhar
and Shaila Bano occurs during the second Safte cloudy, gloomy, and even windy
atmosphere— to the extent of removing the veil f®maila Bano — which forms part of
the background of the song permits the forbiddesiree and dreams come true. In its
gathering up of stereotypes regarding prohibitddticnships and associations, the
movie starts with the abusive paternalism of ShegHhather when he claims that he
will not tolerate a girl from another community.té&f knowing their offspring’s choice
of partners, both patriarchs stress the differebedseen the two communities as far as

religion is concerned, and Shekhar and Shaila Balos’e seems unable to be fulfilled.

" See Arunima Mishra and Sudipta Datta, “East, Wiesice to AR’s tunes,The Financial Express
(2009): 1 where they analyse A.R. Rahman’s mugstie-composer of the soundtrack of Mani Ratnam’s
Bombay- as one which blends two different traditionsp fittvww.financialexpress.com/news/east-west-
dance-to-ars-tunes/412030/3

® See Dwyer, “The Erotics of the W8ariin Hindi Films,” 143-159.

° Dwyer, All You Want Is Money, All You Need Is Love: Sétuahd Romance in Modern Indial3.
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The obnoxious patriarchy is highlighted via nonsseal orders, commands, violent
threats and hits in order to depict the parentthasvillains who have to be defeated.
The conflicts between the two communities modetiedhe fights among Capulets and
Montagues provoke the elopement of the couple Romeo et JulietShekhar and
Shaila Bano get married in the registry in Bombaghwo references to religion
whatsoever. The beginning of their marriage is adited of roses because their most
intimate moment of love-making is intercut with shaf a brothel, suggesting two
levels of prohibition — the sexual union betweedaslim and a Hindu and sex as paid
entertainment, as if both scenes were too horgfyinshow on screefi.However, later,
once they “tie the knot” and have twins — paringvdahe Shakespearean text — the
references to Shakespeare and romance weaken efdl tpi the conflicts and
subsequent nationalism.

If Bombayendorses the communal potential of romance initeelfalf, 1942: A
Love Story(dir. Vidhu Vinod Chopra, 1994) does the same. Basethe small hilly
town of Kasauni, the movie traces the love storyhefcolonialist bred Narendra Singh
— starring Anil Kapoor — and the daughter of theettom fighter Rajeshwari Pathak —
starring Manisha Koiral& By means of a close-up of a statue of the coulderirom
mud, the opening credits of the film quickly estsiblithatRomeo and Juligs the main
intertext. This specific detail immediately reminilee audience of the building of the
statue mentioned at the endRdmeo and Julieto that Verona remembers the lovers

and peace is preserved.

1% Ravi VasudevanBombayand its Public’ in Dwyer and Pinney, 190.

' Manisha Koirala seems to be the favourite actfessational romances. She is the leading actmess i
two movies of Mani Ratnam'’s trilogyBpmbay 1995;Dil Se 1998) and in Vidhu Vinod Chopral®942:

A Love Story
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Fig. 10 & 11Close-ups of the leading couple showing love at Bight.

The freeze frame is the cinematic technique usetepact the first encounter of
Naren and Rajjo in the middle of a conflict. Thetsteverse-shots, the close-up of the
faces of the protagonists and the expression oéyle are indicative of the love at first
sight (see Fig. 10 & 11). Not only do the visudleets contribute to the portrait of
romance, but the songs — characterised by softcnussing tablas, veen&swind and
percussion instruments, beautiful lyrics by JavétitAr and stunning vocals by Kumar
Sanu and Kavita Krishnamurthy — also help to doThe first song “Ek Ladki Ko
Dekha” is the outset of Naren and Rajjo’s romatiie® Naren and Rajjo are shown
deeply in love — in spite of the fact that they éanot spoken to each other yet — each
one of them doing gestures and behaving in a way c¢artainly corresponds to the
typical cultural construction of love. The pictwation of the tune in a rainy sequence is
perfect in “Rhim Jhim,” sung by Kumar Sanu and KaWrishnamurthy at an excellent

pace. If “Ek Ladki Ko Dekha” is the first — and wai— song which stands for the

2y/eenas are stringed instruments used in Indisssidal music.

13 See Natalie Sarrazzin, “Celluloid Love Songs: MasModus Operandand the Dramatic Aesthetics
of Romantic Hindi Film,”Popular Music27.3 (2008): 393-411 to understand the differermtsveen
Hindi film songs and Western pop songs. While Westgop songs always begin with an introduction,
Hindi film songs start with the refrain; it alwagemes first. See also Natalie Sarrazzin, “SongsnRfe
Heart: Musical Coding, Emotional Sentiment, andnbrational Sonic Identity in India’s Popular Film
Music.” In Global Bollywood.Eds. Anandam P. Kavoori and Aswin Punathambekam(Nerk and
London: New York University Press, 2008), 203-28B4 detailed study of the number of songs needed
in a Bollywood film.
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beginning of Naren’s and Rajjo’s love, “Rhim Jhimgpresents the culmination of that
love. The continuous cunning close-ups of the ewye®d with the erotic and sensual
power of the water — as seen in a dewdrop in seaeek and flowers, in Rajjo’s saree
and in the couple’s hair — create the ideal atmesplfior the kiss to take place. This
song smooths the way for Naren’s decision to beaged to Rajjo; however, the clear
differences between the two families — remindingihe Capulets and the Montagues
— and, above all, the ‘Quit India Movement’ are appropriate for the elaboration of
their love, and romance will no longer be bolstaratll the end.

If this romance based dRomeo and Juliedsssumes a visual and sound ubiquity
in the movie, it even succeeds in being interndlirethe leading couple. The parallel
between Naren/Rajjo and Romeo/Juliet becomes éixglicng their second encounter,
when they first talk to each other at the libraapd Naren brings a copy of the well-
known Shakespearean play to RdfjThen, the balcony scene is filmically realized on
three occasions. First, an interesting variationhef balcony scene takes place during
the rehearsal of the play within the film, whenyttare the protagonists of the stage
performance (see Fig. 12). Then, they in fact emaat Rajjo’s place, when Naren
climbs the veranda, and they mutually declare toe® (see Fig. 13). The third and last
citation of this particular episode within the playeals itself as ludic and respectful at
the same time since it is recreated via the pedoe of a Bollywood number with the
song “Kuch Na Kaho.” The balcony is a mere elentenplay with in the musical
number. The famous speech between Romeo and dbtiat “what’s in a name” is also
mentioned on three occasions. The first allusiocucs at the library when Rajjo and

Naren play with their names. Rajjo says her nanfeereas Naren does not say it until

% Burt, “All that Remains of Shakespeare in Indidm 97.
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Rajjo asks, but she does not do that in this sc&neery interesting reconstruction of
the famous episode appears when they are rehedsimgo and Julietor General

Douglas’ visit. A curious variation takes placer fbis Naren the one who recites the
episode instead of Chachi — the girl playing the af Juliet. These are Naren’s words

in translation:

“Knowing name is not knowing a person. It's justame, not a virtue. Had the
rose been known as a thorn, it would still smekbwasetly. If water had been called fire,
it'd still be cool. Change my name, if you will, okl still be the same. I'll always love

you.

Although the fragment is not a line-per-line reproon of Juliet’'s speech, it

nevertheless reflects the same idea — the laakpbitance names have. The “what’s in
a hame” episode dominates again at Rajjo’s platerevthey reproduce the balcony
scene and Naren finally reveals his name. The ili@syin the fact that their names do
not have the negative connotations Romeo and dulgeirnames have. All these
instances allude to an elaboration of parallelsvbeh Naren and Rajjo and the
Shakespearean couple to project the importancermsémce, but obviously decrease in

the second half of the movie when nationalism Brtby encountered.
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Fig. 12 & 13Performances of the balcony scene.

Although in the 2T century “successful commercial films from Indiavha
veered away from the shopwdRomeo and Juligormula,™ the truth is that this “boy
meets girl, falls in love, is separated, and thesmites” rule was granted a particular
urgency in the late 1980s and 1990s in If@idhe revival of the feudal family
romance, and, subsequently of the Hindu patriarstnatture, contributed significantly
to therenaissancef the politics of Hindutva — the right-wing potil party in Indid’
Moreover, in a country where film censorship idl smmmon with institutions such as
the Central Board of Film Certification — CBFC, tha@raculous happy endings are
ideologically loaded, because they are immediat@bgociated with government
intervention™® As “romantic love is the most potent force thaemomes the nation’s
ills” since religious, class and caste conflicte aesolved thanks to it, romance is
‘commodified’ in the first half of Mani RatnamBombayand Vidhu Vinod Chopra’s

1942: A Love Storin order to promote a unified India to quench théian public, but,

!> Ramachandran, “Review 8bllywood Queeyi 28.

' sarrazin, “Songs From the Heart,” 208 and Faizai,HiChange of Pace? Islam and Tradition in
Popular Indian CinemaSouth Asian Popular Culturg.1 (April 2008): 59.

" There are many associations linked with Hindutetitips: the RSS combine (Rashtriya Swayamsevak
Sangh), which consists of many subordinate orgéinizs such as the BJP political party. See K. Moti
Gokulsing and Wimal Dissanayake (ed®ppular Culture in a Globalised IndidLondon and New
York: Routledge, 2009) for an in-depth analysislbthese organizations.

'8 Sheila J. Nayar in Nandana Bose, “The Hindu Régttt the Politics of Censorship: Three Case Studies
of Policing Hindi Cinema, 1992- 200ZThe Velvet Light Trap3 (1 Apr 2009): 22.
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above all, the Indian diaspora’s longing and nggtafor the ideal natioff This
‘commodification’ of romance is counterbalancedtli® second half of the movies,

which explicitly gesture to the pan-Indian consecioess.

2. Politics

Although according to Arjun Appadurai the natioatstas such has disappeared in this
era since even in fervent nationalism there areetraf hybridity, and modernity is
everywhere thanks to mass and media migratiomakien continues to be imagined by
diasporic public spheres — comprising “diasporashope, diasporas of terror, and
diasporas of despaif” Imagination plays a crucial role, and operates ragnwultiple
circumstances in the building of a long-distancgomalistic feeling. Linked to a notion
of superficial and simplistic ‘Indianness’ in order target the diaspora, Mani Ratnam
and Vidhu Vinod Chopra place their stories in tottsi and convoluted times of Indian
history to affirm the ‘power of the nation’ for pittal reasons in a country
ideologically governed by a right-wing politicalnpa The romantic Romeo-and-Juliet
love story acquires a political dimension when aedpo the Indian community, which
is basically characterised by the intention to digg Shakespeare and what he implies
from the movies’ climax and from the subsequenttisal and ideological message and

interpretation.

" Virdi, 202- 203.
20 AppaduraiModernity at Large6.
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The naive family conflict oRomeo and Juligs transposed to a Hindu-Muslim
dispute in Mani Ratnam’Bombay”* If the first part of the film focuses on the ergdg
patriarchal figures as a consequence of their offgjs union, the second part of the
movie basically leaves Shakespeare aside, anddsxtea domestic and private troubles
to the nation with the demolition of the ®@entury Babri Masjid, a Muslim mosque
built by a mogol emperor in Ayodhya, Uttar PradbgiHindu chauvinist organisations
on 6 December, 1992.Therefore, the conflict no longer affected the ifs but the
whole nation, because these two communities coatiowcoexist in trouble, and these
cross-religious unions do not seem to work and @¢oabcepted by fundamentalist-
oriented movements in Indian society. Due to theddibelief that the mosque had been
built where the god Rama had been said to be lhbenmosque was attacked by the
Hindus. Immediately after the pulling down of th@sque — considered a “symbol of
the cultural diversity of India” — the conflicts taeeen Hindus and Muslims resurgéd.
Riots on January 13, 1993 were followed by violattacks and blasts — bombs which
exploded in crucial landmarks of the city suchtasstock exchand@.Friction, cruelty,
Muslim protests and clashes with the police andisigcforces — who were said to take
side with the Hindus — were all around. The denarlitof the Babri Masjid can be
considered as another metaphor of partition becauséers to the modern demonic in
India which is the chaotic campfire scene betwda dominant community — the

Hindus — and the most important minority — the Nhasl

1 Bombaybroke one of the taboos of the Indian society byiatimg a couple formed by a Hindu man
and a Muslim woman. It crossed the threshold, anekg the road for future releases sucWesr-Zaara
(dir. Yash Chopra, 2004), which also deals withiuh®n between a Hindu and a Muslim.

%2 Hindus believed that the T&entury Babri Masjid had been built where the Himghd Rama had been
born. Moved by fanaticism, Hindus destroyed the fl@sto recover the supposed original setting. This
act of vandalism marked the first of a serious easures of a national campaign against Muslims.

% Thomas Blom Hansen, “Globalisation and Nationdlisaginations: Hindutva’s Promise of Equality
through Difference,'Economic and Political WeekB81.10 (1996), 603.

%4 To read more about the destruction of the Babrsjiaand its terrible consequences, see Gantindl a
Bose,Bollywood: A History361.
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The anti-colonial film1942: A Love Storywhich paves the road for more films
of this genre such dsagaan: Once Upon a Time in Ind{dir. Ashutosh Gowariker,
2001) andRang De Basant{dir. Rakeysh Omprakash Mehra, 2006), elaborates a
romance between the daughter of a nationalist teau the son of a British Raj chief
in the context of the ‘Quit India movemeft.Like Mani Ratnam’Bombay the second
half of the film concentrates more on the sociebbfems during this period than on the
love story. In spite of Richard Burt’'s claim thaetmovie is not located in a particular
historical moment, the movie clearly constructsaatpwhere Shakespeare is visualized
as the icon of colonialism via a performanceRaimeo and Julietyhich is one of the
events planned for General Douglas’s visit — a hayginsolent, violent and
xenophobic character — in order to uphold the mivof nationalistic sentimentéAs
Shakespeare “was arguably the most successful cmnpmf the British colonial
mission” — extremely associated with the entrarfcentertainment and with education
via Lord Macaulay’'s 1835 English Education Act, aneinforced by travelling
companies from abroad — the movie is inseparabla the image of Shakespeare as a
colonial cultural institution. Therefore, the filhmas to depart from Shakespeare at the
closing stage$’

The remake oRomeo and Juliet 1942: A Love Stamgludes this play-within-
the-film which serves a variety of purpog@s:irst of all, the rehearsal of some scenes

from Romeo and Julidty Naren and Chachi — the daughter of a suppoftgredBritish

% The ‘Quit India movement’ was also the period inish the nationalists were getting exasperated, and
the Muslim League was gaining ground.

% Burt, “All that Remains of Shakespeare in IndidmE 98.

2" Madhavi Menon, “Review oindia’s Shakespeare: Translation, InterpretationdaPerformanceeds.
Poonam Trivedi and Dennis Bartholomeusatiakespeare Quarterg8.3(Fall 2007): 418.

%81942: A Love Storjs not the only movie where a Shakespearean plapdésded. Ismail Merchant’s
Shakespeare Wallafl1965) is basically about the reception of Shakesge plays in India. See for
instance Geoffrey Kendalhe Shakespeare Wallah: The Autobiography of Gap#fendal/ with Clare
Colvin, Introduction by Felicity Kendg¢London: Sidgwick and Jackson, 1986).
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Raj — helps the audience envisage the context iichmhe action takes place. The
numerous close-up shots of British flags and Britiseadquarters, immediately
followed by crane shots of the English-style theatthereRomeo and Juliewill be
performed and, above all, the revelation of GenPralglas as the main target audience
corroborate the association between Shakespearecalodialism. Known as the
epitome of high-brow British culture, Shakespearéhe author chosen by the Indians
supporting the British Raj. Secondly, the text tlhatompanies the images of the
rehearsal is in Hindi, not in English, clarifyingetbilingual nature of the Shakespearean
text since, instead of using the original source i@ English, a translation in the
vernacular language is favoured. Contrary to glleexations, this is not an instance of
anti-colonialism or resistance to the régime, bperates to privilege the long-
established tradition of translating Shakespearenguthe colonial period for the
intelligibility of the text, such as the Parsi Skagearean adaptations did in many
different Indian languages. For the revolutiongrighe performance of the
guintessentially British play is the perfect scémdo defeat and challenge the British
Raj. The scheduled attack on the colonial forceplaned to happen during the
performance, which is construed as a species oédgossession for the colonizers, not
in dialogue with the Indian mindset. The implicatias that if the theatre was bombed
and destroyed, the same would happen to the BR&ghHowever, on discovering the
revolutionary attack, in a shot that certainly reds us of Ismail Merchant's
Shakespeare Wallafl965) where the leading couple Sanju/Romeo andid/iuliet
have to shut down the performanceRdfmeo and Julieduring the wedding scene, the
colonizers equally have to cancel the productioist &s the performance breaks apart,

so does the romance in both movies. Thus, the tatioe of the performance is akin to
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the departure from Shakespeare and colonialism, thedemergence of a patriotic
discourse in the movie.

Apart from the live battles and conflicts witHBombayand1942: A Love Story
the two movies had to undergo controversial anidtstensorship codes. First of all,
Bombayhad to face state censorshidn order to screen it, the producer and director
were compelled to do several cuts, such as thdioelef the words Pakistan, Islamic
state, Afghanistan, erasure of the exterior shbtheBabri Masjid, and a reduction of
violent scenes by 25 per cent. The censor boacodcalisreferences to the Muslim deaths
and to the police firing and shooting at Muslimwds. When Bal Thackeray — the
founder and leader of the Shiv Sena — watdb@uhbayin a privileged private screening
of the film before its release organised by théerithstor Amitabh Bachchan, he showed
opposition against the tone of repentance on thiegbdinnu Anand established by the
film.*° In the initial version of Mani RathnamBombay when seeing the violence at the
riots, Tinnu Anand covered his face in his hand$ rpented. However, Bal Thackeray
in fact claimed that he never regretted it. Althoue ex officio force Bal Thackeray
played a crucial role in the final version of thewie by raising the first objection
obliging the company to delete some dialogues, aeted some other changes which
were certainly rejected by the producer, includamgentire character removed, to be re-
shot with another person, and to re-name the ¥liivlani Ratnam’s creativity in

Bombaywas limited by the CBFC and Bal Thackeray.

9 Lalitha GopalanBombay(London: British Film Institute, 2005), 33 and Namna Bose, 27.

% Tinnu Anand was the actor who played the role alf Bhackeray.

31 According to Angie Mallhi, “The lllusion of Seculam: Mani Ratnam’sBombay and the
Consolidation of Hindu Hegemony” CAPI Occasionalp®a#31. (Victoria: Centre for Asia-Pacific
Initiatives, 2006), 8, the tour and a half minufgeech in which Tinnu Anand spoke about ‘ethnic
cleansing’ and that in which he repented aboutitiie were the ones erased.
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The negative stereotypes of MuslimsBombayas arrogant and hostile had an
impact on the Muslim community, led by G. M. Banalla — leader of the Indian
Union Muslim League — who protested strongly agaihe release of the movie. The
so-called anti-Islamic discourse contained in MRatham’sBombaycaused numerous
protests, a delay in its opening day in the twiresiof Hyderabad and Secunderabad —
with large Muslim populations, and even death ttsea the directoi” As the Muslim
delegation demanded the elimination of some shbés,screening of the movie was
banned in the cities of Hubli and Dharwar — in stete of Karnataka, and postponed by
a week in Bombay by the Bombay Police, albeit thanges were not contemplat&d.
The images of the hero lifting the veil of Shailar® together with the shots revealing a
Muslim woman without her burga have been the mostised aspects. The low-angle
shot of the heroine abandoning her house in om&ldpe with her beloved with the
Koran in her hand is quite striking because it iegplthat the “Koran sanctioned the
heroine’s act* The reading of the most important marker of Muskthnicity in
Bombay- the burga — as an erotic element is a mattegwrish criticism as well. For
instance, Shekhar and Shaila’s love-making is adbariged by the presence of the
burga, which thematises the issue of visibilityigibility. 3> The white filigreed cap is
equally fetishized throughout the movie. Accordiagviallhi, the image of the Muslims
as non-secular and aggressive is consolidatedeinmibvie since, i.e., while Bashir —
Shaila Bano’s father — is always praying and esesiphysical violence on several

occasions — basically to his daughter and wife raien — Shekhar’s father — does not

%2 Manjunath Pendakur, “India’s National Film Policshifting Currents in the 1990s.” Film Policy:
International, National and Regional PerspectivEd.Albert Moran (London and New York: Routledge,
1996), 160.

% SeeTrade Guidet1.27, 28 (8 & 15 April 1995).

% SeeTrade Guide41.27 (8 April 1995: 14).

% Tejaswini Niranjana, “BanninBombay’ Economic & Political Weeklfune 3, 1995): 1292.
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practise this violence, and his son himself is aitome of secularisif Thus, a
denominator of Mani RatnamBombayseems to be a subscription to negative racial
stereotypes regarding the Muslims.

Characteristic of Vidhu Vinod Chopra’s filmic pratee in1942: A Love Story
is the problematic release of the movie. If MantrRan had to struggle with the CBF,
Vidhu Vinod Chopra precipitated a crisis in FMC #nFMakers Combiné’ When he
asked for permission to make a multi-starrer, rmaitlion movie, he did not receive an
immediate response from the FMC since they werstoke, and decided to shoot in
spite of the rejection. The consequence was thdhiVinod Chopra was forced to
confront his suspension from the FMC, but, fortehatalso the permission from
another organisation the Film Federation of Indimrinsically, the movie invests in
unravelling the complications with another orgatisa— the Film Distributors Council,
which also attempted to stop Chopra from completiisgfilm. Equally important is the
bond between the film’'s release, as shown by thedliitan Times, with one of the
leaders of the BJP — Vijay Goel — regarding enimant tax exemptioft The
continuous troubles, problems and conflicts surdom the release of these movies are
only indicative of the importance of the state ovi@ematic creativity and art.

Both movies function as a cultural urge to effalse ainxieties of the Indian
society, and have been said to conform to the -iighg ideology of the Bharatiya
Janata Party’s — BJP — a revised form of the Hwaldbctrine whose mission is “to get

even with history and to develop a particular notif Indianness® In fact, many

% Mallhi, 8.

%" pendakur, 163.

¥ Hindustan Time$28/7/1994).

%9 K. Moti Gokulsing and Wimal Dissanayakegdian Popular Cinema: A Narrative of Cultural Chgen
(Stoke on Trent, UK and Sterling, USA: Trentham B®02004), 46. See also Dwyétll You Want Is
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movies of the 1990s — such as the bunch of fangitred movies likeHum Aapke
Hain Koun(dir. Sooraj R. Barjatya, 1994y Pardes(dir. Shubash Ghai, 1997) — were
driven by this neo-conservative politics, “washitig secular republic into a saffron
hue.”® According to Rustom Bharuch&oja and Bombayare clear instances of a
fervent fanaticism, fascisth— as he actually refers to the first film of thidogy — or
even “pop patriotism* Through the unconstructive symbolic and visuahaig of the
Muslims thatBombaygenerates, the movie seems to support this ideolBggides,
technology appears to act as “a conveyor of thee’stideology.*® Similarly, by its
transposition to an ideal Indian past in which éndias about to acquire its nationhood,
Chopra’s film also replicates these beliefs. Fornynahinkers, Hindutva connotes
‘Hinduism,” and is therefore a “destructive natibsim based on ethnic, racial and
religious hatred The main tenet is to go back to the Indian Goldge associated
with the Aryan race and the Vedas — where harmoay promoted — before foreign
forces such as the British and the Muslims congluérdia. Hinduism is advertised as a
masculine, aggressive and rigid faith, and glimpsethe most evolved religion. Given
the religious dimension, the community of non-Hisdwithin the Indian nation is
completely excluded or marginalized. In order tddunity among Hindus, distinctions
regarding caste and class are not taken into atcand untouchability is no longer

enforced. In the words of Nandy, the ‘demonisatiohbdthers supported by Hindutva

Money, All You Need Is Love: Sexuality and Romandgodern India 76 for the re-emergence of
Hindutva.

0 Sheena Malhotra and Tavishi Alagh, “Dreaming thaidh: Domestic Dramas in Hindi films post-
1990,” South Asian Popular Cultur21 (April 2004): 21.

“! Rustom Bharuchdn the Name of the Secular: Contemporary Culturafivism in India(New Delhi:
Oxford University Press, 1999), 136.

“2 L_alit Mohan JoshiBollywood: Popular Indian Cinem@.ondon: Dakini Books, 2002), 310.

“3 Dwyer, All You Want Is Money, All You Need Is Love: Sétyuahd Romance in Modern Indial1.

44 Jyotirmaya Sharma{indutva: Exploring the Idea of Hindu Nationaligiiew Delhi: Penguin, Viking,
2004), 1.
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makes the Western concept of secularism impossibkchieve in India. Thus, these
two movies would be then just a mere example obtas quo in Indi&

While the movies — especiallBombay — have been condemned for a
proclamation of Hindu hegemony, they have beenspdaby others for the numerous
images of the senselessness of communal hatredfoaride backing of a simplistic
secularism. Nationalist rhetoric is put into petpe in both movies at the very end.
Close-up shots of united Indians — irrespectivestijion — against the British with key
symbols such as the Indian flag and the demoliiotine British headquarters fill in the
screen in1942: A Love StoryThis climatic sequence of the film also literakzand
reproduces the famous sentence uttered by RishiaKimRoja when he mouths ‘Jai
Hind’ (Long live India). The movie establishes @@nnection between both characters
from the very beginning when, in the mode of flaatiy the hero said the sentence. The
final scene of Chopra’s film visualizes an idedio@where being Indian is much more
important than being Hindu or Muslim. In its aimdepict secularism, the second half
of Bombayshows fearful images of both Hindus and Muslims. Ravi S. Vasudevan,
it is the first film to be sympathetic about the $fim victims of the Bombay riot€,
Like Chopra’s film, the closing stages of Mani Ratris Bombayequally re-fashion the
nation-state as a liminal space of dreaming; alae@nd modern India is advertised.
Apart from the twins, who are raised with an awasmnof both Hindu and Muslim
traditions and serve “as symbols of the film’s pleanational unity,” the work of the

steadicam and the cinematic shots at the end batdri to this pan-Indian

% Ashis Nandy in Radhika Desai, “Culturalism and @omporary Right: Indian Bourgeoisie and
Political Hindutva,” Economic and Political Weeklg1999): 697. See also Alexandra Lynn Barron,
“Fire’s Queer Anti-CommunalismMeridians: Feminism, Race, TransnationaliSt@ (2008): 67.

“6 Vasudevan, Bombayand its Public.” In Dwyer and Pinney, 191.
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consciousnes¥. In a Hollywood shot-reverse-shot, after being safeal for a long

time, Kamal Bashir looks at his brother Kabir Namayand cannot avoid crying. The
freeze-frame of two images, which consist of adegsolve of a close-up shot of two
hands joined together to hint at harmony (see Hy.among the two different religious
communities together with another close-up shothef family reunited (see Fig. 15)

after the horrendous troubles idyllically functiomo construct the Indian

Fig.14.Closing image of outstretched hands Fig. 15The family together at the end.

identity*® “The closing image, of outstretched hands comiogether to end the
pointless fratricide, as silly and utopian as ityne, is still a potent antithesis to the
repugnant nature of war,” so, an attempt at seisaté’ Furthermore, Shekhar’s final
decision to be willing to set his body in fire e troubles do not stop shows the
charisma and energy a person must have in ordeuitd the new spirit of the nation
free from communal violence.

Thus, the films put into play the idea that Indi@ationalism is “commodified
and globalised into a ‘feel good’ version” of Indigulture®® These two Bollywood

movies represent an ideal India in the collectiveagination, not “the real,

“"David Rooney, “Bombay,Variety (19 Jun 1995): 79.

“8 GopalanBombay 83.

9 SeeThe Cinema of Mani Rathna(h994 Toronto International Film Festival, 19985, 1

% Ashish Rajadhyaksha, “The ‘Bollywoodization’ oktindian Cinema: Cultural Nationalism in a Global
Arena,” Inter-Asia Cultural Studied.1 (January 2003): 37.
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problematised nation,” and significantly contributethe export oindianness* The
nation is portrayed as a model location with noesolved conflicts and with the
aspiration and the shared desire of fighting fdlejpendence at the endX842: A Love
Story. Just like Mani Ratnam’s movigombayhighlights a discourse in which religion
should not be one of the ills of society and bdmtjan should be above one’s position
as Hindu or Muslim at the end of the movie, Vidhinad Chopra’s film does the same.
The triumph of the freedom fighters over the Bhtigppressors after all the chaos and
turmoil not only situated the movie historicallyytbalso illustrated the rejection of
Western colonialism and globalization in the préserhich contributed to the box-
office success 01942: A Love Storyn India, but also in Britain, participating in the
building of the diasporic ideology.

As “nationalism is at the heart of diasporic disglment® since diasporic
subjects reinforce the connection with the natitates it is not uncommon for
Bollywood movies to develop this bond to address #udienceé® Although members
of the Indian diaspora never get to know all thenMResident Indians, they are all
driven by a feeling of nostalgia, and share a comnmeage of an ideal nation or
homeland — an imagined community — and aim to pvesi. According to Georges
Fouron and Nina Glick Schiller, the image projectddthe homeland by diasporic
subjects is blurred, distorted, idealised, and rhgd{ so, these films contribute to the
maintenance of the idealisation of the ancestraitaey.* Curiously enough, “the

‘transnationalization’ of popular Indian film ineéHate 1990s is seen to have ironically

*1 Dudrah,Bollywood: Sociology Goes to the Moviés.

*2 parrefias and Siu, 11.

%3 This is precisely the case ishl Ho Naa Ho(dir. Nikhil Advani, 2003). A run-down ordinary aafun
by Indians is turned into an Indian restaurant, lessjzing the idea of ‘Indianness’ and its
commodification for the restaurant becomes extrgraatcessful.

** Georges Fouron and Nina Glick Schill&eorges Woke Up Laughing: Long-Distance Nationakswi
the Search for Homg@urham/London: Duke University Press, 2001), 164.
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furthered a chauvinistic nationalist projett.Given that this Indian diaspora is mostly
Hindu, the imaginary homeland reflects this religiodimension, which is usually
married to politics. Sponsoring Hindutva or figlgfifor the secession of Kashmir are
some of the activities promoted by this politicallgtive diasporic communifi. These
two political films explicitly articulate a desifer unity, pan-Indian consciousness, and
eliminate from their ideology the presence of Sispkare, which increasingly dissolves

throughout the movies as if it were connected waifbrgettable, colonial past.

3. Gender
At the end oDilwale Dulhania Le Jayengg@lir. Aditya Chopra, 1995), the mother talks
to her daughter about the role of women, and hay trave always been and still are

the victims of patriarchy:

“Throughout my life | have worked at the behesbtifers. When | was young |
was denied proper education because my brotheesimgortant. | was simply married
off. I had my joy only when you came. On your biltpromised that my daughter will
have the joys, the freedom | never got. She woe'ahother sacrificial victim to the
patriarchal order. But | was wrong. It is not fa&r to make promises or keep them. This
is the cruel truth of being a woman. Thereforeavdrcome to ask you your happiness.
Forget him daughter, forget him.”

% Ulka Anjaria and Jonathan Shapiro Anjaria, “Teéenre, Society: Hindi Youth Films and Postcolonial
Desire,”South Asian Popular Culturé.2 (October 2008): 128.

*% See Rajan and Sharma, 20 and Steven Vertovece&TMeanings of ‘Diaspora’ Exemplified Among
South Asian Religions, Diaspora 6.3 (1997): 277-299 for an in-depth analysis of thalitical
propaganda by diasporic communities.

>’ Dilwale Dulhania Le Jayengis a movie about two NRIs who meet at a one-moaitig-|Eurotrip and
fall in love, without knowing the impossibility dheir love because Simran has to go back to India i
order to marry her childhood fiancé whereas Ragdus have to return.
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Like Dilwale Dulhania Le Jayenge, Bomband 1942: A Love Storfighlight
gender and, via generic constraints, evoke naticmagciousness. According to Jyotika
Virdi, there is a clear correlation between the vaonand the nation. They are used as
commodities to be auctioned in films, always retalgacrifice the family, religion, or
love in favour of the nation. Women are instrumetmauniting the nation, and in
contributing to the pan-Indian consciousness. Wiaditical fragmentation is imminent,
women appear as symbols of unity, which is botlogpessive and regressive” since
they are sites of contest to assert the natio®stity to claim secularism, but the other
implication is gender injustice, and women’s ingtésehave to be sacrificed to privilege
the mother country?

However innovative Mani Ratnam’s movie is, womesisbjectivity is not
central, and is clearly subordinated to the Hindtiamalist hegemony. Within the rules
that Bollywood cinema has by and large reprodudlkd, male character Shekhar is
Hindu, whereas the female character Shaila BaMusim. Shekhar is Mani Ratnam’s
vehicle for effecting this hegemony, “exercisingsgmbolic patriarchal-communal
authority,” with the importance attached to Hindnibeing indicated® The first
cinematic shots focusing on Shaila Bano with thaclblburga and in the Muslim
Mosque portray the woman as the schema of Muslligioa. Nevertheless, as Angie
Mallhi is aware, there is a gradual assimilationtleé Muslim Juliet into the Hindu
hegemony? On arriving in Bombay, Shaila’s departure from heligious past begins.

The inter-religious registered marriage without tl&gious ceremonies at the office

*8 Virdi, 72.
Virdi, 199.
€0 Mallhi, 8.
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clearly conceives Shaila as a crucial symbol fa& $hbsequent pseudo-secularfém.
The Muslim Juliet is remoulded according to thesendnds, is deprived of her burga
and of her previous self. Shaila’s entrance at Bae& property — where many Hindus
inhabit — underscores the prejudice against Muslisisce they all seem to harbour
inflexible attitudes towards her. This first coritéa& marked by the initial opposition
against her Muslim prayers in the house. Just d#fiisrfirst disagreement, there exist
some shots that depict Shaila praying, yet, whanskie is shown doing so, she is
always interrupted, and can never finish her pmy®nce the twins are born, religion
plays second fiddle in the family; in fact, theseai complete religious dissemination in
the private sphere, a cultivation and mastery cllsgism in the figures of the two
children, and the conflicts adopt a public dimensidhe clear implication of this
erasure of the Muslim beliefs in the characterlwdifa is that if she is able to ‘sacrifice’
her religion in favour of an ideal nation, all thedian citizens should be compelled to
do so. The woman is again objectified, “treatech akesirable object for possession, a
willing collaborator in the scheme of things,” calyipg to the patriarchal codes which
“subsume and subjugate the feminifielh order to give voice to the nation, the woman
is basically controlled by the male’s imprimatur.
Such is the force of the correlation between wonaed nation that its

reverberations are also felt ih942: A Love Story When the movie betrays a
Shakespearean reading in its second half, its fadldoperation concentrates on

conjuring the presence of a utopic Indian naticat ties to circulate in the consistent

%L This scene has been interpreted by Mallhie asar ahstance of Shaila’s insertion into the predwmt
religion since, instead of wearing a burga, shersveasari — which is more associated with the Hindu
culture.

%2 A, L. Georgekutty, “The Sacred, the Secular areNation inBombay’ Deep Focus (1 Jan 1996):
79.
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global flows that Arjun Appadurai mentiof5.When the bomb attack cannot be
executed, and it is believed that there has bdwmairayal on the part of Naren on Rajjo’s
radical freedom fighter father, Rajjo is persuadedorget the British-Raj educated
Naren to pursue the mission once began by herrfadtfece India from the British Raj.
Although she tries to be sentimentally attache@habhankar — he could be taken for
Paris inRomeo and Juliet the spectre of Naren always remains in her niiwvever,
she is eager to sacrifice her love for the freeddmer country. It is only when Naren
seems to be more preoccupied with the liberatidmohomeland than with simply love
that he is able to recuperate Rajjo. The movidma mystifies Naren by presenting
him as a hero in the fight against the British Rdge implicit suggestion of this ending
is that the love for his country leads to the lémehis beloved. Within that schema, the
sequence illuminates when the lovers pledge fon ediwer, but, in order to achieve this
sublimation of desire, the woman is realized asapsgoat to extol the nation.

If 1942: A Love Storgiscovers the flux of identity between woman antama
through the character of Rajjo, the film uses thmes strategy in the figure of Naren'’s
mother. Immediately before the inset of Naren — Roinere — the audience is granted a
glimpse of a suffering mother saying goodbye to $mm just before the moment in
which he is supposed to be hung, very much intyle ef the most famous Bollywood
film of all times —Mother India(dir. Mehboob Khan, 1957) — where the mother also
sacrifices her own son for the nation’s sake. Beeaf the momentary and emotional
scene bordering on the melodramatic at the staheofilm where the son apologises to
his mother for not being a perfect son, and theheroteplies that sacrificing his life for

his country is the best he can do for H&42: A Love Storputs a clear emphasis on

%3 AppaduraiModernity at Large
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the crucial role of the mother. After this dialogidaren’s mother utters “Jai Hind”
(Long live India), and the movie begins in a flagbtk In a circularity characteristic of
many films,1942: A Love Storgnds with exactly the same scene with which it hega
the loving mother letting her son go to achieve ltrged for independence in India.
Therefore, all the women t042: A Love Storwork as symbols of the nation.

According to Jyotika Virdi, the 1980s and 1990s lB@bod movies are
characterised by a clear anti-patriarchal stanceaf“the family is a trope for the ideal
nation,” the conflicts between the protagonists tedr fathers and/or brothers invoke
the problems undergone by the country with othemmanities®® Unscrupulous
businessmen gave ground to tyrannical patriarctemiNRatnam’sBombayand Vidhu
Vinod Chopra’s1942: A Love Storare clear exponents of this ideology. In a close
parallelism to the Shakespearean tragedy, therfatdre the true villains in Ratnam’s
project whereas there are differences between Nagen Rajjo’s fathers. The British
Raj general is the accuser in the story, but Rajfather represents a particularly
apposite instance because his liberalism helps himderstand his daughter's
relationship with Naren. Given the interplay betwesipport for the independence of
India and open-mindedness, it is clear which charaand attitude irL942: A Love
Storyis granted priority — Rajjo’s father — for Narerfather appears as the ‘Other’
whose presence has to be erased in the movidikgishe British Raj. This approach to
the fathers as despotic patriarchs is shared lsgttveo movies.

As can be seen in all these different examplesydgewas mobilized as a sign
to unify the ‘Indian’ against the ‘westerr®™In the interests of arriving at an ‘authentic’

Indianness the women in these two political rewritings ottBhakespearean tragedy

84 Virdi, 208.
% Virdi, 13.
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are represented as alternating between polarizedigts, being revealed in complete
service to the nation. Love and religion on anvidlial basis are always subordinated
to the interests of the homeland. Paring down thak&spearean text considerably,
1942: A Love Stonalso constructs Naren’s mother as a correlatiorthef nation.
Through the potent, sophisticated, but rather gohitmages of the women who appear
in these movies, the subliminal message of prorgo#éinfeeling of unity among the
citizens living in India and in the diaspora is w@&d; yet, women’s own identity and
individualism is still in transit; their honour bmmes “an armature of stable (if
inhuman) systems of cultural reproduction”, andirtreibordination is politically

motivated®®

4. Distribution and reception

According to Rajinder Kumar Dudrah, “contemporarmllipvood films can be usefully
seen as diasporic and global cultural texts tratstend national sensibilities both in
their production and distribution across numerdagesboundaries and also in terms of
some of their thematic conterit."With the diaspora as the target audience in mind,
Bombayand 1942: A Love Storysuggest this in-between cultural status Dudrah is
talking about. Via the launch of these two movimesnternational film festivals, the
sale of the rights to a certain distribution compand the actual reception at the box-

office, the diasporic orientation is defined.

% AppaduraiModernity at Large45.
%" Rajinder Kumar Dudrah, “Vilayati Bollywood: Populdindi Cinemagoing and Diasporic South Asian
Identity in Birmingham (UK),"The Public9.1 (2002): 20.
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AlthoughBombayand1942: A Love Storfiave both a privileged place in global
cinema,Bombayis in fact regarded as a more modern classic. Wittonsiderable
omission of the song-and-dance interludes to remamore global audience, Mani
Ratnam’s movie was screened in around twenty iatemal film festivals, including
the Asian Pacific Film and Video Festival in Losg@hes, the Filmfest in Washington
D.C., the prestigious Cannes festival, the Tokyerimational Film festival, the National
Film Theatre in London and the Circulo de Bellagesrin Madricd®® The screening of
1942: A Love Storyas reduced to the''iScreen Panasonic Awards and to the Prague
International Film Festival, where Vinod Chopra vpast of the jury. The global reach
of the films is manifested in the awards obtaingdHhem. Just likeBombayhas been
granted the National award for best feature filng Eilm Fare award for best director
and the Screen-Videocon award for best diredi®42: A Love Storwas the winner of
several Screen-Panasonic awards. These two modesaasported to a realm where
foreign cinema is well received thanks to globaf.

The distribution ofBombayand 1942: A Love Storys also indicative of their
incorporation into the global industry. Like VishBhardwaj's Omkara (2006), Eros
International Entertainment is the company thatthascopyright of both movies. On a
list elaborated by Daya Kishan Thussu, Eros Inteynal Limited is the distributor with
the greatest number of Bollywood releases per ygmpad®® Advertised as the
company to bring the best of Indian entertainmérit iis interesting worldwide with
even broadband content, Eros International explicirticulates a desire for the
exportation of Bollywood products to its favouraedience, the non-resident Indians.

Then, it is openly assumed thBombayand 1942: A Love Storyare box-office

% See GopalarBombayto see a full list of the international film festi¢ whereBombaywas screened.
% Daya Kishan Thussu, “The Globalization of BollywboThe Hype and Hope.” In Kavoori and
Punathambekar, 101.
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successes instead of art-house independent wornksarfoexclusive and selected
audience. If according to Kaleem Aftab and BrijMal, Eros Entertainment relies upon
the distribution of the popular Bollywood extravagas,Bombayand 1942: A Love
Story encapsulate the spirit promoted by the distributbtmmpany elaborating their
relationship with the diaspora through the comnisaiion ofindianness® In any case,
the distribution mode employed in Mani Ratham’s afdhu Vinod Chopra’s films
make a powerful impression of the importance ofdiasporic market.

The reception of the two movies has not followed fame trajectory. While
Bombayhas enjoyed considerable success in India and @lsinae its director — Mani
Ratnam — is considered an international institutdong with Satyajit Ray and Mira
Nair, 1942: A Love Storyhas had contradictory results in India and an whibte
success in the diaspofaAlthough1942: A Love Storgarned 6,60,00,000 rupees — nett
gross 3,30,00,000 and according to the website fiogmdia.com it is in the top
twelve movies of 1994 — the truth is that, in camgon with Vidhu Vinod Chopra’s
first film Parinda, which was critically acclaimed,942: A Love Storgid not receive
the same welcome. Anna Morcom and Subhash K. biedldd the film as a flop, only
the soundtrack being a hit since it sold over thréiion copies’? Nevertheless, such
views have to be counterbalanced with the resultbe international market, where the
movie had better luck, and more positive reviewgssiit helped in the formation of
diasporic South Asian identities against a colonpast in an era marked by

xenophobid? So great was the expectation the film generatat ideo Sound paid

0 Kaleem Aftab, “Brown: The New Black! Bollywood Britain” Critical Quarterly 44.3 (2002): 95 and
Brij V. Lal, The Encyclopedia of the Indian Diaspdkdonolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 2006), 102.
"~ The Cinema of Mani Rathnart6.

2 Anna Morcom, “Tapping the Mass Market: The Comriarcife of Hindi Film Songs” in Gopal and
Moorti, 75 and Subhash K. JhiEhe Essential Guide to Bollywog@dew Delhi: Roli Books, 2005).

"3 Dudrah, “Vilayati Bollywood,” 27.

150



Chapter 4: Quitting Shakespeare

$US 200000 for the righté.According to Rajinder Dudrah, the movie earned, 866
from just 8 screens after two weeks of releasen Rihclair, Elizabeth Jacka and Stuart
Cunningham claimed that the movie earned $16,00@ feeek-run in Chicago, which
is actually the maximum an Indian distributor camext’> Mani Ratham’sBombays
terrific initial value was already absorbed by tfiest review concerning the film
contained inTrade Guide’® Not even the continuous complaints on the parthef
Muslim community blurred the triumph &ombay which has now become a landmark
in the canon of Indian film history.

It is with the extended reviews of Mani Ratnam’sl &finod Chopra’s movies
where the complexities come to the surface. Inrs¢veviews 0f1942: A Love Story
appearing in the most famous Indian film magaZirede Guide the main criticism is
its privilege of the upper classes, the film betaggeted at them. A focus on the
increase of the admission rates to thirty, fortgeventy-five rupees to watch the movie
at Metro, Bombay, reinforces the theory that thetiomo picture favours the upper
classes whereas it rejects the masses, which meydaatributed to the poor response
in India’” The lack of characters the masses could identifiy and the slow pace are
the main reasons why the upper classes have shmivrpteferences for the movi&ln
the reviews found in blogs about Bollywood movigsdmasporic audiences or ABCD
(American Born Confused Desis), class versus nmsatess the defining feature as it is
the plot with the dazzling love story and the remalf Romeo and Juli€f

Interestingly, in spite of the fact that ShakespsaRomeo and Juliets to be found

™ John Sinclair, Elizabeth Jacka and Stuart Cunmingtfeds.)New Patterns in Global Television:
I735eripheral Vision(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), 79.
Ibid.
®Trade Guidet1.27 (8 April 1995).
""K. Z. Fernandes ifirade Guidet0.40 (§' July 1994).
8 See Meena Goculdas Tmade Guidet0.43 (3¢' July 1994).
" See www.moviemoviesite.com.
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consistently in the first half of the movie — natlptaking shape in the form of an on-
screen plot, but also in the form of a book, oéthbalcony scenes and of a play-within-
the-film — neither the Indian nor the British andfAmerican reviews actually delves
into this connection. Only some reviews by diaspaitizens simply elaborate on the
idea that Shakespeard&Rmeo and Julids easily accommodated in the story of Naren
and Rajjo in the backdrop of the colonial periddhkre is a movie which has received
the most contradictory and paradoxical comments, ilhMani Ratnam’8ombay The
main critiques are based on arguments that edgardsvwthe supposed fanaticism of the
movie, verging on fascisfl. The rest of the Indian and foreign reviews of Mani
Ratnam’s Bombay praise the movie focusing on the talent of the rilaker, the
cinematic techniques used and the potential ot#s¢ yet, the only review that reveals
the connection with the Shakespearean play appaardst American film magazine
Variety®" Therefore, while some of the foreign reviews toush the issue of
Shakespeare as an implicit influence in these tvavies, the Indian reviews never
make comments about the ways in whibmeo and Juligs skirted around ilBombay
and in1942: A Love StoryAt the heart of this production and distributiprocedure
lies an interest in addressing the transnationdlipwhere Shakespeare’s name has

found a controversial niche.

8 Bharucha, “In the Name of the Secular,” 136.
8. Rooney, 79.
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Conclusion

During a typically patriotic episode in Gyan Mukjeer’'s Kismet(1943), the protagonist

sings the following melody:

“From the heights of the Himalayas
We've thrown down the gauntlet today.
Give way, give way, you people of the world

For Hindustan is ours.”

As at other moments in Mukherjee’s film, the seaq@epoints to a clear nationalist
slogan. Such an emphasis on the promotion of pdiarinconsciousness has proved to
be central and key in the two movies under analy@ismbayand1942: A Love Story
and in other national romances of the period sichire (dir. Deepa Mehta, 19965.
All these movies that choose to depict a nationalscthrough a love story attempt to
place high the communal identity of the nation. iigkthis premise into account, in a
country where Shakespeare is tantamount to colsmalthe political off-shoots of
Romeo and Juliet Bombay and 1942: A Love Story replicate the previous
understanding of Shakespeare in Bollywood wherek&ppeare’soeuvreis clearly
subordinated to the political motifs and implicasoof the films, and remains in the
periphery. The issues of romance and politics & fihms discover that Shakespeare
continues being inscribed into the cultural conteft British inheritance. It is

significant, then, that in contraposition to Shadesge’s reputation in other countries, in

82 To read more about national romances, see Bafon,
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India, in a nationalist discourse, Shakespearethae removed from the scene, since,
otherwise, the political purpose of the film prdjemuld be dismissed.

It is in the marketing campaign ddombayand 1942: A Love Storywhere
Shakespeare’s complete disappearance is seen.uglthShakespeare is deliberately
mentioned in post-millennial Bollywood adaptatiasfshis plays such aslagbool(dir.
Vishal Bhardwaj, 2002) an@mkara(dir. Vishal Bhardwaj, 2006), his name does not
appear during the distribution and reception preadghese two political adaptations of
the nineties intentionally, as if his name becamedissoluble from the colonially
inflected period and he were associated with annextmode of entertainment.
Responses to the films only seem to trouble thétippsShakespeare occupies in the
Bollywood industry for, while the Indian reviews dgavour to simply omit any
reference to Shakespeare or the play, foreign wevad least establish a union between
the plots. Nevertheless, this situation simply comé that while Shakespeare is a lure in
the west, this is not the case in the east.

Although Bombay and 1942: A Love Stotg elaboration of Shakespeare’s
Romeo and Julies not constant, it allows the movies to reach di@sporic market.
Romance can be deployed as a marker of commungitiget intrinsically points to an
idealised world with no conflicts where happy emginare possible. If romance is
‘commaoditized’ for a transnational audience, sthis nationalist narrative contained in
both movies. In the words of Arjun Appadurai, etentc media and mass migration
have recently become globalis€dAs Bombayand 1942: A Love Stonare certain
forms of mass mediation, they contribute to thecess of ‘glocalisation’ of

Shakespeare.

8 AppaduraiModernity at Large20.
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Chapter 5: Shakespeare on the Move:

Farhan Akhtar’'s Dil Chahta Hai

“I am here not to bury Caesar, but to praise him.

Shakespeare? | don’t know. What's the differente?”

In Deepa Mehta’s Bollywood/Hollywood (2002), the grandmother is a
Shakespeareonnoisseurconstantly reciting famous quotes frdmlius Caesar, Romeo
and Juliet or Twelfth Night but she is not willing to reveal the source. @itke fact
that the movie is conceived as an instance of dy@inema — mixing Bollywood and
Hollywood conventions — the film follows in the fisteps of previous Bollywood
movies in its treatment of Shakespeare. It echeek bnd forth the main themes and
issues of Shakespearean drama, although it neteex $hakespeare in the process of
reflecting Bollywood aesthetics. A similar claimnche made for the post-millennial
postcolonial Bollywood film by Farhan Akht&il Chahta Hai(2001) since, despite the
fact that the references to Shakespearean themegles and even allusions to plays
abound — especially tdroilus and Cressidand toMuch Ado About Nothing the
source is never acknowledged; the authority of Spé&are is ignored.

Apart from its lack of cultivation of Shakespeargtgportance, Farhan Akhtar’s
opera primaoffers a new perspective regarding the constroncifdcShakespeare in India

because it reveals the extent to which Shakesjem@mes a transportable property in

! Bollywood/Hollywooddir. Deepa Mehta, 2002Bollywood/Hollywoods later explored in chapter 7.

% n an interview with Farhan Akhtar, the filmmaldoes not confirm the Shakespearean influence in the
movie. Menon, “Working notes. Bollywood filmmakeafhan Akhtar, interviewed by Madhavi Menon,”
77- 85.
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this world characterised by constant ethnoscapesigepscaped.Instead of linking
Shakespeare with a colonial past in India from Whé& departure is needed — as
previous Bollywood Shakespearean off-shoots suct942: A Love Storydir. Vidhu
Vinod Chopra, 1994) did to confront a postcolomie¢sent — the movie locates him in
Australia in the form of a sailboat’'s name, an apand the development of the couple’s
relationship. The implication is that the problethat accrue from the encounter with
Shakespeare and India due to the colonial pastidirpresent and, even in a Bollywood
movie, Shakespeare — when somehow referred to tetmesplaced outside India.

Via the subsections of migration, queer, genre @wgption, the aim of this
chapter is to show how the film not only locatesl&speare in the diaspora, but ratifies
the importance of this community by addressingvith a special focus on the youth
diasporic culture. The travels to Goa and to Alistra as tourists or transnational
subjects — the queer readings of the male friepdshithe movie a laMuch Adoby
NRIs, the parody of Bollywood cinema conventionsd #ime reviews constantly stating
the Western flavour of the movie spotlight a croskural appeal. Considered a
diasporic film by Rajinder Kumar DudraBil Chahta Hai extends and expands the
notion of Shakespeare in the diaspora, and travels beyond the limitations of a

historically entrenched confineméht.

% See AppaduraiModernity at Large 33 for a definition of ‘ethnoscapes, ideoscaf@mnscapes,
mediascapes.’
* Dudrah,Bollywood: Sociology Goes to the Movié3.
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1. Migration

The concept of natioper seis in decline due to the growing permeability of
borders. According to Arjun Appadurai, “the bouridarof nation-states are now
becoming porous not only in terms of people movingnd out, but cultures, customs,
and social practices are becoming migratory as.i®elational boundaries are more
difficult to establish in this era where migratibas now acquired a ubiquitous presence
with large numbers of people on the move. An ep#amh such development of the
theme of migrancy iDil Chahta Hai. The movie draws attention in its mode of
operation to the friendship of its three male pgotasts, and recreates the male
characters oMuch Ado About Nothingn Akash (the Benedick figure, starring Aamir
Khan), Sameer (the Claudio figure, starring Saif Khan) and Sid (the Don Pedro
equivalent, starring Akshaye Khanna). Neverthelesbke the Shakespearean comedy,
there is no single setting, but the film is anamse of multiple localitie$.

Although the beginning of the movie takes placdnigia, Akash, Sameer and
Sid soon travel to Goa, where they are temporasjdeats at a five star resort.
According to Ulf Hannerz, a tourist should neverdoasidered a diasporic citizen or a
cosmopolitan for he does not immerse himself irepttultures. A similar claim is
uttered by Jana Evans Braziel and Anita Mannuresaltcmovements and dislocations
cannot be labelled diaspofasiowever, the notion of a traveller as a diasporic

individual is ambiguated by Gabriel Sheffer, whoaltdnges it by considering all

®> Appadurai gtd. in Rajan and Sharma, 17.

® To read about the similarities betweBit Chahta Haiand Much Ado About Nothingsee Madhavi
Menon,Unhistorical Shakespear&3-93.

"Hannerz, 241.

8 Braziel and Mannur, 3.
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temporary citizens diasporah<Elderly people from Scandinavia, Great Britain and
Germany who settle in southern countries or Amescavho establish in foreign
countries are articulated as diasporic citizens $&reffer. In his description of
‘ethnoscapes,” Appadurai also includes touristhiwihis category, simply referring to
them as the bunch of people who have to move ot ¥eamove. IfDil Chahta Hai
prioritizes a world in motion, it is not surprisirtgat the movie incorporates several
instances of displacement.

Akash and Sid simultaneously become different kinfi®migrésatfter their
horrendous argument caused by the love relatiorSiidpaimed to have with an elder
woman called Tara — starring Dimple Kapadia, thede lead inBobby (dir. Raj
Kapoor, 1973), which is based &omeo and Julietf Akash, Sameer and Sid’s trip to
Goa represents a specific type of migration charsed by a temporary presence as
tourists, Akash’s journey to Australia elaboratestloe typical migration abroad on the
part of the Indian community since 1960s. N. Jayaidentifies three different kinds of
migrations in India in the postcolonial period: teenigration of Anglo-Indians to
Australia and England, the famous ‘brain drain’ sifilled workforce, and the
emigration of skilled and unskilled manual workeysNest Asia’ Sent to Australia to
run his father’s business, Akash belongs to tret Gategory of migrants. He resembles
the wealthy diasporic citizens depicted in Bollywlddms of the 90s, namely Raj and
Simran — the leading couple @filwale Dulhania Le Jayengédir. Aditya Chopra,
1995) — or Rahul Khanna — the protagoniskath Kuch Hota Haidir. Karan Johar,

1998)! A luxurious house, a sports car and smart desiglehes signal his status.

° Sheffer, 85.

10 Jayaram, 26.

! The portrait of rich NRIs has continued to beentt in postmillennial movies as well, suchkabhi
Kushi Kabhie Ghanidir. Karan Johar, 2001) ¢tal Ho Naa Ho(dir. Nikhil Advani, 2003)
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More interestingly, the song ‘Tanhayee’ at the iclgscenes of the movie builds on the
loneliness and nostalgia for the homeland most NRRffer. Akash is presented as an
alienated subject, full of melancholy, which is teerly unavoidable for diasporic
subjects. During this song, for the first time thalience feels that Akash is in transit in
Australia, and seems to have an in-between existeadso motivated by his beloved
Shalini's departure. Sid is a different kind of maitpry citizen. He essentially
comments on the internal migrations within the d¢ourit is also through the row with
Akash that Sid decides to do an Art workshop infeerent city. Dil Chahta Haithen
points up the development of diverse instancesigfations.

Means of transport are crucial in the second halDib Chahta Hai After the
intermission, the camera zooms into an airplaneravidé&ash and Shalini meet after a
troublesome first encounter. This scene in theeglarvirtually contemporaneous with
similar shots in other so-called diasporic movidgere migrancy is imperativélasala
(dir. Srinivas Krishna, 1991) begins and ends whthclose-up of the plane, whiBzide
and Prejudice(dir. Gurinder Chadha, 2005) also commences withsaal shot of a
plane. InDil Chahta Haj the plane in the first place and the rest of reedrransport —
such as sailboats, cars and helicopters — in théenfanction as chronotopé$.The
literal meaning of the word — timehronog and spacetdgpo9 — acquires a more
metaphorical meaning and is used “to explain thteaane of history into the space of
the novel, suggesting that chronotopes locate {exifsic historical and material
conditions within the text*® Consequently, these means of transport or chrpeeto

recreate history within the visual text. In Farh&khtar's movie, they are therefore

12 Mikhail Bakhtin, The Dialogic ImaginatiorfAustin: U of Texas P, 1981).
13 Jigna DesaiBeyond BollywoodLondon and New York: Routledge, 2004), 119.
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associated with spatial mobility and displacememispecially that of the postcolonial
South Asian diaspora, exemplified in the film ie ttharacter of Akash.

Although according to Richard Burt, the movie daeslocate Shakespeare in a
specific place, it is in fact in Australia whereetlbonnection with Shakespeare is in
evidence®* The only allusion or echo to Shakespeare in ligliSameer and Pooja’s
relationship, which draws loosely upon the Hero a@Gthudio romance. Yet,
Shakespeare or his works are never mentioned whencharacters are in India,
following the path of the reception of Shakespearthe Indian subcontinent where his
presence is spectral rather than openly acknowtedBg placing Shakespeare in
Australia, Dil Chahta Haiidentifies Shakespeare with the diaspora. To begfin, the
relationship between Akash and Shalini — which Wwhalevelops in Australia — is
modelled on Shakespeare’s Beatrice and Benediok.witty battle of sexes fills the
screen, especially in the first cinematic shotsagtkis depicted as a non-believer in
love, always mocking those who strongly favoureitsstence. For instance, when asked
by Priya — Sameer’s first girlfriend — the typegifl he likes, Akash answers “one who
lives her life and let me live mine.” In contraSthalini lends credence to the specific
nature of love. In this sense, Shalini differs fr@matrice since she never shows fierce
opposition to marriage — not even at the movie'sei In fact, she never wishes to be
independent from men, and her conflict entails taen — her fiancé and Akash — rather
than the wish to be independent and the inevitdbetre for Benedick as in Beatrice’s
case. Their view towards love is explicit in theagdJaane Kyon.’ This song facilitates
a glance at a sailboat namktlich Adg reinforcing therefore the connection with the

Shakespearean comedy (Fig. 16).

14 Burt and Boose, 274.
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Fig. 16. A sailboat nametuch Adoappears in the second half of the movie.

For Paul Gilroy, the image of the ship plays on thggestion of a continuous
negotiation between Africa, the Americas and WesErrope> The ship illustrates the
temporalities of the world and migration, and lingast, present and future. By
extension, what is memoralized with the sailboatdpealledMuch Adais the notion of
a transnational Shakespeare, the Ocean beingghe/dy where he travels.

In its closing imagespil Chahta Hai constructs Shakespeare as a site of
refinement. The filmmaker utilizes the mythical daers Troilus and Cressida based
on Homer’'s famous pair to shed light upon Akash &tlini’'s romance. Worried
about Akash’s disbelief in love, Shalini invitesrhio attend an opera entitled ‘Troilus
and Cressida’ in order for him to understand thee tmeaning of lov&® Shalini

summarises the plot dfroilus and Cressiddéor Akash, and asks him who the woman

15 ~:

Gilroy, 13.
8 A Western-style opera ofroilus and Cressiddocused on Troilus and Cressida’s love story was
performed for the 1994 Shakespeare Festival in&l8ee Levith, 82.
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for whom he would be ready to die a thousand timeas Troilus said. Then, Aka
makes a correlation between his relationship withli@i and that of the famous coup
and imagines Shalini as his Cressida. Dressed e®plratic singein the role of
Cressida, Shalini appears as the woman for whomsi\kaould be ready to die
thousand times (Fig. 17 Interestingly, the film does not build upon Tuogi
disillusionment with Cressida after her departaréhe Greek camp where her flirtati
with Diomedes is patent, and her love for Troilagds. The opera inserted in Farl
Akhtar's movie does notatirize Homer’'s characters as Shakespeare d— but
mythifies them again, in line with the movie’s raive discourse. Akash is transpor
to an ideal realm with two hi-brow forces entangled Shakespeare and op« where
he is able to express hisi¢ and sincere feelings; he is overwhelmed by#ssion an

overemotive performance aesthetics, and seems to beeskdy this world

Fig. 17.Shalini dressed as Cress
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The brief association between Shakespeare andbingyt culture points to
another similar sequence in the BollywoBdmeo and Juliebff-shoot 1942: A Love
Story(dir. Vidhu Vinod Chopra, 1994). If Shakespearenisdiated through an opera in
French inDil Chahta Haj the modality of representation i942: A Love Storys the
performance oRomeo and Juliehh Hindi during the British Raj. This performance i
also taken as exemplary of a bookish background,iricthe British Raj period, those
familiar with Shakespeare were those belonginghte apper classes, the English
colonizers or the Indiamtelligentsia The audience is also very similar in both scenes.
Just like in Farhan Akhtar’'s movie the spectatoescearly Western and white — with
the exception of the NRIs Shalini and Akash — thos#ended’ addressees 942: A
Love Storyare the white English colonizers. This shows that ¢orrelation between
Shakespeare and high-brow culture is not an isbleteident inDil Chahta Haj and
has to be witnessed as part of a habitual praatid®ollywood Shakespearean off-
shoots in which whenever there is a play-within-ilex or any other form of

representation within the movie, the aura of highalways emerges.

Fig.18Shalini and Akash see the opera Troilus and Crassid
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By invoking Shakespeare in Sydney for NRig, director explicitly draws
on the associations embedded in a globally chasgadronment. If a well-known
Indian Shakespearean film adaptation like Othello (dir. Roysten Abel, 2003)
prioritizes the local dimension of Shakespeareorigoing references to the culture in
which it is inserted having an Othello who is a likakali trainert’” Dil Chahta Hai
sheds light upon a global — or rather — transnatid@ard. This Bollywood movie
interestingly suggests then that the proper homehef Shakespearean text is the
diaspora since the presence of Shakespeare inigndetainly complex, still associated

with the colonial.

2. Queer readings

When the word Bollywood is mentioned, heteronorm@atiromances
immediately come to mind. Family tensions, arrangedrriages turned into love
marriages and impossible love stories are the @rtloemes in a cinematic world where
the boy/qirl story is the successful formula. Mevsich asHum Aapke Hain Koun...!
(dir. Sooraj R. Barjatiya, 1994) — known as a naayei film, delving the whole time into
one single wedding Dilwale Dulhania Le Jayengédir. Aditya Chopra, 1995) or
Devdas (dir. Sanjay Leela Bhansali, 2002) are typical loffice successes which
condense the Bollywood spirit where there is nodérd meaning and no possible

alternative road to homosexuality.

7 Kathakali is a classical Indian theatrical perfanpe. It is characterised by excessive make-up of
characters, body movements, costumes and geslig@sigins can be traced back to the state of Kera
during the 17 century. Apart fromin Othellg there is also a famous Kathakking Lear by David
MacRuvie, first presented in Edinburgh in 1990.

'8 There are many remakes®é&vdas -a novel by Saratchandra Chatterjee — in Hindi cimédir. P.C.
Barua, 1935; dir. Bimal Roy, 1955; dir. Sanjay leeBhansali, 2002).

164



Chapter 5: Shakespeare on the Move

However, according to Rajinder Kumar Dudrah, therist in queer themes and
representations in recent Bollywood cinema is bingsiand is being promoted by the
diaspora® Dudrah wonders about the connection between theelemd and the queer
diaspora in this peak of expansion of queer themis:the homeland simply
reconfigured in the queer diaspora, or does theefemd also respond to the queer
diaspora, or vice versa, albeit in secret wa$/s®hether the homeland plays a passive
or an active role in the depiction of same-sexcisialy the nodal point. The homeland
is certainly appropriated, reconfigured, and, udtiety, rewritten in the diaspora. From
Amitabh Bachchan’s movies in the 1970s — charasgdrby the strong male presence
on and off screen — to the most recent blockbusigrh asviain Khiladi Tu Anari(dir.
Sameer Malkan, 1994), the queer diaspora negotiatitls the homeland and
reterritorializes it' “Cinematic images which in their ‘originary’ lodans simply
reiterate conventional nationalist and gender ioigiek may, in a South Asian diasporic
context, be refashioned to become the very fouodatf a queer transnational
culture.” According to Gayatri Gopinath, erotic triangulafationships involving two
men and a woman who plays second fiddle in the noea@and dreamy song and dance
sequences represent the most interesting momentgufer messagés.Given that

gueer diasporic citizens tend to be invisible ie tmation, almost non-existent, via

19 Rajinder Kumar Dudrah, “Queer as Desis: Secreiti®obf Gender and Sexuality in Bollywood Films
in Diasporic Urban Ethnoscapes.” In Gopal and Mp888-308.

%0 Dudrah, “Queer as Desis: Secret Politics of Geraet Sexuality in Bollywood Films in Diasporic
Urban Ethnoscapes,” 294.

L Raj R. Rao, “Memories Pierce the Heart: Homoeistic Bollywood-Style,"Journal of Homosexuality
39, 3/4 (2000): 299-306 for an in-depth analysisth@ screening of Amitabh Bachchan’s movies in
relation to the promotion of homoeroticism. Thekdarovie hall was the perfect scenario for same-sex
desire.

2 Gayatri Gopinath, “Queering Bollywood: Alternati@exualities in Popular Indian Cinemadgurnal

of Homosexuality39, 3/4 (2000): 284.

% Ibid.
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nostalgia, they imagine ways to belong to the ldnfge homeland? Their identity is
complicated for them since gender issues intemgibttheir distinctiveness as diasporic
national subjects. If for Alan Sinfield gay subcués are tantamount to hybrid citizens
because they both involve moving from a place —erosexual/homeland place
respectively — to another — gay community/host tgur queer NRIs are double
hybrid, covering both categoriésFor Thomas Waugh and Rajinder Kumar Dudrah,
however, it is not only the diaspgpar sewhich is responsible for the growing attention
to sexualities, but also the mother country itsétfdian cinema has traditionally been
more than hospitable to same-sex desire — regardfabe fact that it has never been so
named.® Although the references are intrinsic, more cotheah overt, same-sex desire
is somehow welcome, by means of buddy movies, nakKall Ho Naa Ho(dir. Nikhil
Advani, 2003) andChameli(dir. Sudhir Mishra, 2003). What is clear then hattthe
diasporic community has been crucial in the bugdif a queer consciousness in
Bollywood cinema.

One of the films that promotes friendship/dostihagueer sexual connotations is
Farhan Akhtar'dDil Chahta Hai It takes the form of the successful romantic fgenre
and relies on the same love and emotional codeslifference being it is among mé&h.

It departs from previous Bollywood conventions aesthetics such as cross-cultural
clashes and family obligations, and paves the foathovies which focus on individual

desires and friendship, such ldsm Tum(dir. Kunal Kohli, 2004) Kal Ho Naa Ho

4 Gayatri Gopinath, “Nostalgia, Desire, DiasporautBoAsian Sexualities in Motion.” In Braziel and
Mannur, 261-280 for the importance of nostalgiaider for the queer diasporic citizens to rewrite t
nation.

% Alan Sinfield, “Diaspora and Hybridity: Queer Idiies and the Ethnicity Model, Textual Practice
10.2 (1996): 271-293.

% Thomas Waugh “Queer Bollywood, or I'm the Playeoutfe the Naive One: Patterns of Sexual
Subversion in Recent Indian Popular Cinema.’Key Frames: Popular Cinema and Cultural Studies
Eds. Matthew Tinkcom and Amy Villarejo (London ahtbw York: Routledge, 2001), 280-97. See
Dudrah in Gopal and Moorti, 288-308.

" sarrazin, “Songs from the Heart,” 208.
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(Tomorrow May Never Come) (dir. Nikhil Advani, 2003Salaam NamastéHello
Good Day) (dir. Siddharth Anand, 2005) Rang De BasantiColour It Yellow) (dir.
Rakeysh Omprakash Mehra, 208%)The three main characters — Akash, Sameer and
Sid — are indebted to the protagonistshMiiich Ado About NothingAccording to
Madhavi Menon, clear parallelisms can be drawn betw arrogant Akash and
Benedick, sweet and sensitive Sameer and Claudiateughtful Siddharth and Don
Pedro® If the plot ofMuch Ado About Nothingivots on the central male presendd,
Chahta Haiplays even more with physicality, “as the gym bsdi¢ Akash, Siddharth,
and Sameer are constantly, and tantalizingly, splay.”*® The three men constantly
touch, hug each other and spend time togetherKkaberly Ringler, the film employs
doors to suggest intimacy between the three thekkash, Siddharth and Sameer
always gather in their rooms, which the audienaannin detail. The constant close-up
shots and handheld camera shots of their roomsestgte intimacy of their union, for
they usually meet indoors. Thus, the mise-en-sqaogides the idealocus for the
elaboration of erotic desire.

Farhan Akhtar'sDil Chahta Hai is clearly manifested as an illuminating
example of the threat that women pose to the fayghdiechanism of manliness, in line
with Kenneth Branagh’s adaptation luch Ado About Nothingl992). As Celestino
Deleyto realises, in Branagh’s adaptation, “theudr@roup of men in leather who
dominate the first few minutes dduch Adosoon starts crumbling under the influence

of the ‘female space’ of Messin&The strong bond developed in the war among the

8 Anjaria and Anjaria, 125-140.
29 Menon,Unhistorical Shakespear&1.
30| i
Ibid.
1 In Nelmes, 348, 349.
%2 Celestino Deleyto, “Men in Leather: Kenneth BramagMuch Ado About Nothingnd Romantic
Comedy,"Cinema JournaB6.3: 93.
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male characters is immediately menaced by the femalrld. The first half oDil
Chahta Haialso depicts the women interfering in the male lgpdand forcing
changes “in what is often perceived to be a stabteomy between mer*Deepa — a
girl in the pursuit of Akash — is constantly ridied and laughed at. At the dance club in
India or at the hotel in Goa, Deepa breaks the mialeility, and is harshly humiliated.
Akash is responsible for the regular rows betweaméer and his girlfriend Priya,
which lead to their break-up. Right after one dditharguments, Priya makes Sameer
choose between Akash and her, and Sameer appsacsiie. This helps to explain the
power of men in the plot in contrast to the secondale of the female characters. The
first song they all sing “Koi Kahe”, which highlightheir union, has now turned into an
emblem, an anthem of gay culture abrda@iara is the only woman who represents a
more intriguing variation in the film’s formula, drchallenges the stability among the
friends. It is precisely when Sid declares his ltmeTara that his friendship with Akash
suffers. Anyway, Tara is the only exception andittea of the woman as a peripheral
character is granted priority.

According to Madhavi Menon, Akash and Siddharthéhawkind of homoerotic
relationship®®> Akash and Siddharth form a potent alliance, wligchroken when Tara
is brought into play; Siddharth’s love for an oldesman breaks the male harmony, and
precipitates their ‘break-up.” The filmmaker conis that he set up “Tara and Akash as

rivals for Siddharth’s affection®® The movie is consistent in its portrait of a tgafar

% See Lalitha Gopalan, “Indian Cinema,” in Nelme$3.3

% Dudrah, “Queer as Desis,” 295 to read about houttSasian Gay and Lesbian club nights appropriate
the song as part of their subculture. The songoasly draws attention to the three male characters’
leather pants. Just like the leather trousers ian8gh’sMuch Ado About Nothingre for Celestino
Deleyto a “symbol of the film’s construction of mabonding as the most formidable opponent of
heterosexual union,” the pants il Chahta Hai equally condense both homoerotic desire and male
bonding. See Deleyto, 99.

% Menon,Unhistorical Shakespear83.

% Menon, “Working notes,” 78.
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relationship, for, when Akash and Sid are reung&dhe end of the movie, Tara is
immediately eliminated in order for the other twanponents to complete their union.
To put it another way, Tara has to be sacrificed @iminated so that Akash fills out
the vacant space to complete the ‘romantic circliie nameless relationship Sid has
with Tara finds a parallel in the attraction betwdke two menDil Chahta Haithen
complicates traditional Bollywood love stories, dese Sid is fully realized as a lover
of forbidden pleasures — an older woman and anotieer’’ Like Sid, Shakespeare’s
Don Pedro is also the type of man who pondershalltime, and is also attracted by
prohibited desires. The difference in outlook betwethese two male characters
involves the ending. While Don Pedro is excludemrfrthe final heterosexual scene,
Sid is integrated via a brief, surreal encountethva girl. Yet, Sid’s ‘reconciliation’
with the heterosexual world has been invalidatedthsy filmmaker, and has been
considered as the movie’s main drawback by Akhiaasklf. Homoeroticism therefore
undercuts the character of Sid.

The realization of gender sexualities representasrative of fabulous
proportions for Sameer as well. After Akash and'sSaiscussion, the movie shifts to
sequences where heteronormative romance is celhisaprecisely when the three men
are apart that their relationships with the fen@laracters develop. In Sameer’s case,
this is quite explicit. When talking to Sid abowddpa, Sameer tells him that he has not
declared his love for her because he does not tealuse the little friendship he has
with her. He claims how lonely he has been withdkiish and Sid, so, Pooja is now a

surrogate of Akash and Sid’s love. Pooja is not lleéovedpar excellencebut is

37 Menon, “Working notes,” 78. In this interview,etfilmmaker regrets his decision of finding a partn
for Siddharth at the end of the movie. The margfigsh of Siddharth as Shakespeare’s Don Pedro
throughout the whole film is lost at the end whepaatner is found for himDil Chahta Haiis not
consistent in the parallelism between the two dttara.
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secondary inDil Chahta Hai All these moments suggest the possibility of regdin
queer practices alongside the mainstream termsosfi/iliendship. If, according to
Celestino Deleyto, Kenneth Branagivkich Ado About Nothingndirectly contributes
to the evolution of the genre of romantic comedy‘@iyamatizing the impossibility of
homoerotic desire in Messina rather than simplynigidt,” Farhan Akhtar'Dil Chahta
Hai similarly expands the Bollywood genre via an exagtgelly ambivalent discourse,

which can be interpreted differently by the homdland the diaspora.

3. Genre

Farhan Akhtar'Dil Chahta Haiwas a milestone in the history of Bollywood cinema.
Bollywood movies of the 90s represent the rightgvimeology of the Hindutva
doctrine, their plots are extremely traditionalcdsing on ideal nuclear families in
which the elders have to be respected and obeyeah nostalgic past events that help
to create the myth of a unified IndaDil Chahta Haiis no longer interested in finding
a point of negotiation with the political party power, but paves the way for a new
genre of movies in which individual desires arec@l

Advertised as a Hollywood-Bollywood filnDil Chahta Haiis a very clear
example of hybrid cinem&.According to Garcia Canclini, given that there moepure
cultures, they obviously have to confront unexpéatembinationd? Such hybridity is

explicitly shown in Farhan Akhtar’s film. Thoughgatuced in IndiaDil Chahta Haiis

% The movieHum Aapke Hain Kou(dir. Sooraj R. Barjatiya, 1994) ai®42: A Love Storydir. Vidhu
Vinod Chopra, 1994) exemplify this tradition pertfgc

%9 Burt and Boose, 274.

40 Garcia Canclini, 20.
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the first of a group of movies whose aim is to Bixlywood and Hollywood genrés.
First of all, as Rachel Dwyer claims, the moviequtes Hindi cinema conventiofis.
Instead of sticking to the aesthetics of what issidered the ‘national’ cinema in India,
it departs from them, or expands them, which igattaristic of current transnational
cinema. The impressive marriage spectacles areeduinto failures in the film.
Shailini’s prenuptial celebrations with Rohit afeetperfect occasion for Akash to
declare his love for her, and run away with thelériThusDil Chahta Haibreaks this
marriage convention, which is later echoed in sqbset Shakespearean adaptations,
such as Vishal Bhardwaj®mkara(2006)** Secondly, the song and dance sequences
only serve to emphasize the distance from Bollywabsthetics. In traditional
Bollywood movies, the hero and heroine lip-syncel@ongs to advance the plot. Yet,
Dil Chahta Hals songs have very different functionighe first song irDil Chahta Hai
‘Koi Kahe Kehte Rahe’ (“Someone may say [about uY].is the only one which
introduces lip sync and choreography, but manipsldhe formula via techno music
and a setting with neon lights. This song resemBlegpean and American video clips.
The film’s catchy title song ‘Dil Chahta Hai’ is fonstance a non-diegetic element,
performed Hollywood-style, for the music plays e tbackground, and is not sung or
heard by the characters, and sometimes even brgkdry dialogue scené$Besides,
the typical heterosexual couple is replaced bythinee male friends. Another song that
begins in the voice-over is ‘Kaise Hai Yeh Rut’ (W&t season is this?”), which is heard

while presenting the no-no relationship betweendisagth and Tara — the mature

“I This is the case dollywood/Hollywooddir. Deepa Mehta, 2002).

“2 Rachel Dwyer, “Review dBollywood/Hollywood’ Sight and Souni3.4 (1 April 2003): 34.

43 Omkara runs away with Dolly — Desdemona — while sfas celebrating her prenuptial celebrations to
Rajju — Roderigo.

“4 Philip Lutgendorf's review with comments by Co@seekmur:
http://www.uiowa.edu/~incinema/DilChahta.html
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woman. Half way through the song, Sid lip syncs sloeg, and becomes diegetic.
However, it inverts the intention of dream sequensince it depicts a forbidden love
and the lover appears by himself. The scenes afh@ith painting Tara are intercut
with images of soap bubbles and butterflied.Chahta Haipursues its parodic agenda
by invoking the hero instead of the heroine runrtimgpugh the meadows with visual
metaphors of height indicating the growth of higdoThis cinematic shot of Siddharth
in the middle of the fields with daisies blossomis@ clear parody of the scene of the
blockbusterDilwale Dulhania Le Jayengédir. Aditya Chopra, 1995) in which the
couple — starring Shah Rukh Khan and Kajol as Rdj &imran — reunites. The only
song which seems to be modelled on typical Bollygvagmngs is the love song
elaborated for Akash and Shalini, set in Australigh very exotic locations. It is
diegetic because the couple lip syncs it. The esteeschange of clothes — Akash and
Shalini change their dresses eight times in thessowof the song — testifies to the
emphasis the song places on classical Bollywooérd'is a visual metaphor of rising
or height — the cinematic shot in the helicopteroagpanied by a crane shot of Sydney—
which is associated with the rising emotions of¢baple® This high-angle shot of the
couple basically legitimates typical Bollywood meve

The love song for Sameer and Podjah ladki hai kahaif“Where is that girl?”)
— toys with an ambivalence towards Bollywood, beeapays homage to it, but, at the
same time, also mocks and parodies the Indian @henmdustry. In a very metatextual
scene in which the characters are watching a Hilmdj they see themselves on screen,
and sing verses that refer back to the styles amd s the history of Bollywood

romance. FromSangam(dir. Raj Kapoor, 1964) tdobby (dir. Raj Kapoor, 1973),

5 Sarrazin, “Songs from the Heart,” 208.
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Sameer and Pooja seem to be reincarnated intorélae igames of Bollywood cinema.
According to Lutgendorf, even the 90s are alludethtthe song via “the couple done
up as Madhuri and Shah Rukh, dancing in the WedB#rats amidst Yash Chopra-
esque mist* The last song in the movie ‘Tanhayee’ is anoth@r-diegetic element,
since it is background music. Exotic locales arbsstuted by extremely ordinary
locations. An underground station, Akash’s flai @treet, and even the cemetery in
Sydney are thdoci portrayed. This song encapsulates the spirit arfistnationalism,
because Akash is all the time moving from one plaxeanother, and he is the
expressive image of loneliness, despair and ndafdlgn fact, the prominence of
migration and diaspora as theme®ihChahta Haimakes the movie a clear instance of
transnational cinem®. Thus, the distancing techniques and parody of ywibd
conventions irDil Chahta Haibring transnational cinema to mind.

The musié® in Dil Chahta Hai— composed by Shakar Mahadevan, Ehsaan
Noorani and Loy Mendonca — also demonstrates thwidity in the movie® For
Rajinder Kumar Dudrah, Bollywood music is now imfhced by a great range of
musical traditions and styles, “from Indian classiand folk music to Western pop-”
The western sounds are very easy to detect in Raftkdar’'s film. ‘Koi kahe’ is
inherently disco rock and techno, whereas the sth@g is international jazz-pop.

Furthermore, the cinematic shots with the overadlspnce of neon lights at the dance

“% Philip Lutgendorf's review: http://www.uiowa.editeinema/DilChahta.html

4" Hamid Naficy (ed.)Home, Exile, Homeland: Film, Media, and the Patitiaf Place(London and New
York: Routledge, 1999), 55 to read about some @fitlevitable outcomes of transnationalism.

“8 Ezra and Rowden, 7.

9 The music score dbil Chahta Haihas generally been praised, though has been harstitysed on
the magazin&creen IndiaThe “resultant mish-mash” from the combinatiorpaét Hindi film songs and
Western numbers has been the object of all thigisnt. See
http://www.screenindia.com/old/fullstory.php?cornted=10163

% Thijs trio also composed the musicMission Kashmildir. Vidhu Vinod Chopra, 2000).

*! Dudrah,Bollywood: Sociology Goes to the Movigé.
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club during the song ‘Koi kahe’ have an English/Aiven flavour>? ‘Kaisi hai ye rut’

is almost New Age, while ‘Woh ladki’ “jigs to frefe Celtic and bluegrass fiddling™
The most interesting hybrid experiment from the itaispoint of view is the song
‘Jaane Kyon’, which incorporates a didgeridoo amckrbeat, and two vocalizations are
perfectly intersectetf According to Natalie Sarrazin, a male vocal drianimterplayed
with the sound of the helicopter while a femaleosil is accompanied by a mock-
Aboriginal/ American gospel chord3.Another instance of cross-cultural exchange is
the fragment from the opefEroilus and Cressidan French. Given the over-emotive
performance aesthetics and the vocal timbre, Akiashmocks the style, but ends up
internalizing the parts. His first encounter witheoa and Shakespeare is welcome. The
experimentation with new sounds involves the eniEcthe West, and the first steps
to transnational cinema.

Lending the three men the central role, Farhan a&dhtfilm opens up new
avenues for exploring individual desires insteadfarhily obligations. Gone are the
days in which romance and family were the “confadions of cosmopolitanism and
‘Indianness’™ in movies such d@ardes(dir. Subhash Ghai, 1997) lum Aapke Hain
Koun (dir. Sooraj R. Barjatiya, 19945. Set in the cities of hypermaterialization like
Goa and Sydney, the film delves into the rise cbmmodified youth culture in which
friends are the new famiff. The characters obil Chahta Haidwell in luxurious

apartments, go to nightclubs, own the latest teldynal gadgets and smartest cars,

%2 http://www.technospot.in/10-movies-of-last-decdliat-revolutinized-hindi-cinema/

*3 Lutgendorf.

> A didgeridoo is a wind instrument used by natives#alian aborigines.

% Sarrazin, “Songs from the Heart,” 212.

% Jigna Desai, “Bollywood Abroad: South Asian Diasp&osmopolitanism and Indian Cinema.” In
Rajan and Sharma, 126.

" Ramona Wray “Shakespeare and the Singletons, eafriBe Meets Bridget Jones: Post-Feminism,
Popular Culture and ‘Shakespeare (Re)-Told.Stneening Shakespeare in the Twenty-first Cenkalyg.
Mark Thornton Burnett and Ramona Wray (EdinburgHinBurgh University Press, 2006), 191 for a
development of the notion of friends as the newilfaim British and American comedy dramas.
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wear designer clothes, do not travel on a budgel, axe always in pursuit of their
individual desires in their career and love. Theahaxis ofDil Chahta Haiis not the
conflict between individual desires and societyt, the conflicts among the three male
friends. The role of parents is certainly secondagytremely diminished. The
conventional battles with strict and authoritargairiarchs establishing the inescapable
pressures and obligations to their offspring areimportant in Farhan Akhtar’s film. In
fact, the parents iDil Chahta Haiare thoughtful and supportive. For instance, when
Akash goes back to India, and cannot but thinkredl time about Shalini, his father
advises him to follow his heart before it is totelehe gives him the last push to declare
his love for her. During her engagement party MRthit, Shalini thinks it is her duty to
abide by her adoptive parents’ rules and marry Rolit, contrary to our expectations,
the adoptive father encourages her to marry Akasmake them happy. Thus, the
emphasis of the film clearly falls on the charagtespirations, elaborating a new wave
of Indian cinema.

Dil Chahta Haiis inscribed with the market stamp of youth culfundan angst
and a consumerist lifestyle. According to Asha K&sl, the success Dil Chahta Hai
“marked the emergence of a completely new phenomerothat of ‘new’
Bollywood.”® Dil Chahta Haicomes into its own as a movie that broke free fraral
viewers, and was clearly targeted at an urban aadieWhile previous Bollywood
movies had a heterogeneous spectatorship in ntiedtarget audience @il Chahta
Hai was rather homogenous. The main themes of the lidve: in all its variations — for
friends, for women and for men — excessive consismecharacteristic of a well-off

upper middle-class, and the continuous migratiah@aspora generated resistances on

%8 Asha KasbekaRop Culture India(Santa Barbara, California: ABC Clio, 2006), 202.
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the part of the rural areas, and “indicated champdgimes and tastes” in Bollywood
cinema:® The bright colours of the sets — vivid reds, dbkges, and rich greens — the
minimalist and art deco furniture and abstractfquod paintings by Sid also represent
this particular mood of the filff The whole focus on youth culture further restdcte
the viewers, since middle-aged people could nontiffewith the topics and issues
discussed. The film turned out to be revolutiondity,defined a generation, both of
filmmakers as well as avid film watchers. Such reswirtually spawn a new era of
films.”®! Dil Chahta Haioffers a possibility of change in the future evidntof the
Bollywood genre, and is also deeply committed te dstablishment of transnational

cinema.

4. Reception

The English flavour oDil Chahta Haiwas hinted at on the day of its release. The
music — with an opera included — pace and lengththef movie comprise a
‘Westernization’ that generates new constructioh8allywood cinem&? The urban
look and middle aged woman-young man relationshgy iime appealing to the elite,
arty audiencé® The reviews advance and predict the “patronageflamdur from the

youth in Mumbai city and overseas (in the U.S. anid. mainly),” but a flop in the rest

*Kasbekar, 202.

%0 Sita Menon, “Trip oDil Chahta Haf (2001) http://www.rediff.com/entertai/2001/augdibhtm
%1 http://www.technospot.in/10-movies-of-last-decabat-revolutinized-hindi-cinema/

%2 See ‘Dil Chahta Hai,Trade Guide47.45 (11 August 2001), 1-3.

% Taran AdarshDil Chahta Hai(6 August 2001)
http://www.bollywoodhungama.com/movies/review/6 188éx.html
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of India®® All the Indian reviews at the premiere @il Chahta Haished light upon the
picturisation of an English film in the garb of alBwood movie.

The subsequent reviews Dfl Chahta Haisimply confirm the initial reactions.
The movie evoked cheap and crude responses fronmalsses; it was too western for
their liking. According to Derek Bos®il Chahta Hai“became a resounding flop all
over the country, but from the Mumbai territory raéat was more than able to make up
for the losses and be declared a meg&hithe total grosses in a period of seven weeks
was 6,27,24,012upees, which placed the movie as an average pfSj@he main
criticism on the part of the regular Indian cinegbas been the view of India, seen
through the eyes of the upper classes. The jehisitlays in five star hotels, luxurious
lifestyle in the homeland and host country andneys in convertible Mercedes are not
conceived as part of an India where poverty i$\&ily much present.

“Sick and tired of all the unreal shenanigans sadnnauseam in countless
Bollywood love stories the past few decades,” ttesent generation of NRIs identified
with Dil Chahta Haj and transformed it into a mainstream®hiThe success dbil
Chahta Haiamong the overseas audience promoted the re-encergeme-discovery of
past filmic representations whose narratives premd the interests and desires of this
new generation of NRR& The “pop culture-mediated ways” 8l Chahta Haifound

then a very easy niche among young eager NRIs dritienglobée’?

%4 Djl Chahta Hai’ inTrade Guide3.

% Derek BoseBrand Bollywood: A New Global Entertainment Oriew Delhi: Sage Publications Pvt.
Ltd, 2006), 26.

% http://www.boxofficeindia.com

67 Ziya Us Salam, “Film Review: Dil Chahta Hai” (August 17, 2001)
http://www.hinduonnet.com/2001/08/17/stories/09 1R Atm

% According to Derek Bose, 37, this was precisetydase of movies such 8holay(dir. Ramesh Sippy,
1975),Pakeezalfdir. Kamal Amrohi, 1972) oBatya(dir. Ram Gopal Varma, 1998).

%9 Jyotika Virdi and Corey K. Creekmur, “India: Bolpod’s Global Coming of Age.” II€ontemporary
Asian Cinema: Popular Culture in a Global Framted. Anne Tereska Ciecko. Oxford and New York:
Berg Publishers, 4.
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As a rule, the Indian reviews @il Chahta Haido not mention any connection
between the movie and Shakespéarén spite of the fact that all the reviews claimatt
Dil Chahta Haihas an English zest, Shakespeare is never mentibnéatt, even the
filmmaker himself denied the association. In a 200@&rview, Farhan Akhtar rebuffed
the idea thaDil Chahta Haiwas conceived as a Shakespearean adaptation,edespit
fact that Shakespeare fills the whole moWieAlthough the allusions tdluch Ado
About Nothingand Troilus and Cressidaare explicit, his decision to deny the
Shakespearean influence can be based on two redSosts as the construction of a
Shakespearean past is tunnelled through an imnedédgecy of colonialism, the history
of Bollywood cinema confirms that the movies do acknowledge the Shakespearean
source to depart from a colonial past. The contiguesonances of the British Raj are
felt in the subversion of the Shakespearean presbypd-arhan Akhtar to follow the
tradition of previous Bollywood movies influenceg 8hakespearean plays. Secondly,
perhaps linked with the previous argument, the nam8hakespeare is not a lure in
India for the masses to go to the cinema, justajhgosite. Already taking a risk by
stating explicitly the echoes to Shakespearearspling movie does not announce the
name of Shakespeare in the trailer or poste@Bilo€hahta Haibecause it would have
been considered too high-brow, even for the Indyamth or the diasporic target

audience.

© No international reviews obil Chahta Hai have been found. The connections between Farhan
Akhtar’'s movie and the Shakespearean plays hava heticed by Shakespearean scholars, such as
Menon, Unhistorical ShakespeareLanier, “Film Spin-offs and Citations,” 132-365ndh Burt,
“Shakespeare and Asia in Postdiasporic Cinemas-&fs and Citations of the Plays from Bollywood to
Hollywood,” 265-304.

"I Menon, “Working notes,” 81.

178



Chapter 5: Shakespeare on the Move

Conclusion

Dil Chahta Haifollows the trajectory of previous Bollywood Shagearean off-
shoots regarding the ‘cannibalization’ of Shakespe&hakespearean presence is
reduced to a mere name, a plot, an echo, a topia threme. InDil Chahta Haij
Shakespeare is relegated to the name of a boabattle of sexes theme or an opera-
within-the film. The linguistic intricacies of higlays are no longer important in this
new way of interpreting Shakespeare, since hewaya mediated — the original text is
not used, but constantly remodelled by translati@nd the audience has to be satisfied
with the remains of Shakespeare and his plays. odere Farhan Akhtar's
Shakespearean off-shoot, like its predecessorss doeé testify the Shakespearean
influence. Although the names of two Shakespeapbays do appear, in an interview,
the flmmaker denies the similarities between thiege Shakespearean plays and his
movie, despite the fact thBil Chahta Haiis infused with the Shakespearean authority.
All these off-shoots make and remake Shakespeaoelupe a new Shakespeare in
which the forgetfulness of his name is not tantami@a a lack of celebration. They all
highlight the continuing value of Shakespeare, they also suggest that he has to be
recycled.

At the same timeDil Chahta Hai progresses beyond previous Bollywood
Shakespearean off-shoots. Political Bollywood Shpkarean remakes of the 1990s
such as Vidhu Vinod Chopral®42: A Love Storyl994) and Mani RatnamBombay
(1995) have to depart from Shakespeare and frormpdssin India as a colonialist icon,
and have to confront him to address the diasp@a viationalistic discourse. However,
Dil Chahta Haiis the first not to move away from Shakespeare,antdmmodates him

in Australia, as part of the diasporBil Chahta Hai also breaks fresh grounds
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concerning the Shakespearean plays the film apiptepr since, instead of re-making
the over-presenRomeo and Julietit explores two Shakespearean plays that are not
very well-known to popular audiences. Wil Chahta Hai discovers and locates
Shakespeare in the diaspora, the different tomesysed of the movie — queer, genre
and reception — simply confirm the diaspora astdinget audience. This is to argue that
the film is for and about the transnational communin the midst of an era of
migrations, there can be no postmillennial realirabf Shakespearean plays that is not
shaped by these events; thus, the movie groundsathenational thematically. Instead
of representing typical Bollywood conventions anesthetics, the film uses the
interstices between Bollywood and Hollywood, and ves in the direction of
transnational cinemdil Chahta Haicontributes to present Shakespeare’s global status
as a transnational voice, and inaugurates a neve waveception of Shakespeare in

India with global resonances.
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Chapter 6: Transnationalising Shakespeare and Bollyood in

Vishal Bhardwaj’'s Magbool and Omkara

“Do not be intimidated by Shakespeare. He is onesof
He is basically, a moplah from North Kerala who is

called, Sheikh Spedre

“The Indian people seem at last to have appropriated
Shakespeare, like cricket, as an imperial icon &age

done it well?

The post-millennial period of Bollywood cinema ge&Villiam Shakespeare,
“welcoming him as the ‘man’ of the ‘millennium,”esulting in a growth of
Shakespeare’s authority in IndigAlthough the 1990s witnessed several Bollywood
Shakespearean off-shootd942: A Love Storydir. Vidhu Vinod Chopra, 1994,
Bombay dir. Mani Ratnam, 1995), the first Bollywood-ackviedged appropriations of
Shakespearean works are Vishal Bhardwaj's filidadgbool 2003; Omkarg 2006).

Simultaneously, Shakespeare has also proved amauwadating friend to the codes of

! purshottam Nedungadi in Ramu Ramanathan, “Shakespelndia”
http://stellamaristheatre.blogspot.com/2010/01/ebpkare-in-india-by-ramu-ramanathan.hfiné words
‘moplah’ and ‘Sheikh’ are both related to the Arabrld. ‘Moplah’ is a Muslim in Malabar, while a
‘Sheikh’ is a leader of an Arab village.

2 Poonam Trivedi, “Majing]...Strange/ Even to the disposition that | ow&ishal Bhardwaj's
Magbool” Borrowers and Lenders: The Journal of ShakespeateAgppropriation4.2. (Spring/Summer
2009).

% Burnett and WrayScreening Shakespeare in the Twenty-first Cenfury
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Indian high-brow, parallel cinema in locally infted productions such da Othello
(dir. Roysten Abel, 2003) or the Bengali movibe Last Leardir. Rituparno Ghosh,
2007). Film critic Randeep Ramesh compared thiemeswing in interpretation of
Shakespeare in India with the 1990s Hollywood mkria which innumerable
Shakespearean adaptations were prodficed.

Magbool and Omkara are interesting case studies because they are e m
local productions, simply interested in portrayithigdianness’ via traditional Indian
theatrical modes on screen, but are part of a readigm called the ‘McShakespeare,’
which aims to delve into the translocal, where glabal is signified within the local.
The term ‘McShakespeare’ toys with ‘McDonaldisatiomo allude to the
commodification of Shakespeare due to globalisatioran era marked by continuous
migrations, displacements and deterritorializatioBsardwaj’'s films explore these
themes, which become permanent conditions throughiie filmic projects.
Theoretically based on Arjun Appadurai’s framewakd on the latest studies on
transnational cinema by Elizabeth Ezra and TerrwdRm, this chapter aims to show
how these film adaptations Macbethand Othello continually move in the interstices
between the local and the global, which is the niedgure of transnational cinerhdf,
according to Ezra and Rowden, transnationalism Blesaus to better understand the
changing ways in which the contemporary world imgemagined by an increasing

number of filmmakers across genres as a globaksysather than as a collection of

4 Randeep Ramesh, “A Matter of Caste as Bollywootbaces the BardGuardian(29/07/2006): 28.

® Carolyn Jess-Cooke, “Screening the McShakespearBost-Millennial Shakespeare Cinema.” In
Burnett and Wray, 163-185.

® Arjun AppaduraiModernity At Large1996; Ezra and Rowden, 2006.
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more or less autonomous nations,” Vishal Bhardwiliggibooland Omkarastand out
as epitomes of transnational cinema.

The first section of this chapter focuses on geexgloring howMagbooland
Omkara expand Bollywood conventions and aesthetics, sichha diegetic songs,
spectacular dances, impressive marriage spectaahels.even the whole Bollywood
industry via the constant link with the underwoddViacbeth is a Bollywood ‘don.’
Shakespeare indirectly makes Vishal Bhardwaj amfi€ genre. The second section of
this chapter is devoted to displacement, and cdrates on the depiction of the half-
caste Omkara and the Muslim communityMagbool Instead of making the characters
of Macbeth mainstream Hindu, they are all Muslim — with theception of Kaka
(Banquo), Guddu (Banquo’s son), and the corrupiceoien Purohit and Pandit (the
witches). Given the negative stereotypes of Mushifter the attacks of 9/11 and those
of 2002 in Gujarat and their scarce appearancediah cinema now, the film generates
a construction of Muslims as exiles, as a margo@hmunity locally and globally
speaking. The third section of this chapter death wobility. It concentrates on the
constant ‘ethnoscapes’ throughout the movies, Wee-present means of transport, and
the specific locations where they are set. The past of this chapter focuses on the
distribution of these two film adaptations, and hibwontributed to their success in the
West. All the sections have the purpose of prongoéirreading of the Shakespearean
plays which is both localised and globalised. TlodlyBvood label has to be broadened
in the tradition of transnational cinema. The irogtion is clear, the latest film
adaptations of Shakespearean works in Indian cinamaby-products of a society

characterised by ongoing migrations so that thegatanterpret and adapt Shakespeare

" Ezra and Rowden, 1.
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for a single isolated post-colonial community, lbart this transnational society where

diaspora is the norm.

1. Genre

Vishal Bhardwaj gives his film adaptations Bfacbeth and Othello (Magbool and
Omkarg a thrilling indigenous native flavour; Shakesmehas been made clear to an
Indian audience. While Scotland is transposed ® Muslim environment of the
Mumbai underworld, Venice is skilfully captured tine hinterlands of Uttar Pradesh.
Following the path already established by the Rbheatre adaptations of Shakespeare’s
plays, Magbool retains the main plot and characters of the Sha&eespn play —
Macbeth/Magbool (starring Slumdog Millionarés star Irrfan  Khan), Lady
Macbeth/Nimmi (starring Bollywood star Tabu), Dunf&abba-ji, Banquo/Kaka,
Fleance/Guddu & Malcolm, Boti/Macduff and the wigsh the two corrupt policemen
Purohit and Pandit (starring the well-known Om Pand Naseeruddin Shah). In
Omkarg Bhardwaj posits an even better correlation betwége names of the
Shakespearearamatis personaand his main characters, preserving the firstrette
the name&.Thus, Othello is Omkara ‘Omi’ Shukla, DesdemonBasly Mishra, lago is
Ishwar Tyagi (usually called Langda), Cassio is KKé$padhyaya and Roderigo is
Rajju. All the Shakespearean characters have vistinguishable Hindu names and
Brahmin surnames. According to Lalita Pandit Hogdhey also have metaphysical

resonance because of being names of deities widmwhdians feel an identity based

8 The pseudo-Bollywood Jane Austen adaptafsile and Prejudice(dir. Gurinder Chadha, 2005)
equally maintains the first letter of the nameshaf source text in the target text. Consequentizzy.
Bennet is Lalita Bakshi, Jane Bennet is Jaya BaKkdhi Bennet and Mrs. Bennet are Mr. and Mrs.
Bakshi, Bingley is Balraj, Charlotte Lucas is Chand.amba, Mary Bennet is Maya Bakshi, Lydia
Bennet is Lacki Bakshi, Caroline Bingley is Kiraftjlliams Collins is Mr. Kohli or George Wickham is
Johnny Wickham. The names of Georgina Darcy andDdrcy are kept.
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connection that has nothing to do with belief, baihcerns individual dispositions and
other scripts associated with deities who, througgmography, festival, song and
seasonal ritual, are part of lived life in Ind&For instance, through the constant
reference to Omkara as a great warrior and hisalmuof Dolly, the mythical allusion
to Arjuna, the great warrior in tidahabharatawho kidnaps Krishna’s sister cannot be
missed'? Here, too, a version of Sita of tRamayanas glimpsed in Dolly because her
honour is also doubted at the expense of oculasfpend is finally killed** Just like
Shakespeare®lacbethis freely ‘tradapted’ to Urdu — to suit the Muslenvironment —
Othello in Bhardwaj's production is delivered in a stromgput of Khariboli dialect
instead of politically correct Hindi. At the levealf plot, the similarities with the
Shakespearean original are equally striking. Thhg, complex issues raised by
Shakespeare’s plays are not diluted/limgboolor Omkara

Magbools elaboration of the supernatural is remarkableakgspeare’s “three
weird sisters” appear in the form of two corrupaicioyant policemen Purohit and
Pandit. Bhardwaj's witches interestingly embody soof the bawdy puns implicit in
the figure of the porter. For instance, the scen@hich the policemen urinate reminds
the audience of the porter’s line “Marry sir, ngsenting, sleep, and urine” (2.3: 24).
Magbools impressive opening sequence first shows a alpsshot of &kundal motif
(see Fig. 19) — a horoscope grid used by Indiarolagiers — on a window pane of a
van, which is being utilizedy Pandit and Purohit to monitor the criminal unaend.*?

While interrogating a rival gangster, Pandit trates finger through the grid as if

° Lalita Pandit Hogan, “The Sacred and the Profarf@mkara Vishal Bhardwaj’s Hindi Adaptation of
Othellg” Image & Narrativell.2 (2010): 49-61.

“Hogan, 51.

1 Unlike Desdemona and Dolly, Sita is not killedt banished by her husband Rama.

12 0n other occasions, Pandit and Purohit make thetshith sand, curry, blood or sweets. See Daniel
Rosenthal100 Shakespeare Filnfsondon: British Film Institute, 2007), 123.
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etching the ominous. The second remarkable shtitisnremake oMacbethis that of
the horoscope covered by blood, which testifiesh#s murder of the gangster by the
Hindu cops. Rather than simply predicting the fatas the witches do Macbeth the
copsare always responsible for the characters’ fateirTdiecision not to kill Boti near
the end ratifies their importance, for Boti is thee who kills Magbool. The policemen
“function as supernatural agents obsessed with taining cosmic balancé® Their
philosophy is that of “shakti ka santulan,” a bakof power, by letting fire and water
confront. Interestingly, the filmmaker conscioughgcides to deprive the film of
ghosts** Whenever a ghost is evoked in the Shakespearean ipl its Bollywood
counterpart, Magbool either hallucinates or isbhsidisturbed, but never sees ghosts,

which are not recurring motifs in Indian cinema.

Fig. 19. A kundal motif at the opening scenesvidigbool

According to Thomas Cartelli and Katherine Rowd| dalaptations make their

habitations not only in specific geographic mileamd media but also initational

13 Amrita Sen, Magbooland Bollywood conventions.” IAsian Shakespeares on Screen: Two Films in
PerspectiveSpecial issue, edited by Alexander C. Y. HuaBgtrowers and Lenders: The Journal of
Shakespeare and Appropriatidi2 (Spring/Summer 2009). Available online:
http://www.borrowers.uga.edu/

4 Raja Sen, “Interview to Vishal Bhardwaj” http://wmrediff.com/movies/2006/jul/27vishal.htm
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environments generic and cultural fields that incorporate #pectances towards
source materials and rules for handling thémAt first sight, Bhardwaj then seems to
resituateMacbethin a specificcitational environment the visual, aural, gestural and
sonorous dynamics of Indian movies. Given that ainlhe most important features of
Bollywood movies is the expansion of the narrativeshal Bhardwaj does so via its
murdering duo. Magbool and Nimmi embody very inséirey and complex reworkings
of Macbeth and Lady Macbeth. Unlike their Shakesgaa counterparts, they are not
married, and their love seems a forbidden pleabacause the film transforms Nimmi
into Abba-ji's young mistress. Given that Bhardwafjilm adaptation emphasises a
father-son relationship between Magbool and Abpdhe desired relationship with
Nimmi is at all costs avoided by Maqgbool in theaatuctory scenes. However, his love
for Nimmi soon precipitates the betrayal and murdérhis master. The clearest
difference with Macbeth is that ambition is not lisly motivation, and Maqgbool is
given several incitements. Being substituted by aplor a new heartthrob who is a
Bollywood actress, Nimmi carefully orchestrates tmanipulation of Magbool in
Bhardwaj's film by revealing the love of Guddu/Ftea & Malcolm for Sameera —
Abba-ji’'s daughter — who substitutes Duncan’s sofsis liaison would certainly
jeopardize Magbool’s high position in the gang bg tise of Guddu via his marriage to
Sameera. In the words of Suddhaseel Sen, “such leemmotivation leads to
Magbool’'s murder of Abba-ji on the night before @udand Sameera’s weddint.”
Furthermore, the suggestion of Abba-ji's murderhaf previous master bespeaks as

another incitement for Magbool.

> Thomas Cartelli and Katherine Rowdew Wave Shakespeare on Scré@ambridge: Polity Press,
2007), 29.

6 Suddhaseel Sen, “Indigenizifdacbeth Vishal Bhardwaj'sMagbool” In Asian Shakespeares on
Screen: Two Films in Perspectivepecial issue, edited by Alexander C. Y. HuaBgfrowers and
Lenders4.2 (Spring/Summer 2009).
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A crucial strategy oMagboolis Nimmi’'s pregnancy and subsequent maternity.
Previous productions d¥lacbethin Asia also offered a paean to the maternal womb;
thus, the movie takes part in a process of surtmgaltn the words of Joseph Roach,
surrogation refers to the process by which “evesw rversion of a work inherits the
ritual functions of its predecessors to maintaiecific networks of meaning:” As
Blair Orfall suggests, “the appearance of a poéénthild” is “Throne of Blood
strongest influence oklagbool”*® The Lady Macbeth character Throne of Blood-
Asaji — is pregnant, though her child is never bétregnancy was already broached in a
previous Indian production dflacbeth namedMaranayakana Drishtantdoy H. S.
Shiva Prakash’ Although Mangale — the Lady Macbeth figure — gibéth, the baby is
killed by the deposed prince. InterestinglyMiaqgbool the child not only survives, but
is looked after by Sameera and Guddu/Fleance ardoMa This is because Nimmi
dies as a consequence of giving birth and guiltniNi does not commit suicide because
it is not accepted in Indian culture. Crucial o€ thnal scenes of Bhardwajgpera
primais Maqgbool’s death. After seeing his son lovinglgdied by Sameera and Guddu,
(see Fig. 20) he abandons the hospital where Bhasdead by Boti. While Macbeth
never yields, “Magbool willingly dies® Magbool internalizes all his violent deeds, and

is willing to perish for the order to be restored.

7 Joseph Roacligities of the Dead: Circum-Atlantic Performan@ew York: Columbia Press, 1996), 3.
'8 Blair Orfall, “From Ethnographic Impulses to Apégatic Endings: Bhardwaj'sMagbool and
Kurosawa'sThrone of Bloodn Comparative Context.” IAsian Shakespeares on Screen: Two Films in
PerspectiveSpecial issue, edited by Alexander C. Y. Huagtrowers and Lenders: The Journal of
Shakespeare and Appropriatidn?2 (Spring/Summer 2009).

9 Maranayakana Drishtantaby H. S. Shiva Prakash was the main production aklembilitation
programme at Mysore prison. For an in-depth analgsithe production, see Poonam Trivedi, “It is the
Bloody Business which Informs Thus...”: Local Politiand Performative Praxisjacbethin India” in
Massai, 47-57.

2 William C. Ferleman, “What if Lady Macbeth WereeBnant?: Amativeness, Procreation, and Future
Dynasty inMagbool” In Asian Shakespeares on Screen: Two Films in PelispeBpecial issue edited
by Alexander C. Y. Huand@Borrowers and Lenders: The Journal of ShakespeateAppropriation4.2
(Spring/Summer 2009), 4.
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Fig. 20. Sameera and Guddu cradling Magbool's and Nimnatsyb

The characters inOmkara equally inhabit inflated versions of their
Shakespeareaalter egos Here, for instance, Omkara/Othello does not stdade, but
“is given a full household” with a sister Indu/Erail and a grandmothét.In order to
provide emotions and emphasise the ethnic flawuber|ndian Othello and Desdemona
are not married in the opening scenes of Vishak®haj's film, but do so in the course
of the action in a sumptuous marriage spectaclemtielights the audience. Intrinsic to
Othellois race, which is elaborated as caste in this &ittaptation. Omkara is half-caste
because his father was a Brahmin, and his motlséave. In spite of the fact that this
adaptation concentrates more on jealousy than ste,cé still has some prominence.
The actor playing the role of Omi Shukla — Ajay Dam — has a very dark skin,
whereas the actress playing Dolly — Kareena Kapduas a very white complexion. As

Lalita Pandit Hogan has mentioned, colour diffeeecan be placed in a mythic context,

2L Nishi Pulugurtha, “The Moor Recontextualis@thelloto Omkara” In Silhouette Ed. Amitava Nag
(2010) 7, 107.
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in which Omkara is Krishna — blue-black — and DddlyRadha — whité? The black and
white dichotomy inOmkaraimplicitly celebrates Hindu myths. Bhardwaj's lagtso
has more shades, and is not a character of mas/@talignity. Omkara’s choice of
Kesu over Langdas the next bahubali takes place on screen, insfeaifiscreen as in

Shakespeare’s play (see Fig. 21).

Fig. 21.The ceremony takes place on scree®rnkara

At this moment, the film pushes to the furthestnpa victim exposition of Langda
when it seems he is going to receive the ceremepias, and is finally handed to Kesu.
Langda’s fantasies before the ceremony and hisraitgr it — visualized in a powerful
medium shot of Langda ‘crowning’ himself as the tnlexhubali with his own blood as
he looks at himself in the mirror — have the pugos presenting a more sympathetic
lago. Indu/Emilia is a more complex character them Shakespearean counterpart,
being transformed into a vindictive Hindu goddetsblking her husband to death. As
Vishal Bhardwaj himself notes, Billo Chamanbahaafiia “is a fiery independent spirit
and enjoys more screen time than most of the ctldaptations®® It is with the
extended scenes of Langda, Indu and Billo that kay aims at a carefully gradated

‘Indianisation’ of the Shakespearean play.

2 Hogan, 54.
23 Omkaraproduction notes. Available at BFI (British Filmskitute).
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Although Magbool and Omkarahave a clear Indian flavour and appeal, their
place within the so-called Bollywood cinema is sbow ambiguous by their unusual
adoption of Bollywood conventions and aesthetiaslyBrood cinema is characterized
“by music and dance numbers, melodrama, lavishymtieh and an emphasis on stars
and spectacle?® Shorter running time and a smaller number of nalsipectacles are
some of the elements that contribute to their pdsssuccess in a global urban
environment®> Bhardwaj’'s movies develop a modality of articudati in which
Shakespeare is not parodied, but the Bollywoodstrgius. In spite of the fact that the
movies take Bollywood conventions as the point epatture, ‘bollywoodizing’
themselves, they cleverly draw freely upon thenggssgting a movement towards
transnational cinema. The films clearly demonstthé it is in fact possible to expand

and amplify the term ‘Bollywood,’ especially viagtluse of Shakespeare.

Fig. 22.“Ru-ba-ru” sung by gawwals at the Sufi temple.

“To talk of Bollywood is inevitably to talk of theong and dance sequence,”
claim Sangita Gopa and Sujata ModftFrom the early movies to the latest ones, song

and dance sequences have been distinctive of Batigvaesthetics; they have signalled

24 Dudrah and Desai, 1.

% For Peter Brunette, these two particular convestimay helpMagboolin the overseas circuit. See
Brunette, 30.

% Gopal and Moorti, 1.
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‘otherness’ and have been distinct of national tidgnMusic interludes tend to be
inserted rather arbitrarily. For decades, theredias been an interest in shooting the
song and dance sequences in foreign and exotitdasaDilwale Dulhania Le Jayenge
(dir. Aditya Chopra, 1995) d8wades: We, The Peoftir. Ashutosh Gowariker, 2004)
are perfect examples of this tradition. Howevershdl Bhardwaj’'sMagbool and
Omkaraare exemplary in exposing a new understanding 0§ ®md dance sequences,
which are well integrated into the narrative, dot mhiow the nature of bucolic
landscapes in Switzerland or Goa or include peréddreographiesMaqgbool only
offers three songs, which are conceived as “fesiiterludes.?” The first music
interlude — and perhaps the most remarkable osdry-ba-ru(“we are face to face”),
performed by gawwals at a Sufi tomiafgalh), which plays with non-diegetic/diegetic
sounds, and transforms religious lyrics into sechianns (see Fig. 22¥. The opening
of the song highlights Magbool’s conflicted reantitm Nimmi’s love declaration, the
whole scene accompanied by what at first sight seleatkground music. Cinematic
images of the couple are intermingled with viswdlg\bba-ji’s coterie. The song’s coda
with Abba-ji’'s gang and the Shakespearafiar egosNimmi and Magbool arriving at
the tomb shows that the sound is in fact diegeityally heard by all the characters,
not just the viewers. Unlike standard Bollywoodefathis music interlude has the
purpose of not only unmasking the lust and desirarN and Maqgbool feel for each
other, but also of highlighting the infatuation ween Sameera and Guddu/Fleance &
Malcolm, and Magbool’'s growing awareness of thegpgesive and risky potential of
such relationship. The second song sequence erfttee Do(“Let me cry”’) sung by

Rekha is atmospheric. The interlude is not a maseal or sound pleasure, but

2 Antony R. GuneratneShakespeare, Film Studies, and the Visual Cultofdgodernity(New York:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2008), 71.
28 A Sufi tomb is always built for a religious figynesually a Sufi saint.
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reinforces the love between the main couple. Atpgimt through medium close-up
shots of the couple, Nimmi forces Magbool to dexlais love for her. Via a brilliant
use of cinematic images full of eroticism with syotsblike the white net] the final
shot explicitly shows — contrary to standard Bolbpd film songs which simply
suggest — the consummation of this relationshipGatddu and Sameera’s wedding, a
group of women sing “Jhin min jhini,” accompaniegdn improvised choreography in
which even Magbool participates. Interestingly, filmmaker intercuts this innocent,
naive scene with another one in which a Bollywociless — blackmailed by Abba-ji’'s
mob — performs in front of a male audience, beimg dbject of the male gaze. This
Bollywood actress plays the role of the vamp, whthe heroine’slter egq typical of
popular Indian movies. In the words of Mukul Kesavéas an object of desire the
heroine is unsatisfactory, blurred by virtue anel $bft-focus of romantic love — but the

flaunted carnality of the vamp invites uncomplichiest.”

Although Nimmi is not
precisely the image of virtyser sefor she is portrayed as a prostitute, her true fove
Magbool prevents her from being a plain carnal figfor Abba-ji>* At a superficial
level, the film adaptation projects the standardly@mod song and dance sequences,
and seems to be haunted by them, but, at a momesictlevel, Bhardwaj' ®pera prima

suggests a series of layers that broaden its uBellyfwood typical fare, giving birth to

a more complex aesthetics.

%9 The scene of the white net is very similar to épisode in Salman Rushdietidnight's Childrenin
which Saleem’s grandparents make love with the bEfpwhite sheet.

%0 Mukul Kesavan, “Urdu, Awadh and the Tawaif: th&aisicate Roots of Hindi Cinema.” IRorging
Identities: Gender, Communities and the St&d. Zoya Hasan (New Delhi: Kali for Women, 1994),
255.

31 The image of the vamp in Indian cinema has a Emginteresting history. Rooted in the Muslim term
‘tawaif,” the vamp is always the heroine’s altepeg film like Devdas for instance, explores this figure
in the character of Chandramukhi in contrapositidtih the well-known heroine Paro. The figure of the
courtesan is also similar to the vamp, though ihstitutes its own micro-genre (courtesan films).
Pakeezah(dir. Kamal Amrohi, 1972) anddmrao Jaan(dir. Muzaffar Ali, 1981) are instances of this
genre.
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Vishal Bhardwaj'sOmkarais poised between Bollywood and a transnational
reworking of Bollywood motifs as song and dance useges, which “are more
convincingly rooted in the plot than in typical exales of the genre and seem to
accommodate the film tastes of a Western audieticétie opening song is the title
“Omkara,” sung by Sukhwinder Singh. In the traditf a tribal fashion song based on
the story of the great Rajput warriors Aala-Udhlbke “Omkara” title is a clear non-
diegetic element in the movid.This instance is one of the best transpositionthef
Shakespearean play into an Indian setting, forbitare, fearless Othello is cleverly
morphed into a harsh, bold Omkara depicted as at gvarrior. The change of the
rhythmic pattern in the middle of the song arousitig tempo hints at the
unpredictability of Omkara. This song marks theibeigpg of the movie. The second
song is the brilliant and moving “Naina,” which asother non-diegetic element in the
song, serves the purpose of explaining the stdbodll’s infatuation with Omkara. The
visual and sound techniques amplify the narrativ®tbellovia flashbacks, such as the
outset of Dolly/Omkara’s romance and Dolly’s lovecthration to Omkara at the pre-
nuptial festivities for her wedding to Rajju. Anteénesting addition of the song to the
play concerns Dolly and Kesu characters, and stheng their affinity prior to Dolly’s
engagement to Omkara, for she gives Kesu a loter latidressed at Omkara. The next
song is the well-paced “Beedi,” performed by thartesan Billo Chamanbahar/Bianca
whose look was modelled on the girls of Meerut ittat) Pradesfi? According to
Susanne Gruss, although this song follows the phfirevious courtesan songs in the

Bollywood industry, its main signs of expansiontioé genre are the chiaroscuro mise-

%2 Susanne Gruss, “Shakespeare in Bollywood? Vishard@vaj'sOmkara” In Semiotic Encounters:
Text, Image and Trans-natiokds. Sarah Sackel, Walter Gébel and Noha Hamdys{&rdam and New
York: Rodopi, 2009), 223.

% Gulzar, http://melodyjunction.freeforums.org/hoardhi-got-its-songs-gulzar-t401.html

% Omkaraproduction notes.
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en-scene and the purpose of the song, which seefinede rigueurin all Omkara’s
song and dance sequences. To Gruss’s argumentspdhéneous choreography, the
incredibly large male audience, the intercuttingto$ scene with Omkara and Dolly’s
love scene, the montage shots and the integrationtwo male protagonists
(Langda/lago and Kesu/Cassio) in a typical courtesang can be added. For Gruss,
“Beedi” is rooted in the plot because it depictsskeompletely drunk. But the song
also shows the kummerbund (the equivalent of thekerchief in the Shakespearean
tragedy) for the first time and the consummatiorOofikara and Dolly’s relationship.
“O Saathi Re” is another non-diegetic song. Unldteer Bollywood song and dance
sequences designed for couples, the main charadteags remain in the same realistic
setting, and do not change costumes. The “Namakgj svery similar to “Beedi” for it

is also sung by Billo Chamanbahar to a male audieand seems to be part of the
tradition of the courtesan micro-genre. AccordingStusanne Gruss, this song allows
the filmmaker to provide the background for the daurof the rival gangstér. After
Dolly’s assassination, Bhardwaj introduces an aphedc song “Jag ja” to relieve the
audience of the tension of the murder. The filmpaaldgon in this way deconstructs
prototypical Bollywood songs.

Apart from the music interludes, a second promireand debatable — feature
of Bombay cinema is its escapist quality. In ShaalanBanaji's view, heated debates
on escapism versus reality will always lurk behihe surface of Bollywood cinem.

It is commonly said that reality is missed in comond cinema. There seems to be a
dichotomy between the realism of serious cinematardescapism of popular films.

However, a considerable number of critics highlighé psychological realism or

% Gruss, 235.
% Shakuntala BanajiReading Bollywood: The Young Audience and HindinE{New York: Palgrave
MacMillan, 2006), 1-8.

195



Chapter 6: Transnational Shakespeare

realism of the emotions contained in Bollywood &InThese movies, they claim, may
treat the “representation of reality playfully, eveapparently subversively”
Interestingly,Magbooland Omkaraseem to continue with the debate between realism
and escapism. Unlike most post 1970s Hindi moviebaracterized by “melodramatic
plots, extravangant emotions and fabulously piz&di song-dance sequences,” to
explore the escapist qualityMagboolandOmkaracapture reality more authenticaffy.
To begin with, both adaptations shed light upon wiheerworld, althougtMagbool
centres on a specific metropolis, Mumbai. The groand accompanying shots from
Magbool and Omkaras outset intensify citiedull of corruption and violence. The
expected introduction to the protagonist is repdage Magbool by a depiction of
Mumbai as an urban space where gangsters feelsat fea the police is equally
involved in corruption. The shots of Purohi and dtar Shakespeare’s Weird Sisters —
firing another gangster at point-blank range imratady establish that there is no law in
Mumbai. Moreover, the only benevolent police office Devsari, who has no
Shakespearean counterpart — has no power sinceremoved from Mumbai when he
becomes a problem for the gangster’'s schemindndmuthless world alagbool there

IS no confrontation between community and law. Titeoductory shots irOmkara
shed light upon the violence within the gangsterldyovhen Omkara and the other
members of the gang kill their immediate rivdisUnlike movies like Ram Gopal
Varma’sSatya(1998) in which the “gangster alone retains aninalghumanity, acting

ruthlessly in his own interest, but also instinetivloyal to his comrades and kind to

3" Banaji, 4.

% Gopal, “Sentimental Symptoms: The Films of Karamal and Bombay Cinema.” In Mehta and.
Pandharipande, 16.

%9 Alfredo Michel Modenessi explores the issue oflaice inOmkaraand in the Mexican adaptation
Huapango(dir. Ivan Lipkies, 2004). Michel Modenessi, A. ‘lsis the Noble Moor?’ Re-viewin@thello
on Screerthrough ‘Indian’ (and Indian) EyesBorrowers and Lenderg.2 (2012): 1-17.
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strangers,” there is no loyalty in Magbool's and l@na’s coterié® The life in the
metropolis is dominated by violence which comes dukle: Abbaji killed his former
boss, Magbool kills Abbaji and Boti kills Magbodh Omkarag there is no loyalty
either, which comes to light when Kesu — insteadLahgda — is ‘professionally’
promoted.In Magbool the disenchantment with the city — and its rulaygtem — can
also be observed when Bollywood cinema is equallyupted. Gangsters iMagbool
do not only rule the city and the politics, but evbe entertainment business, in the
form of cinema; Mumbai is then at the expense efuhderworld. The portrait of the
city of Mumbai inMagbooldiffers considerably from the depiction of othertropolis

in typical Bollywood movies, in which there is angplete idealisation. The fantasy of
the city as a clean space with no rubbish whatsoaweé with no real references to a
specific urban space is completely revolutionized Bhardwaj. In Magbool and
Omkarg there is no escape or fantasy, just reality.

The marriage spectacles Magbool and Omkara do not capture the old-
fashioned Bollywood spirit. Bollywood cinema hasvays planned with immaculate
attention the wedding rituals, such amehndior sangeef' Filmmakers like Karan
Johar, Yash Chopra or Sooraj Barjatya’s cinemaecldings display all the glamour
and luxury one can imagine. Barjaty&isim Aapke Hain Kou(iL994) for instance has
become the wedding filrpar excellance- it is a clear apologia to marriage — to the
extent that Indian and diasporic women turn to thevie to celebrate their own

weddings in full Bollywood styleHowever, Bhardwaj’'sMagbooland Omkaracannot

40'M. Madhava Prasad, “Realism and Fantasy in Reptasiens of Metropolitan Life in Indian Cinema.”
In City Flicks: Indian Cinema and the Urban Experiengéd. Preber Kaarsholfhondon, New York and
Calcutta: Seagull Books, 2007), 91.

“ Mehndi consists of applying henna to the brideriuthe sangeet ceremony, the bride and groom’s
friends and relatives sing and dance tradition# fongs. Both rituals tend to be celebrated tageth
nowadays.
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add to this list of wedding-video films. Althoughittv the re-make of Duncan’s sons
into Abba-ji's daughter Sameera, Vishal Bhardwajsato have a wedding in higpera
prima, it is not successful, but a complete fiasco fasiinterrupted with Magbool’s
assassination of Abba-ji. While in Shakespea@tlsello the wedding is reported, as it
takes place off stage, i@mkarait is part of the action. Unlike its Shakespearean
counterpartOmkara commences with Dolly and Rajju’s interrupted wedgddue to
Dolly’s elopement with Omkara, and ends in a cacuhovement with Omkara and
Dolly’s ill-fated marriage ceremony, which depietsniserable bride and grodthMad
with jealousy, Omkara appears as a man full of thodbas the talk with Indu/Emilia
and his joke on marriage show. The ominous imafjesack crows before the wedlock
constantly scare Doll{? In a world “where weddings are celebrated not ugto
fireworks but gunfire,” and where weddings are tiheeshold of deaths — since
Sameera’s nuptials are suspended for her fathegthcand Omkara and Dolly’s Hindu
marriage spectacle is followed by a chain of hatoers deaths — the sacred ceremony is
polluted* The portrait of failed wedding ceremonies is aaclesubversion of
Bollywood conventions.

In Merchant Ivory's Shakespeare Wallakl1965), the successful Bollywood
actress Manjula, who fancies the Romeo-like chardganju, attends a stage production
of Othello by the Shakespereana Company, and leaves theehsfore the play is

over, unable to face the tragic endfigManjula’s attitude accords with the Parsis

“2 Before the wedding ceremony, Omkara and Dollydivegether for some time. Their union before
wedlock is not very realistic since Uttar Pradeshrie of the most patriarchal regions in India.

43 Poonam Trivedi mentions that crows are also pteiseNaqgbool but for other reasons. They are a
visual cinematic allusion to Shakespeandacbeth and form the background of the first long scefie o
Nimmi and Magbool.See Trivedi, “Filmi Shakespeare,” 148-58.

4 Srinivasan, 13.

4> Shakespeare Wallafdir. James Ivory, 1965joregrounds the tension in post-colonial India when
Shakespearean plays were represented on stagbeforvere still associated with colonialism and the
British Raj. The film aligns itself with the viewhat the popular and successful Bollywood cinema
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whose adaptations of Shakespearean works werevddpiof the tragic ending.
Similarly, more recent Bollywood appropriations ®iiakespearean tragedies have re-
interpreted the tragidénouemenbecause it is not in keeping with the Indian metds
The Indian film critics Aditi Tandon and SidharthirfBvasa comment on how hard it is
for Indians to digesDmkaras finale, since the audience is abandoned “detessén
the last moment, when death and dryness take 8Veéxt"the climax of the film, the
dreadful — though beautifully cinematographed -nade with Dolly’s corpse in a red
saree moving in a swing and Omkara’s body on therflvas a milestone in popular
Indian cinema, as nothing similar had ever been seéore?’ Unlike Omkara’s ending
which is not faithful to the original source fordbes not end with “the tragic loading of
this bed,”Magbools ending is faithful to the Shakespearean origieat. It retains the
tragedy, though visually, the final shot of thenfidoes not leave the audience in such
an anxious state, the camera moving from Magbaoliing head to a reddish sKf.
Just before that, a medium shot of Sameera and Gudlth the baby suggests the
necessity of the restoration of a fragmented anel@ociety by means of Magbool’s
murder. Anyway,Magbool and Omkaraare the first Bollywood film adaptations of
Shakespearean works that make Indian spectatorfronontragic endings. The
devastatingly tragic climaxes d¥lagbool and Omkara have received numerous
criticisms in Indian film magazines likcreen in which Deepa Karmalkar shows her

anger not only at the tragic endipgr se but at the films’s incapacity of activating the

substituted Shakespearean plays’ popularity; Sipelegean works proved difficult to rival the Indian
popular cinema in its golden era. Thus, the mowéar implication is that Shakespearean works @ann
be appropriated by Bollywood cinema.

4 See Aditi Tandon, “Vishal Dares to Indigenise ‘@lth,” Tribune India (28 July 2006)
http://www.tribuneindia.com/2006/20060729/cth1.héwhd Srinivasa, 12-15.

4" Guru Dutt’s famous movieByaasa(1957) andkagaaz Ke Phoo(1959)are also characterised by their
intensive cathartic insets. However, tragedy isddrat, not shown visually on screen.

“8 The mystic nature dflagbools end resembles closely the ending of Orson Welléaptation (1948).
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“lachrymal glands.* Thus, the melodrama &fevdasfor instance seems to be required,
and Shakespeare is used to re-create the genre.

According to Rachel Dwyer, one of the main featuré8ollywood cinema is
the lack of nudity and explicit sexual scenes i tmovies® However, Vishal
Bhardwaj’'sMagbooland Omkaraeschew this typical convention of Bollywood cinema
by their impassioned love scenes. In spite of #ue that several sequencesMagbool
still articulate Bollywood aesthetics to suggesbtiersm, such as Sameera feeding
Guddu and Magbool tending Nimmi's wound, its explidepiction of Nimmi and
Magbool's lovemaking stands on the fringéDmkaraprogresses beyonilagbool
concerning the ferocity of the sexual moments, Wwhg uncommon for commercial
screen stars. Interestingly, the formulaic naturédimdi films is transcended on two
occasions — Dolly-Omkara’s lovemaking and Indu-lLdaig savage coital moment.
While Dolly and Omkara’s sex scene mixes neutrédws with dark shades to make it
real and show the purity of their love, Indu and¢da’s intimacy is lit with “yellow
mid tones to make it appear surredl."These convoluted moments imply a
“peregrination” to a new direction in popular Indieinema.

“Bollywood is referred to thematically within diaspc films themselves,”
claims Jigna Desar. Movies such aMy Bollywood Bridgdir. Rajeev Virani, 2006) or

Bollywood/Hollywood(dir. Deepa Mehta, 2002) parody Bollywood cinentardlly.

9 Deepa Karmalkar, “Tragic Artifice Screen Indig4™ August 2006)
http://www.screenindia.com/fullstory.php?contenti@t42

% Rachel Dwyer, “Kiss or Tell? Declaring Love in HinFilms.” In Love in South Asia. A Cultural
History. Ed. Francesca Orsini (Cambridge: Cambridge UnitieBiess, 2006), 289-302. See also Mihir
Bose,Bollywood: A History 35 and Johan Manschot and Marijke de \Bshind the Scenes of Hindi
Cinema: A Visual Journey Through the Heart of Betipd (Amsterdam: KIT Publishers, 2005), 10 for
the argument that Indian films are characterisethbyforbidden display of flesh.

*1 According to Rachel Dwyer, the two most commonictims of lust and eroticism are the giving of
food and the tending of a wound. See Dwyer, “Kis§a@l?” 300.

*2 Sameer Chanda’s “Making @fmkard in Omkaraproduction notes.

*3 Desai, “Bollywood Abroad,” 117.
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Interestingly, although not a cross-over film asffisight, Vishal Bhardwaj' $1agbool
lampoons the Bollywood industry metatextually. Jiiké Duncan makes Macbeth
Thane of Cawdor for being crucial in expelling Negians from Scotland, Bhardwaj
turns Macbeth into a Bollywood ‘don,” in charge nfling the film business for
contributing to the disappearance of the rival gaegded by Mughal. The narrative
discourse in this way establishes a nexus betweslyvid>od and Mumbai criminal
underworld. The financing of films is also the na&di field of action. Given that
Mumbai is regarded as a city in which many deats ampromised on black money
and there was no film industry until the late 9@geculation was common in
Bollywood>* In 2000, for instance, the producer of the blocterChori Chori Chupke
Chupke(dir. Abbas Alibhai Burmawalla and Mastan Alibhaihawalla, 2000) was
arrested due to his alleged criminal implicatioh$he blackmails to Bollywood actors
are well illustrated inMaqgbool via the Bollywood actress who is threatened by
Maqgbool, and becomes Abba-ji's new heart-throb. @asions to the popular Indian
cinema industry do not merely concern Magbool drel dctress at the end, but also
Nimmi and Abba-ji. In one of the meetings at Abba-place, Kaka/Banquo wants
Nimmi to work in a movie directed by the best Baltyod directors (Karan Johar, Ram
Gopal Verma or Mani Ratnam). Yet, Abba-ji's angndacy look clearly implies his
dissatisfaction with Kaka’s comment, for “gangstieedieve that Bollywood is peopled
by the cheap and vulgar kind ghatiya”®® Just after Abba-ji watches the dance
performance, the corrupt policemen Pandit and Rurekall Abba-ji's wedding, in

which a murder was also committed. Using languagkfacial expressions of self-pity,

> Arjun Appadurai, “Spectral Housing and Urban Ckiag: Notes on Millennial Mumbai,Public
Culture12.3 (2000): 627-51.

> Philipp Hinz, “Shakespeare’s Dirty Business: RaegdiSigns and Controlling Looks in Vishal
Bhardwaj'sMagbool” Shakespeare Jahrbudd5 (2009), 158-175.

*% Trivedi, “Mak{ing]...Strange,” 3.
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Abba-ji/Duncan explains how his dear friend wasaasmated. In an interesting low-
angle shot, Inspector Pandit informs Magbool of &ljls implication in the crime, and
claims that if Abba-ji had not “been in the underldphe would have been in films;
what an actor he is.” Viewers are therefore pldoettie position of encountering a very
different reading of Shakespeare’s play regardingdan’s role. While in the original
text Duncan is a positive, benevolent charactehaAp — like Tsuzuki inThrone of
Blood — is a usurper himself. He has a violent past in which he achieves hisgrow
through the killing of the former leader. This idearries a very special connotation
because, just like Abba-ji had to eradicate theviptes gangster leader to enforce his
rule, Magbool has to do the same. This deed ipted as a ritual marking of a boss’s
cycle, and justifies Magbool’s violent act. Thetféitat Inspector Purohit tells the story
to Magbool reinforces the policemen’s manoeuvresha characters’ destiny, paring
down considerably the Shakespearean witches, whikciply predict, but are not
involved in the development of the action. The netal references to Bollywood
remark agaitMaqgbools cross-over dimension.

For Carolyn Jess-CookeMaqgbool can be read as a political venture for
Bollywood's inclusion in the global economy,” julite Omkara®® Yet, both movies
have also risen above their genre by means oftaresting and clever filmic hybridity;
a rich web of Eastern and Western intertexts. Afrarn the ‘Brandoesque’ style of
Abba-ji’'s voice and the overall spirit of Coppoldisst Godfather(1972) inMaqgbool
and closing stages based on Luc Bessban (1994), the moviés indebted to a well-

known tradition of Bollywood gangster movies, suh Ram Gopal Varma'Satya

®" See Hiroshi Yamamoto, “The Originality of Kurosasv@ihrone of Blood In Shakespeare in Japan: A
Publication of the Shakespeare YearhoBkls. Tetsuo Anzai, Soji lwasaki, Holger Klein aRdter
Milward SJ (Lewiston: The Edwin Mellen Press, 19995 for a detailed analysis of Tsuzuki (Duncan)’s
usurpation.

%8 Jess-Cooke, 178.
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(1998),Company(2002) or Mani Ratnam’slayakan(1987)°° Vishal Bhardwaj himself
admits on an interview having been strongly infleceshby Akira Kurosawa'$hrone of
Blood in the poetic flavour of the adaptatithBhardwaj's revelation of Kurosawa’s
Throne of Bloodas the source of real inspiration for his film a@ipn instead of the
original Shakespearean text in English simply doorates the complexity regarding the
appropriation of Shakespeare in Indian ciném@&mkara shares withMagbool the
majority of the intertexts, such as Francis Forgh@sa’'sThe Godfathe(1972) and the
Bollywood gangster moviesOmkara was interestingly made to resemble the
Hollywood dusty westerns of the 196Udn Macbetts and Othellds transposition to
modern India, they also follow in the footsteps@ilzar's Angoor(1981) — based on
The Comedy of Errors- which is considered the first Bollywood Shakespaa
appropriation. This generic hybridity shows how hék Bhardwaj manages to escape
the hegemony of Bollywood cinema, and does notylalodize’ his films to cater to a
diasporic audience of Indians as Ashish Rajadhyaksiggests, but rather, universalize
them to participate in the process of transnatismel® Rather than betraying an uneasy
relationship with the Shakespearean intertextshasptrevious Indian adaptations of
Shakespearean works in which Shakespeare was alwagknowledged, Bhardwaj's
oeuvre manages to insert Shakespeare successfully. Fmadhe, the use of
Shakespeare makes Bhardwaj expand the Bollywoodregemoving towards

transnational cinema.

%9 As Vishal Bhardwaj claims “any film that deals itriminal mafia, wherever it is, has to referTioe
Godfatherin some way.*® See Alter, 15.

% See Brahmanand Singh, "Interview with Vishal Blweafl" In Cinema in India(India: National Film
Development Corporation, 2003), 47.

%L Throne of Bloodvas also a crucial intertext in the Taiwanese atagt of Macbethentitled Kingdom

of Desire(1986). Just likeThrone of Bloots strongest influence oklagboolis Nimmi’'s pregnancy, the
Lady Macbeth character in the Taiwanese adaptatibiady Aoshu — is equally pregnant. Like Lady
Washizu inThrone of Bloodshe also instigates Aoshu to kill the Banquo atiar. See Levith, 109.

62 Omkaraproduction notes.

%3 Rajadhyaksha, 23-39.
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2. Displacement

Displacement is one of the main features of trat@mal cinema. For Elizabeth Ezra
and Terry Rowden, the displaced person “grounddrdresnational both thematically
and in terms of global awareness...loss and detaalitations are often represented
not as transnational states on the transnationg¢sts path to either transcendence or

tragedy, but instead as more or less permanenitimrsi"®*

This condition permeates
the identity of these people who are deterritaredi Although, traditionally,
displacement was associated with individuals whgrated from one place to another
and neither belonged to the site of birth or the sif settlement, Corinn Columpar
draws a parallelism between diasporic people anorigibals, who may feel as
displaced as migratory citizens within their owrtivea land®® In a similar note, the
transposition of Shakespearefdacbethto a Muslim milieu within a large Hindu
majority in India — and, by extension within thecmicosm of Mumbai — similarly
bespeaks displacement. Though set in a Hindu emvieat,Omkaraalso focuses on a
crisis of identity which is somehow internalizedaiimanifold of characters.

The local and global political dimension in whibtagboolis articulated makes
the audience question the movie’s incursion in Igl@mic world. The year prior to
Magbools release (2002) witnessed widespread religiants inh Gujarat, which caused

numerous deaths of both Hindus and MuslifiEhe movie also has to be understood in

the global context of the terrible attacks of 91 ivhich the image of the Muslims was

® Ezra and Rowden, 7.

% Corinn ColumparUnsettling Sights: The Fourth World Cinertilinois: Southern Illinois University,
2010). To read more about the traditional oppasibetween the site of birth and the site of settietn
see Francia, 191-219; Hall, 222-238.

% Prior to this year the Hindu-Muslim riots in Indigere quite frequent. A dispute of similar dimemsio
occurred in Ayodhya in 2002 when Hindus demolistiesl Babri Masjid (a well-known Mosque) to re-
build the site where Rama was supposed to havelii@en See chapter 4.
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severely damaget.“The deliberate effort to terrorize Muslims” is tnonly rooted in
these two recent historical events, but was rendykacreased by the Shiva Sena — the
right-wing political party in India — with a poweif media campaign of hatred and
rumour targeted at Muslims in order to enhance figere of the Hindu citizef®
Consistent in its national hysteria, the Shiva Serw@maged to ‘Hindusize’ the urban
space, and consolidated the archetype of Muslinmsvaslers, as the ‘Others.’

In tracing the interaction between Bollywood cinearal Muslims, it is often
forgotten that there has been no linear relatigmskiie portrait of Muslims has
undergone an evolution and transformation fromgragon to disappearance and even
‘demonization.’” In the post-partition era, the ggdgnre of Bollywood cinema entitled
Muslim social emerged with films likMughal-e-Azan(dir. K. Asif, 1960), and later
continued with other movies, such bBsnrao Jaan(dir. Muzaffar Ali, 1981). The
‘Muslim social’ basically touched upon the typigséues of Bollywood drama, such as
“love, marriage, family, festivals, customs, ritslbut within a Muslimmilieu.®®
Muslim culture became popular in Bollywood cinentae poetry of Urdu language,
tawaifs, nawabs and Moghul rulers were over-preserthe movies? In fact, the
important role Moghul rulers fulfilled during thent&colonial period and the post-
partition era in Bollywood movies has been expldogdra Bhaskar and Richard Allen
in their co-authored book entitléslamicate Cultures of Bombay CineftaVhile they
were “the symbols of power and repositories ofigeStduring the anti-colonial era,

during the Nehruvian era after Independence, “filel®wed them as symbols of

67 Karan Johar'sly Name is Kharfaka Mera Nam Khan HaR010) is a cinematic attempt to portray the
cruelties Muslims have to undergo, for they aredahtified with terrorists.

% Malhotra and Alagh, 649.

% Shvetal Vyas, “The Disappearance of Muslim SocialsBollywood.” Muslim and Non-Muslim
Understandingl.

O A tawaif was a courtesan girl, and a nawab wasia who belonged to the Moghul Empire.

™ Ira Bhaskar and Richard Allen (ed$sjamicate Cultures of Bombay Cinertidew Delhi: Tulika
Books, 2009).
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tolerance.*” However, the decline of Muslims in Bollywood cinarhecame common
in the 1990s and, even more after the inter-comineomalicts in Gujarat and the 9/11
incidents. Maidul Islam sheds light upon three peois in the representation/
stereotyping of Muslims in this periddFirst and foremost, in spite of the considerable
presence of Muslim actors, directors and lyricigt®re is an under-representation of
Muslims as main charactefs. The second problem Islam identifies is the
misrepresentation of Muslims, as either feudal ati@rs or violent agents. The anti-
Islamic stance can be seen in movies sudRagga(dir. Mani Ratnam, 1992f;hulam-e-
Musthafa(dir. Partho Ghoshl997),Dil Se(dir. Mani Ratnam, 1998Mission Kashmir
(dir. Vidhu Vinod Chopra, 2000) dBlack Friday(dir. Anurag Kashyap, 2004yhere
the Muslims are terrorists. According to Rustom Bicha, this negative stereotype of
Muslims is also reproduced iBombay(dir. Mani Ratnam, 1995), embedded into a
right-wing nationalist veif® The last problem the author notices is the disammee of
Muslims to promote secularism.

Magbool exposes strategically a minority which has recebtn ostracized
locally and globally. With an underworld framewotdagbool adds to the group of
movies that depict Muslims as villains. Shakespedvacbeth— tightly linked to the
specific location of Scotland — is rewritten in tinelian Islamicate cultur® Magbool's

characters are given typical Muslim names, such Magbool/Macbeth or

"2 Ziya Us Salam, “Culture on Camerdhe Hindu(January 29, 2009)
http://www.thehindu.com/arts/cinema/article9692@&.ec

3 Maidul Islam, “Imagining Indian Muslims: Lookinghfough the Lens of Bollywood Cinemdridian
Journal of Human Developmehi2 (2007): 403-422.

" The most famous Bollywood actors are Muslim: Aaktian, Shah Rukh Khan, Saif Ali Khan, Salman
Khan.

’® Bharucha, “In the Name of the Secular,” 136.

’® The dislocation of Scotland is common in film addisns ofMacbeth Courtney Lehmann precisely
explores the role of transnationalism and how @oatlis always somehow presentNtacbethfilm
adaptations, such as Bogdanov’'s film Scotland, PA See Courtney Lehmann, “Out Damned Spot:
DislocatingMacbethin Transnational Film and Media Culture,” in BurtdaBoose, 231-251.
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Jahangir/Duncaf’ In fact, as Anthony R. Guneratne notes, the naheanbir Khan has
very interesting connotations, alluding to the Malgemperor imprisoned by his son
Shah Jah” The story was first filmed by Sohrab Modi Rukar (1939), and became
the first Muslim social filn'? According to Carolyn Jess-Cooke, they even graehe
with ‘Salaam’ or ‘Khuda Hafiz* From the surma in Jahangir's eyes to clothes tewhi
tunics and caps (men) astladdaror head scarves (women) — food (basically ‘paan’),
architecture, gestures, decoration in the hous#s silver plates and photos of Mecca,

language (regionalized Urdu), accents or the diepiaf a “mujra” by Abba-ji's new

heartthrob, everything suggests the Muslim ethes [sg. 23 & 24).

Fig. 23 & 24.Examples of the depiction of the Muslim communityvagbool

At Magbools outset, the whole community recreates a typisimic ritual,
which consists of a trip to darga or Sufi temple, where a gawwali ghazal song — a
devotional song — is performed. There are two ‘rAnfbslamic prayer scenes) in
Magbool The first shot which concentrates on a ‘Namakésaplace after Nimmi’s and

Magbool's lovemaking scene. While in ShakespedwasbethLady Macbeth invokes

" Curiously enough, Magbool is played by a well-kmoMuslim actor (Irrfan Khan), whereas Nimmi is
played by the famous Muslim actress Tabu.

8 Anthony R. Guneratne emphasizes the wide-rangifigeince of the Moghul inheritance dtagbool
when Abba-ji even quotes the emperor’s lament. Gine, 71.

" As was mentioned in chapter two, Sohrab Modi diré¢he first Bollywood Shakespeare film entitled
Khoon Ka Khoor{1935).

8 Jess-Cooke, 183.
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the ‘spirits’ to give Macbeth the strength to Kiluncan, in Bhardwaj's movie, Nimmi
prays to Allah for the same purpose. The seconthaza scene occurs after Abba-ji’'s
murder. Vishal Bhardwaj's IndianMacbeth acquires an interesting — though
questionable — dimension when adapted to the Muslwwironment, and religion is
somehow associated with violerf@eln the course of action, just before Abba-ji's
assassination, the film adaptation addresses Wjirestother Muslim stereotype.
Challenged by Nimmi, Abba-ji makes his personalygord Usman drink alcohol —
forbidden in Islam — to prove Usman’s loyalty irorit of his whole gang. Poonam
Trivedi notes the presence of another crucial élichthe movie — the slaughter of a
goat — which helps the audience envisage Magbbalisicinations? The last Islamic
festivity depicted in the movie is Ramadan. Abba#id some members of his gang
explicitly claim the necessity to have peace ugitl ul-Fitr, which marks the end of the
Ramadan, but the promise is constantly brdRen.

At first sight, the movie seems to deploy Islanaipositive wayMagbooltones
towards secularization with the Hindu characterggiing in the Muslim religious
festivities with felicity. Whether in the Ramadanio the journey to th&ufitemple,
Kaka and Guddu intermingle with the Muslim commuynBesides, the film’s purpose
may be the criticism of corruption in politics india rather than the condemnation of a
marginal community, since, after all, the histofy Macbethin India is linked with

protests against the political system. For instakitpal Dutt’'sMacbeth(performed in

81 The paralellism between Vishal Bhardwaqgbooland Francis Ford Coppola&he Godfathecan
also be seen in the close link between religionaimde. The Godfather'slimax consists of a scene at a
church where a baptism is being celebrated. Atsdume time, a chain of cruel murders take place.
However,Magboolcan rather be influenced by Mani Ratnamiga(1992), in which the terrorist always
prays just before a violent action.

% Trivedi, “Mak{ing]...Strange.”

8 For an in-depth analysis of all the Muslim ritualsd festivities, see Aisha Khan, “Rites and Rigifts
Passage: Seeking a Diasporic Consciousné&agifural Dynamics: Insurgent Scholarship on Culture
Politics and Powef9.2/3 (July-November 2007): 141-164.
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1975 with other members of the Little Theatre Groughe folk tradition of ‘jatra’) has
to be understood as a protest play against the gemey period, characterised by Indira
Gandhi’s dictatorship and the growing control of tinafia. Lokendra Arambam’Bhe
Stage of Blood produced for the fiftieth anniversary of Indismépendence in 1997 —
was “conceived as a radical assertion of dissidafic€his free adaptation dflacbeth
aimed to complain about the anarchy in the statdariipur. Sudhaseel Sen claims that
the mise-en-scen Magbool— characterised by a nostalgic Urdu-speaking éligad
the portrait of Hindu criminals i@mkaracan also emphasize the positive depiction of
Muslims in the movié®

However, the extreme clichéd portrait of Muslims leagbool seems to
adumbrate an anti-Muslim subtext; Islam is usualgployed in a degrading and
negative way. The pivot of David Mason’s argumemthis article “Dharma and
Violence in Mumbai” is precisely the problematic weoin and out of Hindu/Muslim
communities inMagbool which resembles the Shakespearean plays’ “preferéor
Catholicism or the Church of Englan®. To begin with, there is a neat link between the
Islamic status quoand criminality, for all the main gangland chaeastare Muslims.
Called a “microcosm of India,” themise-en-scenén the movie is Mumbai, a
multicultural city in which violence is predomindfitWhen Abba-ji is asked to take
part in a drug business and he claims: “Mumbai yssweetheart, can't jilt her at this
age and settle down in Karachi or Dubai,” the finférence here is that Mumbai is the

homeland for Abba-ji, it isa chérie the “apple of his eye” where he is known as the

8 Trivedi, “It is the Bloody Business which Inforrii$us...,” 51.

% Sen, “Indigenizinglacbeth Vishal Bhardwaj'sMagbool”

8 David Mason, “Dharma and Violence in Mumbai.” Asian Shakespeares on Screen: Two Films in
PerspectiveSpecial issue, edited by Alexander C. Y. HuaBgtrowers and Lenders: The Journal of
Shakespeare and Appropriatidr2 (Spring/Summer 2009), 3.

87 See Archit Guha, “The Pariah’s Paradise: Examiriireg Causes of Migration in Colonial and Post-
Colonial Bombay,”Awaaz Journa®.2 (2010): 6-9.
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“Messiah of the minorities,” and he does not aingdato a host country where he is not
known and has no reputation as a “don.” But thisoisthe only implication. By uttering
such a sentence, Abba-ji also distances himsati ther terrorists like Chota Shakell
or Dawood Ibrahim, who had to run their businessnfrabroad. Dawood Ibrahim fled
India, and settled in Dubai, where he was in towith his henchmen by mobile phone.
According to Asha Kasbekar, until the 9/11 terroaitacks in the US, Dawood Ibrahim
remained untouchable in Duf8iHowever, he was declared a global terrorist byiBe
when his connection with Al-Qaeda was discoverdtw movie then seems to make an
association between Abba-ji and well-known Muslerradrists. Interestingly, there are
only four characters in the whole film adaptatiohieh are actively and openly Hindu:
the two corrupt policemen Pandit and Purohit (WBrehmin names and hair in
shikha3, and the Hindu counterparts of Banquo/Kaka amdide/Guddu & Malcolm.
Pandit and Purohit go beyond the spirit of Shakasge witches since they do not just
advance the action, but themanoeuvresre crucial for the film’s final resolution — ds i
they were Hindu minor deiti€s. The fact that they exercise the ultimate power
purportedly measures the extent of Hindu powerasent-day India. The discussion on
religion plays an even major role when talking abkaka/Banquo (one of the most
sympathetic characters in ShakespeaM&cbetl). In one of the best rewritings of
Shakespeare’'dramatis persongeKaka is the loyal friend (in fact, perhaps thdyon
loyal character, always trusting Magbool until gred). Banquo’s religion is revealed in
a powerful cinematic shot which depicts Banquo prguyn front of the Goddess Kali
(see Fig. 25). Immediately afterwards, he is kilkdidscreenThe film complicates even

more its religious vision via the character of Gud@n amalgam of Fleance and

% Kasbekar, 8.
8 According to David Mason, shikhas are “tufts ofr heft growing from the crown of the head as ansig
of Vaishnava devotion.” Mason, “Dharma and Violemc&umbai,” 2.
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Malcolm), who, interestingly, assumes a more viguasence irMagbool than his
Shakespearean counterpartsMacbeth From the beginning of the movie, Guddu is
reluctant to kill, as the powerful close-up shdt$oddu’s hands shaking while holding
the gun to assassin Boti show. Instead of murdeBioiyy Guddu makes him join their
gang. The rest of the visual images of Guddu expgose as a man in love with
Sameera, as a loving and caring son until he pldtsBoti to overthrow Magbool. The
film’s closing stages direct the audience’s gaza torucial, decisive medium shot of
Sameera and Guddu cradling Magbool's and Nimmits/bathough the film on several
occasions plays with the possibility of Abba-ji tie father — tenderly. Immediately
after this cinematic shot, the violent picture adtiBViacduff killing Magbool appears.
Ending in a circular movement, the movie implicitheclares that violence is at the
hands of Muslims, not only within the cinematicatisrse ofMagbool but also in the
world. While the Hindu citizen is not capable otBwiolence, the Muslim is, the film
hazardously seems to claim. In response to theudrdgstereotyping of Indians as
terrorists,Magbool appears to highlight the differences between the dceammunities
quite dangerouslyMaqgboolthen perfectly captures a displaced community ireem
marked by mobility and deterritorialization, butetcomplex portrait of Muslims in the
film unfortunately contributes to the perpetuatiohtheir marginalization. The film
defines the Indian nation “as having experiencedstéiime trauma and thus as belonging
to that select group of nations who stand in ogjosito and in threat of being
terrorized, for their liberal democratic models, fuapndamentalist terrorist group3.”
With the construct of the Muslims as the ‘Othertddly and globally speaking, the

movie contributes to the representation of traursatransnational. Shakespeare is

0 Thakur in Mehta and Pandharipande, 89.
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adapted and acknowledged within India when the eé®ths no longer British

imperialism, but the Muslim communitiJagbooldangerously seems to indicate.

Fig. 25.This image of Banquo in front of the Goddess Kalpérhaps the clearest reference to his religion.

Although Shakespeare@thello constructs displacement via ra€mkaradoes
not map the paradoxes of displacement accordimgd®, but according to other issues.
Othello has broken ground in the different periods in whidmas been performed, and
has acquired a political dimension. As early a$4848, Othello was played by a black
character, generating a great expectation in tdetmilieu. In the well-known film
Shakespeare Wallafdir. James Ivory, 1965), it is precisely while t8bakespeareana
troupe is performingOthello that the audience is distracted with the entrarica o
Bollywood actress named Miss Manjula. The presearice white actor performing the
role of a black character cannot attract the visivattention in an independent India.
Quite recently, Shakespear&dhello has witnessed a plethora of stage adaptations in
different traditional Indian performance modésThe Kathakali Othello (1996) and

Roysten Abel’dn Othello (2002), which freely relies upon the Kathakali danitama,

1 Nandi Bhatia, “Different Othello(s) and Contenso®pectators: Changing Responses in India,”
Gramma: Journal of Theory and Criticish5 (2007): 155-174. Special Issue S®imkespeare and
Worldwide Audiencefor an intellectually stimulating discussion on th@48 production of Othello in
Calcutta, the fictionalized representatiorSimakespeare Wallathe Kathakali version am@mkara
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are clear epitomes of this traditidiThis latter film adaptation uses an Othello wha is
native villager. The filmmaker constantly alludesthe clear colour difference that
marks his Othello, if he is compared with the sthe characters, especially the white
Anglophone lago. The ostensible rejection towaat® lin Vishal Bhardwaj'®mkara—
only mentioned at the beginning with referencesthie colour of Omkara by
Indu/Emilia — is certainly awkward in “the post @/inilieu that is marked by racial
tensions in the Wesf® Nevertheless, Bhardwaj's choice of skating ovés thsue is
compensated enough in the depiction of some afhasacters.

Omkaraoverdoes displacement through Omkara, Kesu, Larigalldy and Indu.
While Othello is black in the Shakespearean plapverting himself into an outsider,
Omkara is a half high-caste Brahmin in an environimi@ which the rest of the
characters — Bhaisaab/Duncan, Dolly/Desdemona,/Kessio and even Langda/lago —
are fully-fledged Brahmins. Omkara had an outcast¢her and a Brahmin father, as
Dolly’s father — Raghunath Mishra, the Bhaisaalb\wyer — reminds the audience: ‘I
considered you a Brahmin and forgot that only oal (of you) is Brahmin; the other
comes from that low caste kanjri (prostitute).” Cars half-caste identity diminishes
his authority, whereas his identity as a Brahmujtieizes his power. Interestingly,
Keshav Uppadhyay’s nickname is ‘firangi’, which dégs his foreignness. According
to Lalita Pandit Hogan, the word ‘firangi’ is redat to the British heritage, linking
closely English culture and colonialism, but alemmotes those ‘westernized’ Indians
in present-day Indi& The film explicitly states that this Indian Casg&drom the city.
His modern attire — with shirts, woollen vests, woout trousers and Ray-ban

sunglasses — his constant image in a motor cydémnfluency in English highlight his

92 Kathakali is a dance drama typical from Keralatki@ south of India).
% Bhatia, “Different Othello(s) and Contentious Sja¢ars: Changing Responses in Indil71.
% Hogan, 55.
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westernization. His command in the English languigexploited on two interesting
occasions. At the outset of the movie — when theygd Dolly’s father visits Omkara’s
place after Omkara’s ‘abduction’ of his daughterKesu speaks English, and is
criticised, and even punched by one of the men ofRaghunath Mishra’s garigThe
other crucial episode in which his English accemiroved is when he teaches Dolly the
Stevie Wonder song “I just want to say | love yodi% English pronunciation is better
than Dolly’s. Kesu epitomises the typical desi ard(NRI), who is rather westernized.
Langda/lago equally exemplifies displacement. Ftombeginning, he seems loyal to
Omkara, for whom he has been working fifteen yeldmvever, Omkara chooses Kesu
over Langda as the next chief lieutenant — bahubtdi attract his political supporters —
University students. Langda differs significanthprh Shakespeare’s lago, since he is
not a character of motiveless malignity. Before teeemony, Rajju/Roderigo arouses
expectations in Langda as the next bahubali. Heemdkm wear sunglasses, and
together sing “Langda, bahubali.” During the onestr ceremony, the camera cleverly
focuses on Langda’s face when Omkara makes Keswetttechief lieutenant; his anger,
hurt and disbelief are extremely well conveyed layf @&li Khan. The moment which
posits even more complexity and promotes Langdesplacement is when he has to
inform Bhaisaab’s supporters of the choice of Kasuhe next bahubali. In spite of the
fact that Omkara tells Bhaisaab that Langda witlenstand the situation, he never dares
to explain his choice to him. After the ceremongngda shatters his own reflection in a
looking-glass, and crowns himself bahubali with dwen blood, by putting &lak on his

forehead. Such visual images have a clear twodtktt. On the one hand, Langda is

% Mr. Mishra is Dolly’s father.
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depicted as a much more sympathetic lago. On ther dtand, his exclusion from the
political group highlights his marginalization.

The characters of Dolly/Desdemona and Indu/Emite @early displaced in
Bhardwaj'sOmkara ° Both had to abandon their homes in order to bé Winkara
and Langda; their homes stand for the homeland e®lsethe fictional city in the
heartland of Utter Pradesh where they live withirtigartners stands for the host
country. Brahmin as Dolly’s family is, their amloitis and aspirations for Dolly’s future
clash with her own intentions of being with a gaegsince the family’s reputation
would be lost’ Her migration consciously reflects a paradox; dieplacement is both
voluntary and forced because it is implied thabiider to be with Omkara, return to her
family is impossible. “We renounce our homes andkwato your lives with bare
empty hands. We are regarded as disloyal soonerdlyal” states Indu referring to the
complex situation of women. Thus, the female disphaent is enhanced when the
woman marries someone her family does not apprévdndike Shakespeare®thello
which is anchored to the marginalization of its melaracter via race — turning him in
the only outsider — Vishal Bhardwaj's film adaptatiplays with this issue, portraying a
whole society — instead of a character — which ispldced. Displacement is the
foundation for the relationships MagboolandOmkarg confronting the audience with
the current deterritorialization of communities am era marked by mobility. As

displacement is one of the most important charsties of transnationalism,

% The reference we find iMagboolto this issue of female displacement from home wivemen get
married or become mistresses is the following gisseuttered by Nimmi at the moment when she feels
she is going to be replaced by a new mistress:afiigih has got a new mistress, how can | face going
home? Everyone knows I'm Jahangir's mistress. Hédadisgusting with his clothes off, must be my
father’s age.”

" According to James MillThe History of British IndialLondon: J. Madden; Piper, Stephenson and
Spence, 1858) there are four varnas or castesndusociety: Brahmins (priests, scholars and teaghe
Kshatriya (warriors and rulers), Vaisya (tradergriaulturists and merchants), and Sudra (workers or
servants). Brahmins were members of the priesdigscin the Hindu Varna system and of the highest
caste in the caste system of Hindu society.
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Bhardwaj’'s adaptations confirm the need to targetaasnational community rather

than simply a post-colonial society.

3. Mobility

At the beginning of Vishal Bhardwaj®lagbool (2003), the construction of a religious
pilgrimage to adargaor Sufi temple functions to evoke mobility (see.F2§). Massive
migrations of people underpin the dispersion ofdnd throughout history, especially in
contemporary society. The montage scenes combining the dispersion ofrriaim
characters (Nimmi/Lady Macbeth, Abba-ji/Duncan, Magl/Macbeth) with those of
the Muslim inhabitants of Mumbai going to the Sefinple dissolve into one another to
allude to a metaphorical concept of diaspora. FobiiR Cohen, the most important
features of being diasporic involve the distancamfrthe homeland and a difficult
relationship with the country of settleméntHowever, migration is not limited to the
diasporic community, but has a ubiquitous quahtyiworld in which large numbers of
people are on the move (ethnoscap®sps Richard Burt claims, the “very mobility
and hybridity extends well beyond diasporic migreoinmunities, particularly when it
comes to transnationalized cinemd¥.” As migration is the epitome of
transnationalism, the films’ absorption of it — tlefigious pilgrimage iMagboolis but
one example — simply echoes its importance in maialture and society. Mobility

plays a crucial role in Vishal Bhardwajéaqbool(2003) andOmkara(2006).

% Danny Boyle’s filmSlumdog Millionaire(2008) also deals with the topic of migration. Ertd factors
force the hero Jamal Malik (starring Dev Pateljntove continuously from one place to another to find
kind of “umbilical cord” location. Since their mathHs death, Salim and Jamal Malik struggle to earn
living. Their journey throughout India commences aitrain to veer then towards the Taj Mahal and
finally to Mumbai, which is also regarded as a eityere to pursue dreams.

% Cohen, 20.

190 AppaduraiModernity at Large

01 Byrt, “Shakespeare and Asia in Postdiasporic Cash?87.
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Figure 26lourney to the Sufi temple Magbool

Although already in Shakespearé4acbeththe location is shifted from the
military camp, to Inverness and to Macbeth’s housEgbool constantly meets
transnationalism and multilocal identities. In tfiscovery of a migratory area, the city
of Mumbai is glimpsed as a “host city” where thdiam community travels to look for
more job opportunities, as if it were the “MumbaieBm” when they do not attempt to
pursue the “American dream.” The mise-en-scéne ha movie is Mumbai, a
multicultural city in which violence is predominaiMagboolfollows in the footsteps of
previous films of Indian cinema lik®liss Frontier Mail (dir. Homi Wadia, 1936pr
Satya(dir. Ram Gopal Varma, 1998), which equally focustbis metropoli$®® The
experience of ‘going to Bombay,” to the metropolis,an allegory of the current
movements to other locations.

Yet, the film narrative constantly teases the autkeregarding movement, and
interestingly calls more than one location ‘hortf&.In the middle of the movie, when

Abba-ji is informing about his new resort in Maiug, Miyan Magbool proposes a

102 prasad, 85.
103 3ess-Cooke, 177.

217



Chapter 6: Transnational Shakespeare

candidate to be banished there — Guddu (FleanceViahcblm), for he has a secret
affair with Sameera. Instead of being taken neghtjvthe migration to Mauritius is
most welcome, especially by Abba-ji, who calls Manla swamp, and considers
necessary for his daughter and future son-in-lawnigrate to Mauritius. If Mumbai
was regarded before as Abba-ji's sweetheart, henekefit now as a swamp. The
peculiarity of this statement lies in the parodgameling his view of Mumbai, which is
certainly not as idyllic as it could be imagineddre. Besides, the wedding attempt
between Sameera and Guddu takes place at a digyedif from Mumbai. Given that
Gabriel Sheffer considers elderly people from Sganda, Britain and Germany who
establish in southern countries such as Spain taig &s another type of diasporic
citizens, this temporary migration to another ciéy also be interpreted as forming part
of the diasporic phenomend®. When Miyan Magbool is worried about his life near
the end of the movie, he takes his passport andrigrio flee Mumbai, and establish
in a different city, though Nimmi's madness makegpossible Magbool's escape.
Hence, it could be contended tihagbooldoes not revolve around one single location,
but sheds light upon multilocal identities.

Following the path of Shakespearegdhello where characters move from
Venice to Cyprus, migration also works as an imgaridevice inOmkara Omkards
backdrop is very different from Maqgbool’s, for tNMeumbai metropolis is substituted by
a Wild West location. For those who are not familsath Uttar Pradesh — where the
film is in fact set — themilieu may resemble that oBlackboards (dir. Samira

Makhmalbaf, 2000) or other transnational films witimerant characters in a sort of

104 Sheffer, 85.

218



Chapter 6: Transnational Shakespeare

Wild West landscap®” In fact, the filmmaker's decision not to choospratotypical
and recognisible Indian setting — as he diMegboolwith Mumbai — manages to open
up the possibilities of mobility and itineracy, ftre backdrop could be no one and
everyone’s land.

Means of transport inMagbool and Omkara also operate to show the
prominence of mobility. Objects like cars, vans,tonbikes and lorries have multiple
significations attached to them; their presenca $ort of homage to migration so that
the audience feels in continuous movement througiibea films’ narrative. The
numerous close-up shots of objects show their fsoginice, so, it is quite likely to focus
the attention on them, rather than on people. Miites play a crucial role i@mkara
being driven by Rajju and by Kesu/Cassio. Suclhés tpresence that Kichlu — starring
Pankaj Tripathy — uses a motorbike to commit thedauof Bhaisaab/Duke of Venice
while he is in a car, the implication being thaee\an assassination can take place in
motion. Likewise, cars and lorries also have a uibogs presence, the latter
interestingly used to commit murders. At the stdilagbool the camera zooms into a
lorry where a rival gangster is going to be kill&thile Shakespearelacbethstarts
with the witches talking, Vishal Bhardwaj'$lagbools opening constructs the
witches/corrupt policemen as active and violentnégien the course of the action.
Omkards outsetconcentrates on the centrality of male authoritsough Omkara
threatening members of a rival gang in a lorrythiis connection then, both films argue

that images with means of transport impulse movernethe celluloid.

195 The film Blackboardsdeals with itinerant Kurdish teachers carrying kkamards to look for students
in the hills.
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Arjun Appadurai refers to the global configuratioof technology as
‘technoscapes®® Omkaras meticulous focus on technology for narrative pmses
capitalizeon a successful formula, seen for instanddamlet(dir. Michael Almereyda,
2000), in which important information is learnt @iv. Technology makes its first
appearance in the form of MMS clips on a mobile nEhaised to blackmail a rival
gangster. Then, Bhaisaab’s election party is awed V. Rajjo/Roderigo is watching it,
but oddly enough, when the name of the next bahuba@oing to be announced, the
connection breaks down. Visually speaking, thisneces very successful, and even
extends the narrative of its Shakespearean cowantdgy the connection problem leads
Rajjo to imagine Langda as the next bahubali, afldmes Langda’s ‘fire’ for power.
Re-writing Shakespearean tragedy successfully, flmophones are used where
Shakespeare employed eavesdroppifif.’At Omkards closing stages, Langda
reasserts himseih his accusation of Dolly’s affair with Kesu by ares of mobile
phone text$? The back and forth text messages confuse Omkadacantribute to his
growing jealousy. Hence, technology is prolific\iishal Bhardwaj’s film adaptations.
At an age which “is indeed the age of the refugie displaced person, mass
immigration,” we are positioned not so much as tgiecs of this transnational
phenomenon characterised by internal mobility, kat direct participants, agents

involved in the proces¥?

19 AppaduraiModernity at Large

197 philip French, “OmkaraThe Observe¢Sunday 30 July 2006)
http://www.guardian.co.uk/film/2006/jul/30/philignch2/print

1% Thjs tradition of using mobile phones when Shakesp used eavesdropping can also be sednctt
Ado About Nothingn the BBCShakespeare Retoidini-series when Claudio is constantly fooled about
Hero's infidelity by means of texts.

199 Edward Said, “Reflections on Exile@Grantal13 (Autumn 1984): 159.

220



Chapter 6: Transnational Shakespeare

4. Distribution and reception
“As the Indian diaspora worldwide is growing anchsoming more movies across a
greater number of platforms than ever before,” $ilane more and more addressing this
audience, and also an international audience irir tiransnational aim5 The
distribution and reception of Vishal BhardwaMagbooland Omkarasimply confirm
these new target audienc®$agboolopened at Toronto Film Festival, and was received
as the “new wave Shakespear@rhkarafollows this trend. Distributed in India by the
producers oBandit Queen(dir. Shekhar Kapoor, 1994) Kaleidoscope Entert@inin
Maqgbool was distributed internationally by Videovision Eméénment. The chief
executive of the company Anant Singh claimed Matibools universal appeal made
the movie their safe bet abrodd.“We have been distributing Bollywood movies in
South Africa for over fifteen years and we haverbé&mking for an Indian film to
launch internationally and we feel that Magbool fgasat potential,” uttered Anant
Singh, with the clear conviction dflagbool being the right choict?? Omkards
distribution company is Eros Entertainment, whigmaunces itself as having the
biggest Bollywood hits and as the one in chargeéaking them to the non-resident
Indians, albeit they sometimes do Hollywood filnes fndia. Eros Entertainment is a
vertically integrated company, whose business esntm the release of 20-25 new
movies a year, and the maintenance of a libragvef 1300 titles includiniylain Hoon

Na (Farah Khan, 2004) arféiaheli (dir. Amol Palekar, 2005)** Kaleem Aftab and Brij

1191 iz Shcackleton, “India Inc Extends its Global ReA Screen International637 (21 March 2008),

14.

1 Anant Singh, “Videovision Acquires Magbool Distifion Rights,” Africa Film and TV38 (1
November 2003): 14.

12 bid.

113 |nterestingly, Eros Entertainment and Sony PictiEatertainment have co-invested in certain Indian
movies. While Sony Pictures will distribute themtive US market, Eros will focus on the distributian
other international territories. See “Sony and EKiadi plan,” Screen International612 (21 September
2007): 5.
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V. Lal corroborate that Eros Entertainment relipem the distribution of the popular
Bollywood extravaganzas: Interestingly enough, its exploration of non-ttamial
international markets such as Europe and South-Bagt has been quite recent.
According to Sunil Lulla, Eros’ Managing Directawhat prompted Eros to distribute
Omkarainternationally was the star cast, its universgleg, the music, and the love
story!*® Although Shakespeare is not even once mentionddiliy, he may be another
reason, for “Shakespeare sells” abrb®dn any case, the distribution modes employed
in Vishal Bhardwaj’s films make a powerful impressiof the importance of a market
which covers much more than the nation-state.

The ethos of how Vishal BhardwajMagbooland Omkarahave been received
has not been conditioned by the budget employeth ¥Wbudget of 3,00,00,000 rupees,
Bhardwaj expectetflagboolto “have a crossover appeal in America and EnglaHd.
In fact, he showed his conviction that the entineldet would be recovered from sales
overseas, and the earnings in the domestic mardeithjust be an additional benefit
The reviews aMagbools premiere in film magazines such Bsde Guideor Screen
International equally highlight the movie’'s appeal to the inggintsia, non-Indian
westerners and the international film festivalfieathan the “hoi polloi* Obviously,

the implication of these reviews is that the audeewatching this movie cannot be safe

114 Aftab, 95 and Brij V. Lal, 102.

115 The star cast includes Saif Ali Khan as Langdaylfag he was a big appeal abroad after his enormous
success in movies suchtdam Tum(dir. Kunal Kohli, 2004).

See “Interview to Sunil Lulla,” Screen India (30" November 2009). Available online
http://www.screenindia.com/old/print.php?contentid090

118 Emma FrenchSelling Shakespeare to Hollywood. The Marketingilofied Shakespeare Adaptations
from 1989 into the New Millenniu@iertfordshire: University of Hertfordshire Pre2606), 17.

7 |nterview with Vishal Bhardwaj by Arthur J. Paé¥! November 2003, 1 in rediff.com.

118 |ndu Mirani, Interview to Vishal Bhardwaj “The MigsPlays On,”Cinema in India3.3 (Jan/March
2004): 22.

19«Magbool,” Trade Guides0.17 (31 January 2004), 5 and Brunette, 30.
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from high culture®® Omkaras budget was higher thaMagbools. Trade Guidés
reviews similarly shed light upa@mkaras international flavor. The numerous doses of
Mumbai dialect, the high pricing, slow pacing ahd Shakespearean plot, violence and
tragic ending are some of the arguments providethi® fact that this movie is another
vehicle designed to target a different audience.

The box-office figures verify the initial impressi® and the filmmaker’s
intentions. In spite of Amrita Sen’s claim thafldgbool succeeds in the domestic as
well as the international markets,” the truth iattim its first week in Indiayiagbooldid
not make an impression with 22,74,376 box-officeereies in Mumbai — where the
profits in the whole of India were expected to be highest?! The international market
was a different case altogether, whédagbool found a very easy niché@Omkara
follows the path oMagbool While Bhardwaj's second Shakespearean film adaptati
had a very poor opening in India — slightly betiemultiplexes — and equally poor nett
gross (23,89,00,000 rupees), it had an enormoesnational responsé? The movie
grossed about 425.000 dollars in North Americahmeé¢ days and was number ten in
the UK along with Hollywood movies lik€ars, Pirates of the Caribbear Superman
returns The screen average for UAE was terrific — 11878&hd for Australia — 4940
dollars™®® With an initial outlay of 4.4 million dollars, thélm earned more than

789.694 dollars from box-office revenues. Both nesvihen have gained international

approval, and have been screened at internatidnalféstivals, such as the Toronto

120 5ee Rachel Dwyer, “Bollywood Bourgeoisitlia International Centre Quarterl$3 (2007): 228 for
the same assertion thdagboolandOmkaraseem to be aimed at educated audiences.

121 5en, Magbooland Bollywood conventions.”

For the box-office figures, ségade Guide50.17 (31 January — 7 February 2004), 7.

122 SeeTrade Guides2.44 (3" August 2006), 8.

123 seeTrade Guides2.44 (August 2006).
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Film Festival Magboo) or the Cannes Film FestivdDinkarg. They can be considered
successful attempts “to push the boundaries of certial Hindi cinema***

In her article “Shakespeare in Bollywood? Vishal aBlwaj's Omkarg”
Susanne Gruss broaches the different approachibe tmovie by Western and Indian
critics since the former considered that the mawas too Bollywood, whereas the latter
were irritated by its departure from Bollywood centions.'*> However attractive her
assertion is, nowhere in the article does she naneeof the reviewers or the film
magazines where she found the information. To pttreeveracity of this assertion,
different Indian and British reviews @mkarahave been analysed. Aditi Tandon, an
Indian journalist who works fofribune Indig finishes his review saying that it is in the
end when “you wish Bhardwaj had cheated on Shakespe little. The ‘desi’ version
of ‘Othello’ could well have ended with a ‘baraa(4 Hindu wedding processiotff.
The breaking of the conventional Bollywood mouldspecially the tragic ending — has
equally been mentioned by Sidharth SriniviaAlthough Srinivasa’s review is
characterised by its constant praise of Vishal BWwaj's Omkarg he concludes by
remarking his preference of Akira Kurosawa’'s Shpkesean film adaptations, as if
they were more ‘authentic’ or more ‘Asian.” Condem the British reviews of
Bhardwaj's Omkarg they certainly discuss the ‘Bollywood excesséxr instance,

Demetrious Matheou mentions that “it's rum whenoldgeaks into a song-and-dance

124 SeeTrade Guides2.44 (August 2006).
125 Gruss, 235.

126 Tandon.

127 Srinivasa, 13.
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number.*?® This new and seemingly revolutionary Shakespeardem adaptation
provokes different reactions depending on the natity of the critics-*

The analysis of the reviews also indicates the atrnomplete disappearance of
Shakespeare and Shakespearean characters in e ledews. Common in all these
reviews is to explore the performances of the ciiat, the music, lyrics, and costumes,
but the adaptatioper seplays second fiddle. Surprisingly, when explainmigo plays
who, the Indian critics avoid mentioning the narobthe Shakespearean characters. For
example, in “Vishal dares to indigenise ‘OthelloAditi Tandon claims that Saif Ali
Khan is the “evil maker,” Vivek Oberoi “the diehalalyalist” and Konkona Sen “the
conscience keeper,” as if Indian audiences were faptiliar with the dramatis
personae™® A review of Omkara which appears inTrade Guideis even more
representative of this tradition of referring t@ ttharacters by the actors and actresses’
names. This is illustrated when the reviewer meastithe sequence in which “Saif tries
to poison Ajay’s mind against Kareena and Vivék. The review pushes further the
concern with audiences having difficulties to diggbakespeare, and refers to the stars’
names, which are part and parcel of the Indiangaaes’ lives. In spite of the still

reluctance to allude to Shakespeare in the Indarews, bothMagbooland Omkara

are epitomes of this new wave of Shakespeare ia.lithe distribution modes and box-

128 Demetrios Matheou, “OmkaraThe Independer80" July 2006)_http://www.independent.co.uk/arts-
entertainment/films/reviews/omkara-nc-409924.html

129|n a similar note, Alexander Huang mentions therigsting case dfhe Banquedir. Xiaogang Feng,
2006) which was also criticized by Chinese crifimsbeing too ‘Westernised’ and not Chinese enough.
See Alexander Huang, “Asian Shakespeares in Eufeqpen the Unfamiliar to the Defamiliarised.” In
The Shakespearean International Yearbdeds. Graham Bradshaw, Tom Bishop, Ton Hoenselaats a
Clara Calvo (2008), 55.

130 Tandon.

¥ Trade Guides2.43 (24" July 2006): 3.
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office figures confirm Vishal Bhardwaj's movies ailge perfect examples of Hindi-

language films which “are becoming more palatablglobal audiences-*

Conclusion

As Douglas Lanier, Susanne Gruss and Nishi PulbgutaimMagbooland Omkara
do not follow the trajectory of previous Bollywo&@hakespearean adaptations such as
1942: A Love Storydir. Vidhu Vinod Chopra, 1004) ddombay(dir. Mani Ratnam,
1995) for which Shakespeareasuvrewas immediately connected with the colonial
discoursé?® At the same time, they also depart from Bollywd®ltakespearean off-
shoots likeBobby(dir. Raj Kapoor, 1977)Betaab(dir. Rahul Rawail, 1983Qayamat
Se Qayamat Takdir. Mansoor Khan, 1988) or evdnil Chahta Hai (dir. Farhan
Akhtar, 2001) in which Shakespeare was constamistéred, undone and refreshed or
appeared as a cultural icon. Vishal Bhardwaj's dilare also elaborated to move away
from other interesting, considerably acclaimed gctg such aB Othello (dir. Roysten
Abel, 2002) in which Shakespearean presence idetdiftly mediated®* What
Magbooland Omkaraendeavor to experiment with is the extent to wisttakespeare
can be constructed as a transnational icon.

According to Sidharth SrinivasaQ'karais a Hindi film which is truly ahead
of its time,” but,Magboolis equally transgressiV&> The constant transformation and

expansion of Bollywood conventions in both filmsaviailed marriage spectacles,

132¢India on Parade,Screen International596 (11" May 2007): 28.
133 anier, 109; Gruss, 235; Pulugurtha, 111.

134 Burnett,Filming Shakespeare in the Global Marketplat87.

1% Srinivasa, 15.
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awkward song-and-dance sequences, the on-scregnifpof flesh, the tragic endings
and the mixture of several cinematic genres andrtexts alert the viewers that
Magbool and Omkara are pieces of fledgling cinema. According to Hamdficy,
“loneliness is an inevitable outcome of transnatliy, and it finds its way into the
desolate structures of feeling and lonely diegetiaracters**® Thus, perhaps the most
forceful iteration of the transnational dimensi@nde seen in the curious and complex
displacement showed Maqgboolby means of its depiction of an Islamic community.
Marginalized globally and locally after the 9/11rrteist attacks and the Gujarat
incidents, the presence of the Muslim communityMagbool is to say the least
suspicious.Magbool and Omkarare-configure and re-articulate the Bollywood genre
and broaden it. Considered the first acknowledgedly®ood Shakespearean
adaptations at first sight, it is to say the leasprising that they defy the norms of so-
called Bollywood cinema. In this new wave of Shaessean interpretation and
appropriation in India, Shakespeare is not the ‘caanibalized,” but the cinematic
genre which aims to adapt it; quite unconsciouSiakespeare makes Bhardwaj

universalize Bollywood.

1% Hamid Naficy qtd. in Ezra and Rowden, 7.
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lll. BEYOND BOLLYWOOD
Chapter 7: Parodying Bollywood, Parodying Shakespea:

Deepa Mehta’sBollywood/Hollywood

“I'm n@tning to my first love.” He held up his book.
“Englisiterature at its finest. You've heard of
Williaghakespeare. Yes, even a girl from Gouripur

has heard of Shakespeare.”

During this episode in Monica Ali'8rick Lane Chanu Ahmed — the Bangladeshi
protagonist — shows his admiration for Shakespearevell as Shakespeare’s world-
wide appeal, as he assumes that even his wife Nazeegirl from a village in India —
must have heard of Shakespeare. Later on in tlsisaga, Chanu recites frdrichard

I, and becomes invested in nostalgic enthusiasi8HakespeareThis episode is quite
revealing. On the one hand, Chanu’s condescengiedantic attitude seems to be
determined by his knowledge of highbrow culture, Shakespeare. Throughout the
novel, he criticizes the uneducated Bangladeshsezawho have migrated to England,
and distinguishes himself from these NRIs. Chanes@ct replications of some

Shakespearean fragments evoke British colonial aguc in India in which

! Chanu,Brick Lanés protagonist talking to his wife Nazeen. Monicd, Brick Lane (New York:
Scribner, 2003), 70.

%2 These are the fragments Chanu quoteBrick Lane O! that | were as great/ As is my grief, or lesser
than my name,/ Or that | could forget what | haeery/ Or not remember what | must be noRichard

Il 3.3: 136-139). “Mine eyes are full of tears, | sahsee:/ And yet salt water blinds them not somuc
But they can see a sort of traitors here./ Naltufn my eyes upon myself, | find myself a traitaith the
rest” (Richard 114.1: 246-250).
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memorization by rote of well-known Shakespeareartegts was compulsory.
However, it turns out that his apparexpertisein English literature and other fields is
always exaggerated. On the other hand, the episodéains a very stimulating
argument regarding Shakespeare according to whelnigh-brow icon is challenged.
Chanu’s quotations frorRichard Il are interestingly cut by his wife’s worldly thought
and actions, such as the grooming of Chanu’s nase Mazeen refuses to accept and
swallow the specific readings of Shakespeare’'sstbyt Chanu. Thus, apart from the
traditional view of Shakespeare adopted by ChBnigk Laneintrinsically incorporates

a parody of Shakespeare intermingling the quotatiivom Richard Il with earthly
pursuits and material conditions. Rather than & ‘figure, Shakespeare becomes an

object of experimentation in the novel.

If in the pursuit of Shakespeare rick Lane irony is always present,
Shakespeare enjoys a similar fate in Deepa MelBal/wood/Hollywood(2002), a
film in which his plays are admired and parodiedhst same time. Like Chanu, the
identity of the grandmother in the movie seems veugh constructed via Shakespeare.
Yet, she rejects to acknowledge the Shakespeamanes Distancing from Meehta’s
early worksFire (1996),Earth (1998) and the unfinished/ater, Bollywood/Hollywood
is conceivedas a fusion project — an Indio-Canadian producti@and, as such, mirrors
other crossover movies likdonsoon Weddingdir. Mira Nair, 2001) oBend It Like
Beckham(dir. Gurinder Chadha, 2002)Although the “dream of the crossover is yet to

happen,Bollywood/Hollywoodvas released at a time in which these hybrid fivese

% Waterwas finished in 2005. Mehta in fact began shootiregyfilm in February 2000. However, due to
the endless death threats by protesters durings¢heof Water, Mehta finally had to shut down the
production and could only finish the movie in 20dee Sean Davidson, “Bollywood/Hollywood in
Toronto International Film FestivalPlayback Supplement Toront® September 2002): T23.
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“making inroads into the Indian markét.The mélangeof aesthetics, traditions and
dynamics has the decisive effect of paying tribamel parodying Bollywood, at the
same time that it recalls Hollywood dynamics to dnavwider audience. With her own
crossover cosmopolitanism — being born in India, lmought up in Canada — Deepa
Mehta aims to appeal with her movies to more Wastaudiences. However,
Bollywood/Hollywooddoes not simply conform to a superficial mixturetditions,
but engages with Shakespeare in the process. The roorrelates Shakespeare and
Bollywood extensively thanks to the first-generatimmigrant Shakespearean-spouting

matriarch.

This chapter then examines the ways in which Deejdehta’s
Bollywood/Hollywoodappropriates Shakespeare. It takes as a premisdehehat the
movie both pays homage and parodies Bollywood drak&peare. Given that Deepa
Mehta's ‘extravaganza’ explores the Bollywood aests, the film gains accidental
additional knowledge on Shakespeare. The firsti@eaf this chapter highlights the
portrait of the stereotypes of the diasporic comityuim Deepa Mehta'$Bollywood/
Hollywood The second section entitled identity touches oniskae that while first
generation immigrants seem to have constructed ithetities thanks to Shakespeare —
having been educated in a colonized country — tmtities of second and third
generation individuals are influenced by Bollywodrd diasporic communities, the two
independent — though mutually imbricated — subjé8isakespeare and Bollywood)
contribute to the formation of their personalitidde third section focuses on the

different kinds of hybridity present in the movieof film genres, of Shakespearean

* Rachel Dwyer in JohnnWinter, “Bombay Breakoutiie Guardian Friday Reviegl2 December 2003):
11 andTrade Guide49.14 (4 January 2003): 10.
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texts, and even of traditions regarding the undedihg of the Shakespeareaeuvre
This section will demonstrate that a diasporic cwe like Deepa Mehta recycles the
Shakespearean texts as filtered through the Bobtigmgenre. Given that Bollywood
cinema refuses to acknowledge the Shakespeareaioestaxts, the grandmother in
Mehta’s movie (mis)quotes him and is unable to leite. The myth of Shakespeare ‘the
icon’ in Occident is smoothing the path for a ‘Skgpeare’ that has transcended his

British heritage.
1. Clichés

In tandem with other diasporic movies like Gurindénadha’sBhaji on the Beach
(1993) or Mira Nair'sMonsoon Weddin¢2001), Deepa MehtaBollywood/Hollywood
also parodies certain features of the diasporaatetesigned to indicate the internal
structure of the Bollywood genre. Set in the $itthdia’ of Toronto, the story revolves
around the love relationships of a third generatiomigrant (Rahul Seth), first with a
white pop star called Kimberly and later with a N&&icort (Sue) who finally becomes
his fiancé. The narrative equally concentrates hanfamily’s reactions to these love
encounters. The main plot is accompanied by a sulwhich entails the engagement
parties of Rahul's sister — Twinky — and her fianBébby. If mother love, the
generation gap, class/caste snobbery and “the bletsteen tradition and progress,” are
supposed to construct the dynamics of the diaspornemunity,Bollywood/Hollywood

imitates then?. Yet, Bollywood/Hollywoots recreation of the diaspora is certainly

® Patrick Peters, “Bollywood/Hollywood Empire166 (1 April 2003): 64.
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anachronistic for Hindi cinema is moving now in @ndirection. The imitation of all

these characteristics is “as stuck in the 197@kesgecreation of Hindi film®

The film considers significantly the articulatiori thhe generation gap. In an
obsolete vein, the mother and grandmother valu@amnttaditions, such as arranged
marriages to Indian women — whether living in tlosthcountry or in the homeland — to
preserve their cultureln a hilarious scene dollywood/Hollywoodn which possible
candidates for future spouses are interviewed dyuRamother and grandmother, a
caption ironically and jokingly alludes to the fisaction’ claiming: “mother goes
shopping.” Both are against marriages to white wonTdeir maintenance of customs
can be seen on the occasions when the whole faralys together to honor the gods
Rama and Krishna, or at Twinky and Bobby’'s engaggme which the display of
‘Indianness’ reaches its peak. Similarly, Sue’séatconstantly clings to the rules of his
place of birth. He feels a very deep nostalgiahisr Bathinda — his motherland, “the
land of corn bread and mustard greens, of sweethsum and the sound of ankle-
bells.” He seeks an unreal, idealized homeland, which exists in his headlln spite
of the fact that he lives in Toronto with his fayihe has not adapted to the host
country, and molds his character according to vidgatonsiders Indian principles. His
attitude clashes with that of his daughter, anatwieen subject born in Toronto unable
to understand her father’'s melancholy. Curiouslgugi, the personalities of Mummy-

ji as well as Sue’s father generate intriguingesathat testify to a Bollywood presence;

® Dwyer, “Review of Bollywood/Hollywood,” 34.

" According to Madhulika Khandelwal, the prioritigirof Indian art and values constitutes the main
features that form the first generation immigrantséntality. See Madhulika Khandelwal, “Indian
Immigrants in Queens, New York City: Patterns o&tsd Concentration and Distribution, 1965-1990.”
In Nation and Migration: The Politics of Space in tBeuth Asian DiasporakEd. P. Van der Veer
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Pres95)9178.

® This is the way Sue’s father describes his Batnind

° See Francia, Hall and Mishra.
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their shared pathologies and extreme reactiondBallgwood-esque. These two first
generation immigrants use Bollywood as a springhhdar exploring their identities,

and for clinging to the past.

The third generation diasporic community is alscreated following the main
traits of the Bollywood canon. Rahul defines hirhsed a Westernized Indian, for he
lives wealthily, enjoys the pleasures of indepederwears Western clothes, but is
destined to be guided by ‘Indian’ principles. Tlwncept of filial obedience — typical in
Bollywood movies — comes to light when Rahul's nestltommands him to find a
girlfriend for Twinky’s wedding. He hires an escertSue — and, thinking that she is
Hispanic, teaches her the “ten clues to be Indiamivolving clothes, behavior, religion
— as if he were following a book entitled “Indiamlwes for dummies.” Curiously
enough, Rahul becomes immediately enchanted byvaa she sings a song in Hindi;
he is then charmed by her ‘Indianness.” The songltsnthe cynical hero’s attitude

10

toward love and marriage, revealing his true Inchaart.”” Deepa Mehta provides an

extremely clichéd, disappointing resolution to lieeo’s realization of his ‘Indianness.’

Bollywood/Hollywoodalso focuses on Sue’s crisis of identity. Accordiag
Emily Ignacio, diasporic subjects vacillate betweba two cultures they apparently
embrace — the homeland and hostland traditibrSue — Sungita — is not only
dissatisfied with two cultures, but positions héfras an individual partial to multiple
identities. In fact, Mehta’s first approach to ttiearacter of Sue is made through the
appropriation of a Hispanic identity. When Rahutsaker where she is from, and she

provides a very vague answer “I can be whoeverwant me to be,” he assumes she

1% sarrazin, “Songs from the Heart,” 216.
' Emily Ignacio,Building Diaspora: Filipino Community Formation dhe Interne{New Brunswick,
NJ, USA: Rutgers University Press, 2005), 47.
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has Hispanic origins. She plays that role in thstfhalf of the film, and even
collaborates in her construction of an Indian g&ifRahul’s family until she reconciles
with her ‘Indianness’ at Twinky and Bobby's engagat Via constant and forceful
flashbacks, the spectators learn about the origirSungita’s conflict with her Indian
identity. It is rooted in her parents’ attempt twaage a marriage for her, and in her
complex relationship with her father, a living deadloronto who longs for the return
to his beloved India. Following in the footstepsBufllywood movies from the 1970s
like Purab Aur Pachhin{dir. Manoj Kumar, 1970), the heroine is turnedittie ideal

Indian woman, and all her troubles are finally eitgd.

The most thought-provoking illustration of the disgnation against NRIs
occurs to the character of Govind — Rahul's brotiehta brings to the fore this
process of repression via low-angle shots and warse-shots which indicate
Govind’s trauma. With a considerable lack of cdefice, Govind is and has been the
constant object of cultural, ideological and redigg bigotry at school. His schoolmates
fight against him, break his videocamera and inlsut. But, this discrimination is not
an isolated case, has been part and parcel of Gevaxistence, and the cause of his
alienation. This violence as an unfortunate reactim the part of the host country
towards foreigners has been analysed by Sandhy&lé&Shwho even delves into
xenophobic murders. The hostility towards Govind imterrupted by Sue, who
encourages the boy to face his partners in a raigdesurreal sequence. Govind may be
associated with other characters in flms who halge been the victims of hostility,
like a Sikh boy in Gurinder Chadhal$he Mistress of Spicd2005). Although Deepa
Mehta’s Bollywood/Hollywoodis supposed to reconfigure the genre via parody and

clichés, as Corey Creekmur notices, the movie sedarsinferior to the films it
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believes itself to be cleverer thalf. The imitation of Bollywood aesthetics entails
misconception of the genre, and the Bollywood dyicarnan never be as accessible as

the movie aims.

2. ldentity

According to Ziauddin Sardar, “the metaphysicshaf Amitabh and post-Amitabh films
has been internalized by a whole generation of issi@ho have known little of the
subcontinent except what they have seen on thessiglgrinding and over-used video
machines.** Such monopoly of Bollywood movies in the constimetof the identities
of second generation immigrants can be observed Deepa Mehta’s
Bollywood/Hollywoodalong with the hypercanonical presence of ‘Englestsh through

the quotations — or rather misquotations — of Stpéare by the matriarch.

Grandma-ji — starring Dipa Pathak in her last relealways responds
enthusiastically by alluding to Shakespeare atiadiff and important moments. Her
treatment of Shakespeare is experimental througtheutnovie, for she misquotes him,
and conceives the famous excerpts as her own. Bhagsappropriates Shakespeare’s
language for her own ends. For instance, at theningeof the movie, the male
protagonist third generation immigrant Rahul Sethdating a white pop star called
Kimberly. As his father dies at the very beginnihg, is brought up by his Mummy-ji
and his Grandma-ji, who are against this relatignahth someone that does not belong

to the Indian community. To show her disgust afteg encounter with Kimberly,

12 Corey K. Creekmur, “Review dBeyond Bollywood: The Cultural Politics of SouthafsDiasporic
Film,” Film Quarterly59.1: 50.

13 Ziauddin Sardar, “Dilip Kumar Made me Do It.” [Fhe Secret Politics of Our Desires: Innocence,
Culpability and Indian Popular Cinem&d. Ashis Nandy (New York: Palgrave Macmillan), 7

235



Chapter 7: Parodying Bollywood, Parodying Shakespea

Grandma-ji misquotes fromichard IlI: “this is the winter of our discontent,” insteald o
“now is the winter of our discontent” (see Fig. 2¥)Besides, the use of the quote
equally shows that it is misapplied — like in margwspapers — because the winter of
our discontent for the Yorks meant that winter baeén replaced by summer and they
were the reigning dynasty; so, in the play, orilindt means something positive.
However, grandma-ji iBollywood/Hollywooduses it to show her disgrace by having a
white girl in the family; exactly the opposite @$ ioriginal source. When she is faced
with the possibility of Rahul marrying this whitea@adian pop star, the granny states:
“Et tu, Brutus” in a very clear parallelism with t'Hu, Brute” immortalized by
Shakespeare’dulius Caesafsee Fig. 28> Generally understood to signify the utmost
betrayal, grandma-ji utters the sentence to reféet grandson’s disloyalty. Later in the
film, after Kimberly died meditating and Rahul wiasced to find a girl from his own
community if he wanted his sister’'s wedding to takace, Rahul hires an escort called
Sue to play the role of his girlfriend in front bis whole family. Mehta continues to
explore the Shakespearean connection in a sceméhich Sue and the granny are
talking sincerely. When Sue invites grandma-ji totg a club, she appropriates Jaques’
words fromAs You Like land says: “All the world is a stage, and all mad women
are mere players” (see Fig. 28)She inserts “are,” omits “the,” and replaces “rgre
by “mere;” she certainly feels free to manipulateesase. Toying with this metaphor,
grandmas-ji claims that she can in fact attend adjifor, after all, the world is a stage

where the actors are merely performing a role wharbe played somewhere else.

1 Richard 11 1.1: 1.
15 julius CaesaB.1: 77.
18 As You Like 12.7: 146-147.
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"This is theiwinter
of our discontent.™

Ettu) Brutus?

Fig. 28.TheJulius Caesamisqguotation

“All the world is:a stage...

Fig. 29.The misquotation frorAs You Like Iby the Shakespearean spouting grandmother in

Bollywood/Hollywood

At Twinky and Bobby’'s engagement party, the specsaencounter anoth
misquotation when Rahul and Sue’s love is begintinfjourish.Rahul’'s grandmothe
claims: “But soft! What light through yonder winddweaks /It is the East, and Sue
the sun.*” Although she retains an almost l-by-line quotationshe pointedlyeplaces
Juliet for Sue. When the narrative seems to mariifed Sue is in fact a prostitute, ¢

Rahul’'s mother denies her love for Sue claiming e did not know that she wa:

" Romeo and Julie2.2: 2-3.
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prostitute, the grandmother quotes friviacbeth “How’s the smell of the blood still?
All the perfumes of Arabia will not sweeten thigtlé hand.*® Grandma-ji replaces
“here” for “how,” and compares Rahul's mother withdy Macbeth. Just like Lady
Macbeth could not clean the stigma of having callabed in King Duncan’s murder,
Rahul’'s mother cannot make amends for her wrongdoagarding Rahul's marriage
choices. The last Shakespearean allusion best segiee grandma-ji's uneasy
relationship with Shakespeare. It is perhaps onde@imost remarkable, engaging and
original sequences in the entire film. When the MHamily refuses to trust Sue, the
granny says to Rahul: “I'm here not to bury Caebat,to praise him.” Rahul answers:
Shakespeare? And the granny finally utters: “I démow, what’s the difference? The
meaning is clear, bury the past, praise the futurbis fragment illustrates again
another misquotation on the part of the grandmothmestead of using Antony’s
ironically loaded line “I come here to bury Caesant to praise him” — in fact intended
to praise Caesar — she removes the irony and glshows her intention of honouring
Sue®® She basically insists on the fact that Rahul shewit focus too much on Sue’s
past, but on their future together. Even thoughShakespearean references are endless,
her refusal to acknowledge the Shakespearean soantk subsequently the
Shakespearean primacy, reveals her constant negotiith the plays and the

influence of Bollywood in her understanding of Shkseare.

Grandma-ji both mimics and deconstructs the Shaasan texts. On the one
hand, her endless quotations of the Shakespeaggtndlace her as a Shakespearean
fan whose identity has been self-fashioned withhidle of the plays — the close-up shot

of a volume of the complete works of Shakespeareeomight table simply confirms it.

'8 Macbeth5.1: 20.
19 Julius CaesaB.2: 80.

238



Chapter 7: Parodying Bollywood, Parodying Shakespea

In a way, the protagonist of Rituparno Ghoslitse Last Lear(2007) Harish Mishra
(starring Amitabh Bachchan) seems to be modelled tbe grandmother of
Bollywood/Hollywood Like the grandmother, Shakespeare has contribbotédishra’s
identity. He was a theatre actor who had perforitinedrole of Puck, always quotes
Shakespearean texts, and had an accident befqrayed the role of King Lear. Yet,
the only difference between these two charactetsaswhile Mishra always defends,
kneels down and even reasserts the value of Shedesp authority claiming “don’t
you dare say something against Shakespeare,” geafidimas a clearly vexed
relationship with Shakespeare, as she often misgubim?® On the other hand, as
Madhavi Menon claims, by misquoting Shakespearandma-ji perfectly enacts what
Homi Bhabha has called the “ambivalence of mimicaimost the same, but not
quite?* For Homi K. Bhabha, the colonised being imitated amulates the coloniser
and becomes similar, but still preserves his ‘athes?* Articulated as both
“resemblance and menace,” mimicry is frequentlyitipal.?®> As grandma-ji “freely
inserts words and commonplace truths of her owm gqutotes from Shakespeare,” she
mimes the culture of the colonizers, appropriatingand, at the same time,
desauthorising its powéf.She is the prototypical image of a colonized worinam the
pre-Independence era; thus, her Shakespeare ‘atrsdssrooted in her childhood and

education. Given that she belongs to the high classschooling has to be associated

*® Harish Mishra’s identity seems also modelled on rit&n character 086 Chowringhee Landir.
Aparna Sen, 1980) called Miss Violet Stoneham +ist Jennifer Kendal. Miss Violet Stoneham is
nostalgic of the colonial past in which Shakespeass a key figure. She endlessly quotes from
Shakespeare'$welfth Nightand King Lear. Like Miss Violet, Mishra also grumbles about tless of
theatre and Shakespeare.

2 Menon,Unhistorical Shakespear@4. In his chapter “Citation. Bollywood Quotesich Adg” Menon
highlights the differences between citation andtgtion. While the former renders authority, thedat
merely authors.

%2 Bhabha,The Location of Culturel22.

> |pid.

24 Menon,Unhistorical Shakespear&4.
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with Shakespeare and the authority he professeslonial India. During the colonial
period in India, Shakespeare represented and amtedtthe essence of ‘Englishness,’
and its study was obligatory in the curriculum sird835 for the bhadralok — the Indian
élite. As a first generation immigrant, the audience toagssume that Shakespeare has
been part and parcel in the search of her idertiy,she resists his authority due to
India’s colonial past. Mehta then continues to explthe confusion with Shakespeare

in the movie.

If the grandmother internalizesakdspeare, other characters in
Bollywood/Hollywoodcling to Bollywood, for it “helps to construct StuAsian and
diasporic identities?® The first articulation of Bollywood is central the character of
Go (Govind, Rahul's brother). When Rahul annourtbes$ he is in love with a white
girl, the melodrama in his family ensues with thether and grandmother complaining.
For Govind, this melodrama is “way better than &wywood movie.” The mother’s
reaction is quite ‘Bollywoodesque,” and Govind cargs his mother with Reema
Lagoo inHum Saath-Saath Hain: We Stand Unifgdr. Sooraj R. Barjatya, 1999).
Besides, he also makes a parallelism between hisdgrother and Zohra Sehgal in
Hum Dil De Chuke Sanarfdir. Sanjay Leela Bhansali, 1999). Treated asueial
influence, recent Bollywood is convenient for tiesing of his identity. Always with a
hand-held camera, Govind immortalizes the importartments in the family in
extremely metafilmic sequences. But Mummy-ji equadhrticipates in the discourse
about Bollywood cinema imBollywood/Hollywood Just after she has been informed
about Kimberly’'s death and Rahul's unhappiness, shes: “What have | done to

deserve this? To have a Devdas hero for a sonthéd&lmmaker always has a Western

% Desai, “Bollywood Abroad,” 117.
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audience in mind, there is a clarification in ttag@tions of who Devdas is, a very tragic
and well-known Indian her®. The behaviour of Mummy-ji throughout the whole
movie appears to be based on the mothers of Botigwidms of the 70s and 80s,
obsessed with arranged marriages. Sue and Rabuklalsle to the Bollywood genfé.
At the club where they meet, they have a very agriconversation: “That sounds very
Bollywood.” Rahul is certainly shocked and says: H&/ do you know about
Bollywood? S: Enough. R: Do you like Bollywood? ISove it. All the sing-song and
the melodrama.” R: “If you are familiar with Bollyaed, it almost makes you honorary
Indian.” They consider Bollywood cinema an identiharker because it acts as the
‘voice of the nation; the fims are “emblems of tiomal homeland culture?®
Interestingly, even one of the suitable female aiatds for Rahul seems to have forged
her identity on Bollywood movies. While she strongiiticises parallel cinema that
concentrates on poverty and other similar issues psaises Bollywood for being able
to depict and represent Indian values and traditidrhis assertion cannot be taken
seriously and the irony is implied, for Deepa Melhgaself has been considered a high-
brow filmmaker in the movies she did prior Bwllywood/Hollywood Finally, Sue’s
father emphasizes all the time the cultural spatesden Bollywood and the diaspora.
He constantly craves for tradition, but the “tramhtthat he proudly draws sustenance
from is old Bollywood films!?® He is in the tradition of powerless father figuias
Bollywood movies, such as the fatherDilwale Dilhania Le JayengeWhen he tells

Sue off, he adopts sentences from movies. At om&,fBue realises that he is quoting

% The story of Devdas revolves around the love stietween Paro and Devdas. When an arranged
marriage is fixed for Paro and she marries an o&th,nDevdas undergoes a state of decadence and
degradation, which involves heavy drinking. Then¢aurtesan — Chandramukhi — falls in love with
Devdas and helps him in this difficult period o$ tife. Devdas finally dies at Paro’s house withbeing

able to see her off.

%" Like on other occasions in the movie, the captjooiee fun at Bollywood'’s traditions.

%8 Desai, “Bollywood Abroad,” 131.

29 Bollywood/Hollywoodproduction notes, 4.
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from Pardes(dir. Subhash Ghai, 1997), an old movie about threupt West® His
vision of the world is based on the Bollywood filmkthe 70s, which concentrated on
the rejection of Westernization. Thus, Deepa Mehtadvie reveals interesting parallels
between Shakespeare and Bollywood regarding thdibgiof one’s identity. Yet, if
the personality of the first generation immigrangs considerably influenced by
Shakespeare and what the author represented ia, lthai identity of the second and
third generation is controlled by Bollywood. Bollgad has now officially emerged as
the new ‘in’ thing, the new ‘ideoscape’ that cobirties to the dissemination of ideas to
explore identity issue¥. Therefore Bollywood/Hollywoodseems to be in tandem with
projects like James Ivory'sShakespeare Wallal{1965) for both insist in the
replacement of Shakespeare by Bollywood in the tcoctson of the identities of the

new generations.

3. Hybridity

As there igprima facieevidence that the notion of hybridity is possildlg imost studied
feature in diasporic communities for NRIs usuallix rtheir homeland’s culture and
values with those of the host country, hybridityatsthe peak of its meaning in Deepa
Mehta’s Bollywood/Hollywood Although Garcia Canclini proposes that every single
being can be a hybrid — whether he is diasporinair— Mehta chooses its primary
significance® In fact, much of the production’s vitality lies its ingenious use of the

concept, which extends to the combination of th& fjenres, the interconnection of

%0 Sue’s father even sings the lyrics of the wellaknasong “I Love India” from the moviPardes The
lyrics say: “I've seen London, Paris and Japare Been Michael Jackson, I've seen it all. But ntidn
beats the hollow.”

31 AppaduraiModernity at Large32.

%2 Garcia Canclini.
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“Shakespeare traditions that are both Asian andt&kes and the presence of multiple
Shakespearean texts in the forms of quotationsytéxts or visual cinematic shdfs.
This section touches the chord with the idea thatgarody of Bollywood necessarily
implies the parody of Shakespeare. The appareunggricial and naive crossover film
adds unexpected layers to the question of pokiitzched to its particular use and abuse
of Shakespeard3ollywood/Hollywoodhas a pronounced purpose to boost the cultural
connection between Shakespeare and Bollywood toeitty contribute to a new

understanding of Shakespeare.

According to Jigna Desali, Bbllywood/Hollywood literally and figuratively
merges the two cinemas with its psychosocial disdogccompanying romantic
comedy, family drama, and musical numbéefsThe three-hour Bollywood films are
‘multigenres’ characterized by the presence of oh@ma and action, but romance and
music above all. This imbrication of sing-song andlodrama fills in the screen of
Bollywood/Hollywood Deepa Mehta exploits the conventions that haveorbe
compulsory in the typical Bollywood movid. The musical numbers composed by
Sandeep Chowta are usually outside the film’s disg@re sung in Hindi and represent
the characters’ moo. According to Natalie Sarrazin, there are certaimgs in
Bollywood films that allude to the different stagesa heteronormative romanteln
Bollywood/Hollywood the spectators can listen to a song when Kimbdigg, when
Rahul realizes Sue’s true origins \Baona Sona Roop Haia typical Punjabi wedding

song — at the engagement party, when Sue and RdbuE mushroomsRang Rang

% Huang,Chinese Shakespearés.

% Desai, “Bollywood Abroad,” 118.

% peters, 1.

% As Richard Burt mentions, Sandeep Chowta is ayoibd composer, while the choreographer is from
Toronto. See Burt, “Shakespeare and Asia in Pagidiic Cinemas: Spin-offs and Citations of the Blay
from Bollywood to Hollywood,” 275.

3" sarrazin, “Celluloid Love Songs,” 208.
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Mere), when they have an argument, ett.In order to appeal to more Western
audiences and to create an “object of macabre pemd discomfort,” Mehta at the
same time distances her film from various Bollywamhventions. For instance, she
includes most of the musical numbers at the nunseoalebration events for Twinky
and Bobby’s future wedding to be more coherent with plotline®® The movie is also
deprived of the lovers’ duet in exotic places. Mxwer, the captions prior to the songs,
such as Rahul-ji's song “Life is so empty with nouy’ inject humour “negating the
song’s melodramatic impact®” The heavily moralistic Bollywood movies are
challenged in the sorgil Kabootar Khana Haiperformed by the drag queen Rockhini
— also Rahul's driver, Rocky — in an attempt tothat the cross-dressing of
Shakespeare’s plays. Unlike the Bollywood originatee dances included in
Bollywood/Hollywoodtend to be improvised; there is no hard choreograpbrk in
each musical number. The songs then both pay atdriand parody the Bollywood

genre.

The veneration of other Bollywood maxims is illaéd in the inclusion of
marriage spectacles — or, rather, engagement ifesgtit! Following the path ofHum
Aapke Hain Koun- the Bollywood marriage filmpar excellence— the wedding
festivities are also included in ‘masala’ projetke Mira Nair's Monsoon Wedding
(2001), Gurinder ChadhaBride and Prejudicg2005), or even Gurinder Chadha’s
Bend It Like Beckharf2002), via the introduction of Pinky’s wedding. timeir attempt

to concentrate on Bollywood aesthetics, all thesssover movies do not dilute the

3 At this moment there is a cameo of Akshaye Khanriae movie, a very famous Bollywood actor who
for instance played one of the leading roleBiinChahta Hai

%9 Guy Maddin, “Bollywood/Hollywood: Bully for Bollywod’s musical melodramas!Cinema Scope
12 (1 October 2002): 22.

“0 Bollywood/Hollywood production notes.

! According to Tejaswini Ganti, the backdrop of o spectacles like weddings is very frequent in
Bollywood movies. See Ganti, 36.

244



Chapter 7: Parodying Bollywood, Parodying Shakespea

impact of these spectacles, but shed light upomihs any Bollywood prototypical
and traditional film or masala product, marriagehighlighted in Deepa Mehta’s
Bollywood/Hollywood and this topic continues to strive for legitima&yom the very
beginning, the audience learns about Twinky — Rahsister — and Bobby’'s
engagement, and how crucial it is in the coursevenhts. Mummy-ji threatens Rahul to
cancel Twinky’s wedding if he does not find a nindian girl to marry, and he has to
accept it since Twinky is pregnant. Later on, ev&ngle event is related to the future
wedding, whether the action develops at the bridgroom’s house or at Rahul's
apartment. Events range from the stag and herepadithe ‘appropriate’ engagement
celebrations, and are the perfect occasions tolagisindian customs, values and

traditions.

But apart from a collection of Bollywood motifs, @ Mehta’s film lays
claims to Bollywood as an active presems se even intertextually speaking. The
shots in which Bollywood ‘filmi’ music can be hearahd movies play in the
background are infinite. From Rahul and Sue’s finsieting at a club to the appearance
of the ghost of Rahul's father, Bollywood is alwgyart of the backdrop, as another
entity. In fact, a considerable number of A. R. Rah’s songs namely “Rang De” or
“Mehndi Hai” are part of the music scores. Mehtili®m equally includes music from
Kabhi Kushi Kabhie Gharfdir. Karan Johar, 2001) and from her earlier pofére.
Bollywood buffs are also some of the intertextsBollywood/Hollywood Justyna
Kucharska highlights that some of the clips whigipear in the background are taken

from Pardes(dir. Subash Ghail997), Khubsoorat(dir. Hrishikesh Mukherjee, 1980)
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and Thakshak(dir. Govind Nihalani, 1999% According to Rachel Dwyer, the closing
dance reminds the audience ldbwrah Bridge (dir. Shakti Samanta, 1958) and the
frequent use of ‘Shakalaka Baby' by A. R. Rahmatdsmly recalls the Tamil movie
Mudhalvan(dir. S. Shankar, 19995. The Dilwale Dulhania Le Jayengeoutine with
everyone falling in love with Sue has been notibgdSara Gil** As has been said
above, the crossover film makes factual referencesld and new Bollywood texts,
such asPardes Devdas Hum Saath-Saath Hain: We Stand UnitedHum Dil De
Chuke Sanarto prove once and again that the majority of theracters have grown up
with the Bollywood film sagas. To merge even morghwBollywood, the movie
introduces “Hindi cinema stalwarts” like Dipa Pathar Akshaye KhannZ The final

result is a hyper-real atmosphere full of Bollywamidhés.

But, as a “joyous mish-mash of Indian and Amerigdot clichés,” Deepa
Mehta’'s Bollywood/Hollywoodequally inserts Hollywood conventioffs.The first
allusion to Hollywood appears at the very outsettted movie when the pop star
Kimberly is introduced. She works for the cinemdustry, and dies with the famous
logo behind her. The love story between Sue andiRahconsidered to be based on
Pretty Womar(dir. Garry Marshall, 1990), for Sue is working as escort, is hired by
Rahul and finally they end up together as a coffplieone of the well-known features

of Bollywood cinema is the forbidden onscreen kigsBollywood/Hollywoodoresents

42 Justyna Kucharska, “Diasporic Cinema as a Douldémpsest.Bollywood/Hollywoodby Deepa
Mehta.” InVisions of CanadaEd. Catherine Bates, Graham Huggan, Milena Masiakand Jeffrey Orr
(Masaryk: Masaryk University Press, 2007), 213.

“3Rachel Dwyer, “Review of Bollywood/Hollywood,” 34.

“ sara Gill, “Sara’s BollyBash,Eastern Eye Magazin@ebruary 14, 2003): 9. Apart from tBelwale
Dulhania Le Jayengeoutine, the movie can equally be influencedkat Ho Naa Hg in which all the
characters end up head over heels in love with Aman

> Dwyer, “Review of Bollywood/Hollywood,” 34.

4 Alice Fisher, “Bollywood/Hollywood, Time Out(February 19, 2003): 71.

47 Kate Stables, “Bollywood/Hollywood,Sight and Sound4.4 (April 1, 2004): 74; Gill, 9 offrade
Guide49.14 (January 4, 2003): 9.
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a unigue challenge by its visual performance. Conog the cinematic techniques, the
numerous handheld and Steadicam scenes togethertiveitfrequent use of dollies
promote the interplay with Hollywool. All the reviewers of Deepa Mehta’s
Bollywood/Hollywoodsustain the argument that the love story in tha fibllows the
modus operanddf a typical Hollywood rom-corf’ and Sue’s actions are the engines
that propel the Western-style narratieThe film, however, gives primacy to
Bollywood rather than Hollywood aesthetics, and,Rechel Dwyer points out, the

apparently perfeanélangeof genres never completely works.

Hybridity in Deepa Mehta'8ollywood/Hollywoods not only at the level of the
mixture of film genres, but also at the level oé timterconnection of Shakespearean
traditions. The endless Shakespearean quotations Richard Ill, As You Like Itor
Romeo and Juliebn the part of the matriarch remind the audiencehef fact that
Mehta's project is not a customary Bollywood filfn fact, “no self-respecting
Bollywood matriarch would quote Shakespeare; noama’she would draw her darts
from the quiver of Indian scriptured®’|f Shakespeare in Bollywood movies usually
emanates from the mouth of University professochsas Dr. Kundanlal itk Duuje
Ke Liye(dir. K. Balachander, 1981), who explains to hisiglgger the meaning of the
famous fragment ‘what’s in a name’ in depth, omirtigh-school literature teachers
like Mrs. Braganza irKuch Kuch Hota Haldir. Karan Johar, 1998), Deepa Mehta’s

Bollywood/Hollywoodturns away from this tradition, liberates Shakespdeom the

8 Marise Strauss, “Koch Lights up Mehta’s BollywoBstravaganza,Playback(November 11, 2002):
22.

9 To emphasize the romance, Mehta uses the “paikttieies, reds and violets.” Strauss, 22.

0 See Stables, 74; Davidson, 23.

*1 Dwyer, “Review of Bollywood/Hollywood,” 34. Otheeviews of Mehta’s movie equally insist on the
failure of the Hollywood rom-com. Sé&ampire177 (March 1, 2004): 137.

%2 Bollywood/Hollywoodproduction notes.
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scholarly world, and confines him to a first gefiera immigrant grandmothér.
Instead of exploiting the image of a matriarch esoeely focused on religion — like the
grandmother in Srinivas Krishna'Masala (1992) — grandma-ji is obsessed with
Shakespeare, always clinging to it at crucial masieéhhe movie demonstrates unique
ways in which Shakespeare is reconfigured withreaefamiliarity and strangeness at
the same time. Although the Bollywood tendencyymstomatic of the curious absence
of literal translations from Shakespearean texegga Mehta 8ollywood/Hollywood
departs from this tradition, and includes quotatiam English. In spite of the fact that
all the characters iBollywood/Hollywoodbften switch from English to Hindi and vice
versa, and the “two tongues have to become one,imthde of interpreting Shakespeare
chosen by Mehta is still in the original Englismdmage’* The singularity of the
quotations lies in the fact that they are rathesquotations, linking the Western
tradition of reciting Shakespeare with the Indiasionial past in which grandma-ji
stands for the colonized subject. The lack of askadgement of the Shakespearean
source equally lays a strong claim to the cenyralitthe Bollywood tradition in the
understanding of Shakespeare, for Deepa MelRals/wood/Hollywoodfollows the

path of previous Bollywood Shakespearean off-shoots

Yet, Shakespeare is not only quoted in the mowd, leas several incarnations.
The core narrative dBollywood/Hollywoodrequently uses and reframes Shakespeare,
adding again a Western layer to the film. Viewend wnmediately recognize the

Shakespearean allusions from the very outset. @b#yginning of the movie, Rahul is

> Ek Duuje Ke Liyatself is very clearly based dRomeo and JulieSapna — the Juliet counterpart — asks
for the notes oRomeo and Juliedt the outset of the film, and can be seen on akwvecasions reading
the play. Together witayamat Se Qayamat T,akk Duuje Ke Liyas one of the few Bollywoo&omeo
and Julietoff-shoots that preserves the tragic ending. Thitam Romeo and Juliet couple — Vasu and
Sapna — jumps off the cliffs to commit suicide.

> Maddin, 22.
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talking to his father in his deathbed, and the egbent cinematic image spectators see
is that of a picture of Rahul's father. The frequappearances of the ghost of Rahul's
father certainly provide a reference point to Sispkare via the connection with Hamlet
and his father’s ghost. Rahul, like Hamlet, seeas ghost of his father. Charles and
Mary Lamb in theirTales from Shakespeaverote that “the young prince...loved and
venerated the memory of his dead father almosidtairy.”® This veneration has been
reproduced irBollywood/Hollywood where Rahul always seems to be guided by his
father. Twinky and Bobby’'s elopement to get married is iteMy associated with
Jessica and Lorenzo Fhe Merchant of Venicer Othello and Desdemona @thello.

Therefore, Shakespeare is also an active preseridedpa Mehta’s film.

As a sign of directorial bravura in her delicateki@f balancing between these
two extreme poles in the understanding of Shakesp&éehta winks at the Bollywood
tradition via a sudden and brief reference Rmmeo and Juliet Bollywood’s
appropriation of Shakespeare is not characterigealrnystification of Shakespeare, but
rather by its particular use and abuseRa@imeo and JulietA significant number of
Bollywood films such a8obby(dir. Raj Kapoor, 1977) dvlaine Pyar Kiyadir. Sooraj
R. Barjatya, 1989) establish a connection withfdmaous Shakespearean text through
the love storyper se— considerably reduced to the main ideas. In oBwlywood
Romeo and Juliatff-shoots likeEk Duuje Ke Liyédir. K. Balachander, 1981) 4942:

A Love Story(dir. Vidhu Vinod Chopra, 1994), the play is comrezh alluded to,
analysed and even performé®42: A Love Stoly Besides]1942: A Love Storgtands
out for its particular representation of the fambafcony scene — depicted in the movie

three times. Taking as a premise the importancRaheo and Juliein Bollywood

%5 Qtd. in HuangChinese Shakespeards.
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cinema, Deepa MehtaBollywood/Hollywoodarodies it at the film’s ending. After the
couple’s apparent break-up, Rahul climbs Sue’sdmgldo woo Sue. Contrary to the
audience’s expectations, Rahul does not quote iEm&bakespeare, but Pablo Neruda —
alluding to his first encounter with Sue in whichesquoted Sonnet X¥ Thus, the
irony reaches its climax in this Romeo & Juliet#@sdgoalcony scene in which the
spectators wait for a Shakespearean allusion, toeffiect, as the allusion never
materialises. The Shakespearean presence in Deepta’® movie is then a curious
mixture of its interpretation in Bollywood and HghNood; it both exemplifies the
traditional concept of Shakespeare in the West withinteresting debunking of its

cultural authority, as done in Bollywood.

Conclusion
Fennyman: Who is that?

Henslowe: Nobody. The Autht.

Deepa Mehta’8ollywood/Hollywoodseems to insist in the complete erasure of
Shakespeare’s authorship. If Shakespeare “existdrag in Bollywood films,” i.e.
Shakespeare is not an active presence, but a passey like anoter resource, this Indo-
Canadian movie is part of this Bollywood legacyamtiing Shakespeare’s role towards
his ownoeuvre®® When Courtney Lehmann concentrates on the prazfegiving the

Shakespearean corpus its body (@steu) back, and argues that something of

%% Alice Fisher claims that the movie in fact pokas ft cultural stereotypes by its mixture of refiees

to typically acclaimed high-brow cultural produstsch as William Shakespeare with allusions to low-
brow products like JLo. See Fisher, 71.

" FromShakespeare in Lo\dir. John Madden, 19983¢creenplay by Marc Norman and Tom Stoppard.
*8 Menon,Unhistorical Shakespear83.
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Shakespeare endures in spite of the ‘problematizatif authorship brought about by
poststructuralist theory, the lack of authorshipngafoothold in Bollywood and,
subsequently, iBollywood/Hollywood® The Shakespearean corpus somehow remains,
but is never cited in the traditional Bollywood genConsidered one of the most
important emblems oEnglishness and associated with the colonial past in India,
Shakespeare the author does not lie at the hearisofwork. Deepa Mehta's
Bollywood/Hollywood certainly continues this tradition according to @i
Shakespearean authorship is problematized. The emegually gains a political
dimension by the endless (mis)quotations on thé glathe grandmother, as if the
Shakespearean works had to be cannibalized, slmstiraappropriated — or rather —
misappropriated not only in the post-independenudial but also in the diasporic
world. Although the misquotation can be discourggiih also entails fluidity with the

Shakespearean corpora.

However, Mehta’s movie not only conforms to Bollyeebprinciples, but also
participates in the Hollywood tradition of interprgy and understanding Shakespeare
via the endless allusions to his works — for nol\obod movie would do this. When
filmmakers in the West play with Bollywood aesthstithe reception and interpretation
of Shakespeare is filtered via Bollywood, but wita Hollywood touch.
Bollywood/Hollywoodhas a contested relationship with Hollywood as veell with
Bollywood, and, similarly, it also has a contestelationship with the two traditions of
understanding Shakespeare. A crossover movieBidtlywood/Hollywoodecomes the
perfect means not to restore Shakespeare, butgeriement with him. In fact, the

interpretive possibilities of Shakespeare are @edcthanks to these hybrid works

% Courtney LehmannShakespeare Remains: Theater to Film, Early Moder®ostmoderr(Cornell:
Cornell University Press, 2002).
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which toy with these two traditions, since theygamet “Shakespeare as a continually
evolving repository of meaning rather than a fixedtual corpus® These instances —
diasporic works with a Shakespearean touch — aeadangs of Shakespeare’s symbolic
capital, of his works, and of his world-wide redeptto renegotiate the boundaries
between the Eastern and Western sites. The fudidheotraditions is configured to
participate actively in a new Shakespearean presencwhich the parody of the
national English poet is promoted along the paraafy Bollywood dynamics.
Interrelations between Shakespeare, Bollywood aaspdra inBollywood/Hollywood
expand the repertoire of ‘Shakespeareaness’ inWhkst. In this film, Shakespeare

becomes an “intercultural signifier,” and interegtiy points at a two-way exchanffe.

0 Huang,Chinese Shakespearés.
®1 Daniel Fischlin, “Deepa Mehta and Shakespeare”
http://www.uoguelph.ca/shakespeare/multimedia/visle@ _deepa mehta.cfm
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Chapter 8: Transnational and bi-racial Romeos and Juliets:

Mississippi Masala and Bollywood Queen

“So when everybody keeps saying it's going to be one
world now, right, it's going to be a global villagé¢he
assumption is it’s going to be Western media ia ¢fiobal
village. Well they’'re wrong, they're not. Becaudee t
moment it becomes a global village, then Westerfians
totally threatened by Asian culture and Asian me8ia in

the next stage, that is what's going to happen. whdt

you are seeing in the UK is the beginning ofthat

The fascination with Asian culture which Kapur msféo in this quotation has
also been felt in adaptations of Shakespeare.dri@80s, Peter Brooklglahabharata
(1985) and Ariane Mnouchkine’s productionsRichard Il (1981), Twelfth Night
(1982),Henry IV, Part One(1984) — appropriated Shakespeare freely anddchséd
Indian theatrical mode<. Brook and Mnouchkine are the best-known theatrecttrs
identified with the importation of Asian performanenodes, and the exponents of
interculturality par excellance Moreover, European tours of Asian Shakespearean
productions have become common. In his co-editedk bwith Charles Ross
Shakespeare in Hollywood, Asia and Cyberspatéch aims to develop the links

between these three entities, Alexander Huang slathmt a book on Asian

! Florian Stadtler, “Cultural Connectiorisagaanand its Audience Responses}iird World Quarterly
26.3: 518.
2 Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 21.
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Shakespeares in Europe is still needdBeginning with the Thich Nhat Hanh scene in
Michael Almereyda’sHamlet(2000) to Kenneth Branagh’'s most recent Shakesaeare
adaptationAs You Like 1t(2006) set in Japan, an interest in Asian themes bea
visualized on Shakespeare on screen. More epitonfesAsian influence on
Shakespearean adaptations or off-shoots are Jon&graand Neil Biswas’ version of
King Lear Second Generatiof2003) with Asian manufacturing and muslodian
Dream (dir. Roger Goldby, 2003) based on an Indian ag@rforming Puck and,
finally, Tim Supple’s TV production of welfth Night(2003) which echoes Bollywood
movies at its outsét.

If Asian culture has such a prominence for Europeaabove all, British —
playwrights and filmmakers appropriating ShakespeBollywood conventionper se
enjoy a startling popularity in Britain. They aret@polated by British and diasporic
film directors and turned into successful formuldhe release of Mira Nair's
Mississippi Masalan 1991 represents a disruption of Western naea®sthetic forms
in its mélange of Bollywood and Hollywood cinematechniques and moves, visual
and sound effects and conventions in gendvhassissippi Masalais the film that
mediates the move to hybrid cinema, in a world wh&ollywood has replaced
Hollywood — “bankrupt for ideas” — as the new s@uof inspiration; it is the new ‘in’
and ‘cool thing,’ so the West is blending more amore with the East.In the move to
the hybrid cinema circuit, other diasporic flmmeke first or second generation — have
contributed to this new trend with movies suchBémji on the Beaclidir. Gurinder

Chadha, 1993)Bride and Prejudicgdir. Gurinder Chadha2004), The Mistress of

® Huang and Ross, 10.

* Susanne Greenhalgh and Robert Shaughnessy, “@ieSteares: British Television and the Strains of
Multiculturalism.” In Thornton Burnett and Wray, 90.3.

® Heather Tyrrell, “Kissed by CultureSight and Sound1.12 (2001): 6.
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Spices(dir. Gurinder Chadha2005) Monsoon Weddingdir. Mira Nair, 2001),The
Namesakddir. Mira Nair, 2006) or Bollywood/Hollywood(dir. Deepa Mehta, 2002).
Within the British milieu, Andrew Lloyd Webber's big budget musicBbllywood
Dreams (2002) actually prepared the ground for the “Bolbpd obsession.” The
department store Selfridges and the Victoria anoeAlMuseum also paid homage to
Bollywood cinema by opening a Bollywood set angacsal exhibition respectively in
2002° In addition, the British Film Institute also aimédl pay tribute to the Indian
popular cinema through a dazzling cycle of movieled “ImagineAsia” in 2002.
Natalie Sarrazin appraises how characteristics afyi#ood cinema “have crept into
mainstream US and England’s mainstream popularumiltwith the soap opera
Passionsand films such as Baz Luhrmanmoulin Rouge(2001), which interestingly
conjugates Shakespeare and Bollywdod.

Although the first full-length film by the indepeedt British filmmaker Jeremy
WoodingBollywood Queeiri2002) and Mira Nair'sMlississippi Masalg1991) seem to be
in line with these two traditions — the fascinatiwith Asia in Shakespearean adaptations
and productions and the enthusiasm in parodyindy®obd — the balance is tipped in
favour of this second traditichThis chapter explores the myriad points of aekthaid
narrative contact between Bollywood Shakespeardaptations and two crossover films
Mississippi Masaladir. Mira Nair, 1991) andBollywood Queer{dir. Jeremy Wooding,
2002). The sections entitled clichés and film gdooais on the links between Shakespeare,

Bollywood and diaspora, for both films concentrate the analysis of diasporic

® Stadtler, 518.

" Stadltler, 517-524; Kaushik Bhaumik, “Consuming lBa@ood’ in the Global Age: the Strange Case of
an ‘Unfine’ World Cinema.” InRemapping World Cinema: Identity, Culture and Raditin Film Ed.
Stephanie Dennison and Song Hwee Lim (London and Wark: Wallflower Press, 2006), 188-199.

8 Sarrazin, “Celluloid Love Songs,” 394.

® Jeremy Wooding'8ollywood Queetis a sequel of his shoBari and Trainerg1999). Before this full
feature film, he directed two other shaPtaris, Brixton(1997) andSoul Patrol(2000).

255



Chapter 8: Transnational and bi-racial Romeos and Juliets

communities clearly influenced by the Bollywood gemand, subsequently, Shakespeare.
By imitating Bollywood aesthetics, the Romeo-anteluformula soon comes to light.
Aiming to reach a diasporic audience, these hyBhdkespearean off-shoots regurgitate a
considerable number of clichés of the NRI commuhityng abroad, such as the crisis of
identity or the generational conflict. The ‘romahsection proves how the movies depart
from the Western tradition, and follow Bollywoodigterpretation ofRomeo and Julien
their unaccredited references to Shakespeare an@rtsure of the tragidénouement
However, the reception of the films exposes thatenBollywood movies do not owe their
lineage to Shakespeare and the product is stillulpop the lack of credit of the
Shakespearean text and the story being remade‘rasneom’ hardly ever work in the
West, where Western critics always point out thakespearean influence. The implication
is that although Shakespeare, Bollywood and diaspoe entwined in these movies, this
combination is not appealing to diasporic commesitperhaps due to the ambiguity of
traditions. The harsh film reviews obtained by thagbrid films and their failed attempts
to include any reference to Shakespeare in thiertsaieveal the impossibility of clinging to
long-held images of Shakespeare in India in the tév¥esworld where Shakespeare is a

“by-product of the globalization®

1. Romance

Romeo and Juliets the major source of many Indian popular films.id

discovered as the favourite play to be rewrittenceiit combines the necessary

ingredients for a ‘masala’ movie: destiny, troulidat, romance above all. Movies such

1% Burnett,Filming Shakespeare in the Global Marketplat40.
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asBobby(dir. Raj Kapoor, 1973)Bombay(dir. Mani Ratnam, 1995Ek Duuje ke Liye
(dir. K. Balachander, 19811942: A Love Storydir. Vidhu Vinod Chopra, 1994) or
Josh(dir. Mansoor Khan, 2000) seal the bond with thak&ispearean source. All these
movies focus on star-crossed lovers who suffer eretously as a result of the
impossibility of their love due to class, religioasd national conflicts or simply long-
established family feuds. Although there are immenexd variations on the same idea,
the reading oRomeo and Julies easily detected.

The tendency in the Indian analysisRdmeo and Julietonsists of the lack of
acknowledgement of the Shakespearean source, foliothie path already opened by
the Parsi theatre. Moved by a commercial motto Ptaesi adaptations never recognized
the Shakespearean text, in case audiences wermdiged by works usually regarded
as instances of highbrow culture. In the words ¥éldi and Bartholomeusz, “it would
not be an exaggeration to assert that Shakespeareapularized, commercialized, and
insinuated into the psyche of these audiences howitthem knowing that it was
Shakespeare — through the transformations effdnyetie Parsi theatré Bollywood
Shakespearean off-shoots suchBabby, Bombayr, even more faithful adaptations
like Qayamat Se Qayamat TgKir. Mansoor Khan, 1988) are consistent in their
procedures of not owning their lineage to Shakaspeeeither in the film posters nor in
the opening or end credits or DVD covers, Shakesgesing kept at a remove.

In ravaging the tragic grandeur in favour of a happding in which the soul
mates will live happily ever after, or, at leasi spectator is encouraged to think so, the
Parsi theatre also paved the way for the interpoetaf the famous tragic love story in

the Bollywood mindset. For instance, the Parsi [tayneo and Juliet Bazm-e Fani

1 Trivedi and Bartholomeusz, 16.
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also known assulnar Firoz (1890)— by the Urdu dramatist of the Parsi stage Ahsan
turns the sublime status of the tragic ending atwappy one, “completely running the
original upside down,” as Hansen mentiéh3his work then is not a unique case, but
just the first of a series of rewritings which adté the original to tone with the Indian
way of thinking. The turn of tragic endings intoppg endings was unavoidably
promoted by the shortage of pure dramatic traditioindia. Based on a fundamental
religious basis where death was equated with telmtd renewal — in contrast with the
West where it overshadows everything, the trafinoouementvas completely out of
the question. In the words of Yajnik: “the Hinduayhrights admit that death is a
terrible thing to witness on the stage and thegaghat the great mythological heroes
should rather inspire in the minds of the audiefieedings of reverence than of agony by
an undignified spectacle of their death, which wiordsemble that of ordinary mortals.
If they swoon, they always recover’In order to maintain an idealistic and utopian
atmosphere where good characters are rewardedvéncharacters are punished for
their sins, tragic endings were completely forbrddeThe “comediation” of
Shakespeare’s tragedies during the colonial peoffeled a denser reading of the
Indian society, which clearly absorbed Shakesp@ate its own particularities and
peculiarities. It was part of the cultural resistamprocess of the colonized culture since
Shakespeare was “bolstered and undone, refreskleelagated

This tradition has continued with Bollywood Shakesgean off-shoots, such as
Bobby Bombay 1942: A Love Storpr Joshwhich treat the Shakespearean play as

having a happy ending. JustBsbbyends in a ‘caricaturesque’ finale in which the low-

2 Gupt in Hansen, 92.

13 yajnik, 23.

4 Burnett, Filming Shakespeare in the Global Marketplad®6. In his penultimate chapter ‘Post-
Millennial Parody’, Burnett deals with the free aitation of Shakespeare in three film adaptations:
Othello, Romeo & JulieandThe Street King
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class Catholic Juliet and the high-class Hindu Roenp off a cliff to commit suicide
and are finally saved by their parents, the pdalitadaptations of the stoBombayand
1942: A Love Storpave unbelievable and even surreal endings. Thédimdslliet and
the Hindu Romeo irBombayand the nationalist Juliet and colonialist-bred Ronn
1942: A Love Storare reunited irrespective of the terrible conflididoody fights,
murders and violence in general which had filleel $hreen and background throughout
the development of the action in both movies. Tisderella-like finale in which love
‘crosses all barriers’ and catharsis is not allowgegarticularly characteristic of India.
In Josh after considerable violence and struggles betwwwerrival gangs — the Eagles
and the Bicchu — the lovers are finally reunit2@n many occasions, the movies are
articulated through never-ending problems wherehtigoy resolution is a mere excuse
not to go against the Indian value system, andateea wider audience, which would
have been limited if it had maintained the tragedy.

In the interests of arriving at a Bollywood/Hollya@ understanding, diasporic
filmmakers — and even British directors — imitabhe theteronormative romance and
cultivate the mastery of Shakespeare as undersito8dllywood cinema. The liberal
and permissive forms through which Shakespeardbas disseminated in India have
been parodically or implicitly rephrased in thesgoid works. The alliance with
Shakespeare is not contemplated as a suturing ,abehtas a spectral presence.
Removing the halo of ‘untouchable’ pldgpmeo and Juligs accommodated in works
such asMlississippi Masalar Bollywood Queenvhere its presence is not easily seen,
but its shadow is easily recognised.

Mira Nair’s first handed social commenta¥ississippi Masaléhas constantly

'3 anier, “Film Spin-offs and Citations,” 297.
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been considered a remake Rdmeo and Juliebr even a neo-realist/est Side Story
with a happy endind® Following up her first colour-vibrant featualaam Bombay!
(1988), the Indian-born director focuses on an cdifig, but extremely complex
interracial affair, or even a “multiracial stew” Réta Kempley uttered’ Juliet is Mina

— starring Sarita Chaudhury — an Indian woman whasely was condemned to exile
from Uganda to Mississippi when Idi Amin banishddAsians in 1972, and Romeo is
Demetrius — starring Denzel Washington — a blacketacleaner whose job is basically
restricted to shabby motef$The lovers’ encounter drawn by chemistry and ptafsi
appeal happens when Mina’'s car crashes with Demsétdarpet-cleaning van (see
figure 30). The crossed lovers seem to be ‘destitwedach other when their fortuitous
and ‘love at first sight’ meeting repeats itself several occasions (see figure 31).
Although Demetrius first appears to have a crusiAlicia — Roseline’s counterpart —
and Mina is supposed to satisfy her parents goingvath Harry Patel — Paris’
counterpart — they immediately fall in love. Howevas certainly expected in a society
where hierarchy and colour play a crucial role padple believe they have “to stick to
their own kind” as Mina’s father says, this intefed relationship is not a bed of roses
and, “when the imminent romance kicks in, it's tifog an updated clash of caste-
conscious Capulets and hardscrabble Montagiieblina’s father — the Indian born

Ugandan émigré Jay — and Mina’'s mother expressaleay opposition to the romance,

16 See the different reviews of the movie Desson Hotidississippi Masala (February 14, 1992)
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wpsrv/style/longtemmokies/videos/mississippimasalarhowe; Brian L.
Johnson, “A Review oMississippi Masala http://www.imdb.com/Reviews/14/1449 ; Mark R. lpes,
“Review of Mississippi Masala http://www.imdb.com/Reviews/12/1271 and Frank bfay, “Review
of Mississippi Masalahttp://www.imdb.com/Reviews/12/1267

7 Rita Kempley, “Mississippi Masala” (February 1499P) http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
srv/style/longterm/movies/videos/mississippimadadarpley _a0a29a.htm

'8 1di Amin was a dictator and President of Ugandanfrl971 to 1979. For the Ugandan expulsion, see
John Scheckter, “Peter Nazareth and the Ugandanl&ap: Pain, Distance, NarrationResearch in
African Literatures27.2 (1996): 83.

Y Howe, 1.
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just as Demetrius’ family does, causing confrootatbetween the two ethnic groups.
The rejection of Mina and Demetrius’ love relatibipsis certainly manifested in the
decision on the part of the Indian community notdotinue employing Demetrius as a
carpet cleaner any longer in order to make thekbt@aemunity understand that colour
matters and that their group’s hue is fairer thenhlack’s one. Despite the fact that the
two races have a common origin in slavery — for pepose of taking Indians to
Uganda was the building of the colony’s railwaythe characters iNlississippi Masala
fundamentally reject the notion of miscegenatios.siggested by Alexander Walker,
“colour has its undertones of prejudice, t6d0n discovering the affair, the filmmaker
recalls to the audience the remains of a Shakespeaallusion through the lovers’
reunion to be together. However, they do not sicraarry as in the Shakespearean
source. Following the approach to Shakespeare liyvaod cinema, the clearest point
of departure with the Shakespearean intertext@asetiding, where tragedy is twisted
into a romantic comedy with the triumph of love,igébrings all the different elements

together into harmony (see figure 32).

Fig. 30.Love at first sight. Fig. 3The second encounter. Fig. 32Happy ending.

Bollywood Queenwhich can be described as a “Romeo and Julié-stgry of
lovers from clashing cultures” mixes the synchrediglindi songs and dances with the

down-to-earth reality of the community of Britistsidns living in London’s East End.

20 Alexander Walker, “Maid in AmericaEvening Standar@anuary 16, 1992): 28.
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It constitutes a new episode of productions — &rifproducts with Indian materfal-
influenced by the typical Bollywood clichés in atlag Shakespearé.Geena — starring
Preeya Kalidas — is Juliet, a second generatiotisBriAsian born in London, but
displaced from the Western group, while Jay — stgrdames McAvoy — is Romeo, a
West Country boy. The forceful inaugural sequendh Weena and her ‘guru’ uncle
talking about the future and the role the stary piat has its reverberations throughout
the movie. The scene in which Geena is rescuedpwith extreme close-up shots of
their eyes (see figure 33) is indicative of howirth@ve mushrooms. In the same scene,
the utopic, fantastic and dream-like moment whenldivers levitate in a freeze frame
shot also shows the blossoming of their love. Hawethe cross-cultural love has to
undergo endless complexities due to the enmity gnfimmilies, which certainly recalls
the conflicts among Capulets and Montagues. Inroldlénave a serious relationship
with Jay, Geena has to break up her relationship twer wealthy boyfriend — Paris’
counterpart. Both families run fashion enterprigath a special attention on designer
clothes, albeit Geena’s family sews fake desighathes; thus, the family feud is on
two levels: ethnic and financial. Lending particulaportancdo the Romeo and Juliet
plot and working against the odds, the couple takesbthle by the horns, elopes
together, subsequently returns to solve the probldmt has to finally escape the
peevish and patronising father Geena has to geil khins for a new adventure and a
new life together. The last medium shot of the ¢ewygnking at the audience basically
shows how the movie pays homage to the tradititn@sformation of the finale in

Bollywood cinema since despite all the roadbloaksip their path, they manage to find

2l More examples worth mentioning afast Is Eas(dir. Damien O’Donnell, 1999) anBend It Like
Beckhan(dir. Gurinder Chadha, 2002).
2 David Rooney, “A Review oBollywood Queefi Variety (February 24, 2003): 54.
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a way to be together and live happily ever after.

Figure 33.The camera zooms into Jay’s and Geena’s eyBsligwood Queen.
This is a form of narrative focalization, for weesBeena as Jay sees her and viceversa.

Both movies cause antagonisms regarding the ofi@hakespearean ending,
and love is always favoured; the doors are unboltedit, like in the Bollywood
fashion. As “Bollywood film romances and ‘happy erg$’ indicate the preservation
of cultural values and authenticityMississippi Masalaand Bollywood Queemmploy
this technique in their portrayal of the diaspocemmunity’® They preserve the
Bollywood curious appropriation of the Shakespeargagedy, and, being ‘masala’
movies, seem to pave the way for a new interpmetatif Shakespeare, which can

certainly create a dislocation in his cultural \ein the Western world.

2. Clichés

In the first shot-reverse-shot between Doug and ifilGurinder Chadha'$he
Mistress of Spice@005), the male protagonist Doug offers genuirgggints into how
diasporic individuals do not break the grip of teenmeland and build a liminal space,

which becomes their true home. “I may have pasbki&dstore a hundred times, but |

23 Jigna Desai, “Bombay Boys and Girls.” In Ezra &uaivden 5.
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was always scared to come in. | was not sure itoka®r a guy like me, you know. It
seems it is for your community” claims Doug (castCeylan McDermott) when talking
about the bazaar of spices run by Tilo. This bazggrears as a cornerstone in this
‘interzone,’ since it brings glimpses of Indian tcwé into the Western world. Just as
Doug encodes his “non-belonging” in a society mdrkg Indian traces, Jay — the male
protagonist in Jeremy WoodingBollywood Queen- also characterises the East End
where Geena lives by its exoticism. The African Aicen Romeo ofMississippi
Masalaequally encounters a third space where NRIs inhalMississippi, and shows
his disruption from this ‘Indianness.’ The portrafta “little India” in Bollywood Queen

— as in other Br(A)sian movies such &@ke Mistress of Spices or in Mississippi
Masala is one among several ready-made formulas and $gpeso of the NRI
community that the films follow.

Bollywood Queemeplaces Verona with London’s East End (Brick Lamea),
constructinga minoritized and minimalist space which refledts allure of Indig* A
similar recent in-between theatrical project call8tiakespeare Goes Bollywood: Popo
Gigi” (2009) mixes Bollywood withRomeo and Julietvith the backdrop of another
highly populated diasporic area — BrixtohAccording to Sandhya Shukla, the largest
populations of Indian diasporas inhabit in citié® INew York and Londof® A variety
of intramural/extramural spaces are articulateghragented as full of restaurants,
religious institutions, clubs, sari shops and othanifestations of Indian culture so that

the homeland is always present. Judtlgsissippi Masalgortrays the Mississippi area

4 Brick Lane — the heart of London’s East End —rig of the streets that appears at the beginnirtigeof
movie. Brick Laneis also the title of Monica Ali's debut novel (28Q which was made into a film by
Sarah Gavron in 2007.

%5 This masala mixing Shakespeare and Bollywood wsisshown on 18 September 2009 in Croydon.
% sandhya Shukldndia Abroad: Diasporic Cultures of Postwar Ameriaad EnglandPrinceton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2003), 78.
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and The Mistress of Spicgsortrays the San Francisco Indian arBallywood Queen
equally takes place in a by-product of the Indiasplora. In a crane shot at the opening
of the movie, the camera moves around the shopshwdre inextricably ‘Indian’: sari
shops are everywhere, stalls with samosas andatyipidian sweets, Bollywood posters
advertising the next releases and names of thetstreritten in English, Hindi or
Bengali. The camera also focuses on the Indian |ptpn from the very beginning.
The diasporic longing for the nation is a main essuthe liminal space represented in
Bollywood Queefrom its outset.

The feature of the NRI community whibhs been the most clearly
manifested inMississippi Masalaand Bollywood Queenis the crisis of identity
diasporic beings suffer. Transnational subjectsaarding to Homi Bhabha “caught
between worlds that collide as often as they celfudnd are thereforquasisubjects
belonging neither to the homeland nor to the hasintry they inhabitMississippi
Masaladelves into this feature via Mina and her father, ¥ghereaBollywood Queen
focuses on second generation female character Geengather and J&y.The female
protagonist ofMississippi MasalaMina was born in Uganda, had Indian origins, and
then, migrated to England and to Mississippi. Sanyl in Bollywood QueenGeenas
born in the UK, but her origins are back in IndiaMississippi MasalaJay is another
case in point. He feels Uganda is his country,dblaérs see him as a foreigner on ethnic
grounds — he is African but not Black African, ake® reminds him. With the arrival
of Idi Amin, Indians in Uganda are forced to facesecond dislocation — a double
diasporaThis renders Jay as a useless, ineffectual citizdississippi, where he does

not adapt. Interestingly, his relationship with hige echoes that of Capulet and Lady

2" Homi K. Bhabha, “The Vernacular Cosmopolitan."Maices of the Crossing: The Impact of Britain on
Writers from Asia, the Caribbean, and Africkds. Ferdinand Dennis and Naseem Khan (London:
Serpent’s Tail, 2000), 135.
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Capulet in Shakespeare’s play. She is the stroegwhereas he is the failed patriarchal
figure. Mina, Jay and Geena are then “caged” optlo@ed” in a society where they

belong, but do not completely belong, where theyiategrated, but not completely so;
“almost but not quite” as Homi K. Bhabha mentiéhs.

It is worth noticing that the characters’ crisisidéntity in Mississippi Masala
has to be associated with their double dislocdtiofthe repertoire of historical
experiences that shape the three main charactdisa; Jay and Kinnu — begins in the
opening scenes of the movie when they — and otitharis dwelling in Uganda — are
forced to leave the country by Idi Amin. After tifiest ten minutes of the film, the
narrative concentrates on the depiction of ‘newrialybthnicities’ through Mind° Mina
is not simply Indian, Ugandan or American, but @iabized subject who carries
multiple identities™ At the barbecue at Demetrius’ place, she is askeere she is
from, and does not know what to answer. Yet, jesote this moment, the audience has
been informed by Mina herself about her ‘masalantity, her mixture of a myriad of
identities. The hybrid cultures dississippi Masalare ultimately connected to those
described by Néstor Garcia Canclini under a diffeset of national circumstanc&s.

Bollywood Queerts first preoccupied with Geena’s crisis of identitike other
NRIs, she lacks the “schema” to construct a sufalesslf, alienation being the result.
Instead of having the “best of the two worlds,” $kels displaced® This displacement
iIs apprehended on several occasions. In a coni@rsaith Jay, she crystallizes her

identity problems:

8 Bhabha, “The Vernacular Cosmopolitan,” 135.

% See Shukla, 241 to read about this double distota Mississippi Masala

%0 Shukla, 241.

31 The women irBhaji on the Beacltdir. Gurinder Chadha, 1993) are also racializdujesus. They are
Asian, black, and British at once.

%2 Garcia Canclini.

3 Toloyan, 3.
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Geena: “You are not from around here, are you?”

Jay: “I am not from London, if that's what you meawhile you...”

Geena: “What am I? An eskimo?”

Geena feels displaced like an Eskimo, which masssdistance from British
culture. “Do you think anybody is English? Reallpdlish? It's a fairy tale” writes
Zadie Smith trying to debunk the mythrefal English citizens, but, yet, doubts are still
more likely to appear whenever someone does nainbeto the white ethnicity
Following the trajectory of other diasporic Julidise Mina in Mississippi Masala
whose identity is questioned being Ugandan, Indiad American at the same time,
Geena’s identity is constantly challenged. Jaythdr also develops the point of
Geena’s contested identity by regarding her aswuasider’> Geena’s “otherness” also
floats in the air when Dean — Jay'’s brother — daéis“Paki bird” since names are ways
of gaining control and superiority over a group,oorindividuals belonging to another
group>® Dean’s derogatory name for Geena is a strategppe with racial and social
difference since the “Paki bird’s” middle classustion places her above Dean’s
working class condition. “Many immigrants of allcess can identify with this dilemma
of being either/or/both and vacillating betweente@entity” claims Emily Ignacio, her

main rationale being this split, which also chagdases the main female character in

3 Zadie SmithWhite Teeti{London: Penguin, 2001), 196.

% Gurinder’s Chadha’8end It Like Beckharf2002) toys with the idea of stereotypes againstifmers
through the character of Jules’ mother, who, thy weoment she sees Jess (Parminder Nagra), mentions
arranged marriages and how Jess’ parents may haaelyafound a nice doctor for her.

% Lucy R. LippardMixed Blessings: Art in Multicultural Americ@ew York: Pantheon Books, 1990).
The term “Paki” is also used in Gurinder Chadhénd It Like BeckharR003). When Jess — the girl
from an Indian background — is playing a footbadital, she is called “Paki” by a girl from the opjpgs
team. As a result, she is offended and has anmeetyeviolent attitude towards her since “Paki” clga
refers to a person from Pakistan instead of Intkas tries to justify her hostile behavior by sgytm her
trainer: “She called me Paki. You don't know whhatt means” and, then, he claims: “Of course |
know...I'm from Ireland...” InBollywood QueenJay yells at his brother and commands him tor refe
Geena by her name instead of using ‘Paki’, andl$e makes clear that she is from India and not from
Pakistan. It is particularly interesting that thelégtinctions between Indians and Pakistanis apieavo
movies released in 2002, after the 9/11 terrotiacks.

267



Chapter 8: Transnational and bi-racial Romeos and Juliets

Bollywood Queer’

The space of the cliché Bollywood Queeis mostly defined through gender.
Gender also constrains Geena’s freedom since wamendies have been used to
reinforce patriarchy for they have been the objedftendless transactions. In fact,
William Shakespeare’®Romeo and Julieis positioned in this way; Capulet has
complete parental authority on Juliet arranging ariage with Paris. Speeches like
“But fettle your fine joints ‘gainst Thursday nexfo go with Paris to Saint Peter’s
Church,/ Or | will drag thee on a hurdle thitherope that Juliet's independence is
ephemeral, reduced to her decision of marrying Rowi¢h universally acknowledged
tragic consequencéS.Constant here is the renewed conviction of womsnthe
embodiment of nation, nationalism, tradition andstp&alues — customs usually
associated with the motherland, which is feminidedthe words of Emily Ignacio:
“Preserving one’s culture through protecting wornmseecommon among oppressed racial
or ethnic groups both within and between nationeweler, this narrow focus on
protecting racial and/or national boundaries oftemntains gender inequality within the
group at the same time that it exacerbates patgarf The situation is even more
complex for hybrid women, who tend to be ostracizetheir ethnic communities. The
perils of this inadequate status are seen by Sandadira in her insightful analysis of
Indian American womef?? They are expected to be coy, submissive women quigtint
habits and, needless to say, Westernisation isstlfodbidden for them. Interestingly,

the rejection of Westernisation has been the fafusome iconic BollywoodRomeo

3" |gnacio, 47.

% Romeo and JulieB.5: 152-155. All the quotations from the play hdeen taken fronRomeo and
Juliet, ed. G. Blakemore Evans (Cambridge: Cambridge &fsity Press, 2003).

% |gnacio, 79.

0 Sunaina Maira, “Identity Dub: The Paradoxes ofladian American Youth Subculture (New York
mix),” Cultural Anthropologyl4.1 (1999): 29-60.
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and Julietoff-shoots, such aBurab Aur Pacchin{dir. Manoj Kumar, 1970) in which
the modern westernised female character is tumedhe ideal ‘Eastern’ woman at the
film’s climax. Jeremy Wooding’s female protagon@tena emerges as an instance of
the unfair treatment of hybrid women, her two sglgellapsing into one another. “We
all want to be dutiful daughters, don’t we?” sayse@a, being represented as having a
double life, “one at home and one like tht5®ne of the songs Geena sings summarises

perfectly well her inner conflict:

“I'm sick of being two people, of living a doubldd. 'm a Gemini Twin
in a permanent spin. It's a double confusion anifest don’t want to be a trophy
girlfriend, stuck on some trophy guy’s shelf. | tare dealing with the way that
I’'m feeling, don’t want to be fighting myself.”

This fragment is an exposure of Geena’s true emstidhe low budgeted,
edge-of-British traditional works Jeremy Wooding®llywood Queernis certainly
concerned with gender and its limitations. “Somesml would prefer being a man”
says Geena to Jay, being aware of the restricimp®sed on the female sex that
guelled women’s independence. Her choice of going with Jay has terrible
consequences since her father feels he has Idstraytand claims in a medium shot
sequence — after discovering the relationship détyh— “it's all a question of trust. We
don't trust you like a village girl. | can’t let yogo anywhere.” Geena’s father is judged
to be out of touch with the realities of the wonttlere he now lives.

Geena’s brothers also consider her a trophy, agiwppose strings they can

pull and manipulate at ease. As Sunaina Maira notabeir articulation of hybridity,

“l Geena utters this sentence the first ime shesdaig. With the fragment “one like this,” she reftr a
life of freedom where she can be her own mistress.
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men are praised whereas women are censured; éffeésseem is strongly damag&d.
While the actions of Geena’s brothers are neithstioned nor judged, Geena is the
guarantor of traditions and sobriety must guide hf. In cognoscenticircles,
“women’s bodies often become the locus of anxietiesut preserving tradition in the
diaspora,” thus, the film adopts a satirical statecehallenge these beliefsHowever,
this British-Bollywood extravaganza updates thedgernssue, challenging submission
by presenting Geena as a feminist “Dad, | choose Wi out with” and by running
away with Jay at the climax of the film. In keepiwith images of diasporic beings,
Jeremy Wooding’s movie attempts to understand —pamddy at the same time — the
complexities of hybridity of men and women livingthe diaspora.

Mina and Geena’s fathers are also deeply affectedrisis of identity. In
movies associated with the diaspora, sucBigale Dulhania Le Jayenggir. Aditya
Chopra, 1995) or the diaspofomeo and Juliedff-shoots likeBollywood/Hollywood
(dir. Deepa Mehta, 2002) &y Bollywood Bridgdir. Rajeev Virani, 2006), the figure
of the father embodies emasculation and disempowm@rmeither being dead
(Bollywood/Hollywood or ill (My Bollywood Bridg Losing one’s home is equated
with displacement and with the deterioration of gariarchal order. While diaspora
acts as a catalyst for freedom for the majorityhaf characters in fusion projects, the
patriarch longs for the homeland values, where dieréspected and obeyed. This
guestion of the father’'s displacement calls foeaxamination of the role of Juliet’s
father in these Shakespearean off-shoots. Unlikgulég who establishes his power
over Juliet all the time via sentences like “shé te ruled/In all respects by me,” the

power of father figures inMississippi Masalaand Bollywood Queenis greatly

2 Maira, “Identity Dub.”
43 Sunaina Maira, “Ideologies of Authenticity: YoutRplitics, and Diaspora,Amerasia journal25.3
(2000): 145.
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diminished** In Mississippi MasalaJay is brought to bear the operation of double
displacement, and the complete absence as fatheefiHaving been expelled from his
adored Uganda, Jay — starring Roshan Seth — caliwetan ordinary life in
Mississippi*® He spends his days remembering his friend Okeloiks “Africa is for
Africans, black Africans” and writing lawsuits the different regimes in the Ugandan
government to recover his property, but it neverkso In fact, he is living off his
wife’s and daughter’s earnings — the former runnandiquor store and the latter
cleaning bathrooms at a motel. Although the fathgrhysically present iMississippi
Masalg he is transformed into a powerless figure. Thd ef Mississippi Masala
which localizes Jay in Uganda, is meant to prove ‘defamiliarization’ with this
country after years of banishmen®©nce in the country he has always considered his
homeland, Jay realises “home is where the hedraigl his heart is with Kinnu, his
wife. Along these lines, iBollywood QueenGeena’s father appears as completely
feeble. His old age and the terrible illness héesatl function to fix Geena’s father as a
powerless father figure. In a confrontation witk bldest son who had been playing his
role while he was in hospital, Geena’s father salyam still the patriach, you know.”
The close-up of the camera focuses on Geena’sriatbed countenance, suggesting a
“symbolic castration.” Along these lines, Gurindehadha’sThe Mistress of Spices
points to a common praxis of emasculation in hgrid®n of first generation Indian
immigrants. Geeta’s grandfather (starring Anupamnerhvisits Tilo’'s bazaar to be

given spices for his mental peace, being unableitderstand his and his son’s

*Romeo and Julied.4: 14-15.
5 Roshan Seth’s presence has been frequent in sersBims, such asMy Beautiful Laundrettédir.
Stephen Frears, 1985) ionsoon Weddin¢dir. Mira Nair, 2001).
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disempowerment in contrast with his granddaughfee's will and increase of pow&t.
Geeta always has her way — works until very latesses in the Western fashion and
marries a Chicano; she does what she wants to dlégsamt controlled by the men in
her family*’ For Geeta’s grandfather, a crucial backdrop dftjin the diaspora is the
loss of power of father figures. Therefore, Naid &dooding translate the father figures
according to diasporic standards, as seen in athsala movies.

Bollywood Queeralso moves to elaborate the role of Jay as andmutsHis
movement to the big city from Somerset places hémaatranger, also undergoing a
crisis of identity. “Don’t touch my things. You ahere because | let you be here” says
Dean to Jay, emphasizing that Jay is an outsiderio@sly enough, the movie
constantly plays with and breaks the stereotypehefwhite citizen as a ‘native’ and
the coloured individual as the outsider, for Geisriaae real Londoner, whereas Jay is a
foreigner. Displacement dominates the scene alotted multiplex. The Anglo-Indian
Juliet and the Somerset Romeo are watching a Bothgamovie in Hindi, a language
that Geena does not speak. It seems that the diaspoltitude at the multiplex shares
this linguistic problem, and subtitles in Engligie @rovided. Therefore, Geena and Jay
are equally displaced while watching the Bollywandvie. After being in a cinema
full of Indians listening to a film in Hindi, shesks him: “how does it feel to be a
minority, then?” Jay’'s answer being: “| feel sultaimpressed.” Geena incorporates

Jay into her peripheral culture and makes him &seh stranger in the city of London.

“% Interestingly, Gurinder Chadha aims to show ttes lof power on the part of father figures via tame
actor — Anupam Kher, who plays the role of Mr. BjpaninBend It Like Beckharf2002) and Mr. Bakshi

in Bride and Prejudic€2004), two powerless fathers.

4" Geeta’s marriage to a Chicano breaks social tatmm®rding to which Indians can only marry other
Indians. While this traditional idea still undedi€&eeta’s grandfather's mentality, she is engaged i
revolutionary act in which all racial barriers dmoken down. When she announces her marriage to a
Chicano to her family, she emphasizes that her dvbal husband does not belong to the white
community, but to a coloured community. Thus, stheocaates for the union of coloured people whether
they are black, brown, Mexican, Puerto Rican, etc.
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Jay’s whiteness also contributes to his displaceéme@eena’s family. “People stick to
their own kind. You are forced to accept that wigen grow older. I'm only trying to
spare you the pain” says Jay to Mina in Mira NaMssissippi Masalaand Geena’s
father equally disagrees with miscegenation. Jer&opding’'s decision of having a
relationship of two people who belong to differetinicities is based on the desire to
create harmony within disharmony. The movie finahows that many characters are
struggling with an identity crisis.

The last cliché irMississippi Masalaand Bollywood Queeris the generational
conflict between the first and the second genematioNRIs. In one of the last takes in
the movie, Geena decides to sing a song at heincewgedding and claims: “This is
our way of offering respect to our parents’ generatand of keeping our traditions
alive.” Although hybridity is common to all indivichls, the blend of cultures seems to
be more patent in second generation diasporic beiAgcording to Farhan Akhtar,
“there is a certain culture that is emerging witle hew generation which is kind of
fusing these cultures togethéf.’At the core of the first generation NRIs values ar
tradition, respect and longing for going back te ftomeland, whereas the second, third
and fourth generation immigrants are defined by tbetreme blend of cultures. Mira
Nair's and Jeremy Wooding's films cast then lighttbis issue.

“Desi parties” are powerfully at work iBollywood Queef® They are organised
by and for Indian Americans and involve mixing sdsiirom Bollywood movies with
American/British sounds, adopting Western urban easual fashion to “display a

seemingly hybrid identity that symbolically juxtegss Indian and urban American

“8 Farhan Akhtar'®il Chahta Haibonus DVD (2001).
9 The concept “desi parties” has become assimilatednaturalised. It refers to South Asian parties
which mix Eastern and Western music.
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popular cultures® Jeremy Wooding'sBollywood Queeris a film that thematizes
youth subculture as a central premise; the prg@cbompasses several instances of
“desi parties.” In one of their outings, Geena a@ay go to a place called “Cyber
masala.” The name itself hints at mixture; thugsgoric beings are attracted by this
pub, which advertises encounters with other SowgilarAsecond generation immigrants
and a hyphenated identity. The film shows how Geerhher brothers interrelate with
other second generation NRIs, share their feelaagd aim to solve their identity
problems with other members of the same commumiixing Indian and British
popular cultures, they defy the traditional dichmtolndian as good and British as bad
since, after all, pristine cultures do not exifsfThe youth in these desi parties is
constructed as a subculture. According to Stuarl Had other theorists of the
Birmingham school, individuals belong to a subadtwhen there is “a set of social
rituals which underpin their collective identitycadefine them as a ‘group’ instead of a
mere collection of individuals’® This group is bolstered iBollywood Queenand
threatened by the presence of Jay — an outsidegnalndian English individual.
Geena’s brothers harbour inflexible attitudes talsahim, being fully realized as a
stranger in the British Indian youth subculturédhasioes not share their social values.
In these crossover Shakespearean off-shoots, rdtegéneration also stands in
stark contrast to the second generation. Just as'8relatives aspire to retain the
homeland values, traditions and culture in the sitsettlement, Geena’s parents and

relatives do the same. NRIs belonging to the fiesteration seek an unreal, idealised

*0 Sunaina Maira, “ldentity Dub,” 37.

*! |bid.

®2 John Clarke et al, “Subcultures, Cultures and <lds Resistance through Rituals: Youth Subcultures
in Post-war Britain.Eds. Stuart Hall and T. Jefferson (London: Hutchimsn association with Centre
for Contemporary Cultural Studies, 1976), 35.
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homeland, which has been explored thanks to arliabie memory>® “Identification
with an imagined ‘where you are from’ is also oftersign of, and surrender to, a
condition of actual marginalisation in the placehawe you're at” claims len And
While Mina and Geena attempt to combine two cu#iutieeir parents cling to the rules
and customs of their place of birth. “Traditioninsportant in our family and this can
never work” says Geena’s father in relation to Géemrelationship with Jay. As
Indians are supposed to marry other Indians, beriginly bothered by this adoption of
“foreign” customs. Along these lines, Jay suggéises necessity of sticking to one’s
own kind when he learns about Mina’'s romance withAdrican American. Their
attitude towards their daughters marks them asatgistdiasporic individuals, who are
certainly oriented to the communal past and traditiThe myriad clichés of the
diaspora in these crossover movies seem to betimtety picked up from Bollywood

films, shaping an interchange between these twitiemnt

3. Film genre

The first immediate interrelation between Mira Naiississippi Masalaand
Bollywood takes place when the three protagonistseapelled from Uganda, evicted
from their home. Kinnu — Mina’s mother — is obligaa get off the bus which was
taking them to the airport, and has to show theceoien their collection of vynil
records of Bollywood music. The lyrics of the ohey listen to are those of the well-

known Bollywood classic Raj KapoorShree 42(01955)Mera Joota hai Japafiteh

*3 Francia, 191-219; Hall, “Cultural Identity and Bjmora,” 222-238.
* len Ang, “Migrations of Chineseness: Ethnicity tine Postmodern World.” IrCultural Studies:
Pluralism and TheoryEd. David Bennet (Melbourne: University of Melboerress, 1993), 40.
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Patloon InglistaniSar pe lal topi Ru&Phir bhi dil hai HindustanP® This intertextual
reference encourages the alliance with Bollywookictvis now so common in ‘desi’
(Non-Resident Indian) movies. The first encountetwleen the main protagonists in
Bollywood Queetieatures an extreme close-up of Geena and Jayes,fat one point
the camera zooming into their eyes. This shot takgsiration from Bollywood films,
this being the first out of a handful of the Bollgad conventions employed in the
making of Wooding’'s experiment. “In cueing oculgriv the aural, Bollywood films
constitute a subaltern modernity that disrupts th@imalist silences and ocular
centricity of most ‘Western’ modernisms” claims Wimoan Taylor when dealing with
some of the features of Bollywood cinefidhe instances of intense visual interaction
are Indian cultural specific. By invoking echoes Bbllywood cinema, Jeremy
Wooding's British-Bollywood extravagan®&ollywood Queeffollows the path already
established by Baz Luhrmanoulin Rouge(2001), and by Andrew Lloyd Webber’'s
Bollywood Dreamg2002), starringBollywood Que€s protagonist Preeya Kalidas.
Their narrative discourse owes a great deal to &pmare’sRomeo and Juliet
approached through BollywooMississippi Masalaand Bollywood Queerlso have a
purposeful flirtation with the Shakespearean trggéallowing the trajectory of other
Bollywood Romeo and Juliebff-shoots such a8obby (dir. Raj Kapoor, 1973) or
Henna(dir. Randhir Kapoor, 1991Mississippi Masalaand Bollywood Queerthange

the tragicdénouemeninto a happy ending, and do not acknowledge ttak&tpearean

5 My translation of this passage: My shoes are Jegediihese trousers are English/The red hat on my
head is Russian/ But even so, my heart is Indian.

6 Woodman Taylor, “Penetrating Gazes: The PoeticSight and Visual Display in Popular Indian
Cinema,"Contributions to Indian Sociolog36 (2002): 297.
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intertext®” In a curious interaction with Bollywood aesthetibtississippi Masaland
Bollywood Queerncounter Shakespeare.

“Films of the Indian subcontinent, for example,tqurequently use Romeo and
Juliet-like scenarios as their basic armature” esribouglas Lanief Thus, parodying
Bollywood, Mira Nair'sMississippi Masalaand Jeremy Wooding’Bollywood Queen
imitate the Romeo and Juliet/romance fornmdlZhe appropriation of Shakespeare is
clear from the outset when the protagonists seb etieer and immediately fall head
over heels in love. Geena comes from a family véhim icharge of a rag-trade business
at London’s East End, whereas Jay works with highier at the rival clothing factory.
So, the episode of Geena and Jay’s forbidden lelegionship due to the enmity among
families also recalls the conflicts among Capubaid Montagues. Curiously enough,
unlike the Shakespearean play, the confrontatioangnthe families also has a racial
component, for Jay does not belong to the NRI conityuThis interesting twist of
Romeo and Julietan also be found iMississippi Masalasince, while Mina is
Ugandan-Indian-American, Demetrius is African Argar, and is not a second
generation diasporic individual. William ShakesgesiRomeois enmeshed in the
intertextual process iBollywood Queemvhen Dilip — Geena’s ex-boyfriend — is named
“bogus Romeo.” Furthermore, the movie’s trailer digzes the intertextuality with
the Shakespearean play, since Jay is describecbm®edy and Geena is defined as

Juliet. Then, the subsequent elopement echoes Ram@aluliet's secret wedding.

®" According to Richard BurtMississippi Masaladoes not directly refer tRomeo and Juliebut it is
clear it is based on it since it is very similarBobbyand Henna See Burt, “Shakespeare and Asia in
Postdiasporic Cinemas,” 276.

*8 Douglas Lanier, “What's in a NameRpmeo and Julieand Popular Culture” in Sourcebooks edition
of Romeo and Julietd. Marie Macaisa (Chicago: SourceBooks, 2005), 23

¥ When the protagonist @rick Lane(Nazeen) first goes out to the street by hersbl, sees a poster
advertising a Bollywood movie, which also develdips Romeo and Juliet theme. The type at the foot of
the poster says: “the world could not stop theiel® which simply confirms the importance of thietme

in Bollywood cinema. See Ali, 39.
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Unlike Mississippi MasalaBollywood Queemeveals that the relations wiRbomeo and
Juliet are not merely reduced to the famous couple. Adegrtb Douglas Lanier,
Geena’s oldest brother plays a Tybalt-like rolentyyto convince Geena’s father of the
inappropriateness of Jay as an eligible suitor Gaena, and Dean is Mercutio’s
counterpart since he ends up wounded in the figlene® Bollywood Quees
approach tdRomeo and Juliedlso occurs at a more profound level, for the oflEate

is inscrutable in the play and in the film. Theenpiretation of ShakespeardRmeo
and Juliethas always generated heated debates about whéthegrlay should be
considered a pure tragedy of Fate or a tragedyhafacter. Given that the prologue
reads “a pair of star-crossed lovers take thei"fit the older and more popular view —
supported by Bertrand Evans amongst others — cldiaighe lovers have no free will,
and can only carry the weight of the tragedy. Tppasite extreme is embraced by
Franklin M. Dickey for instance, who finds Romedaiahuliet as free agentsIn their
pursuit of their love blindly, Romeo and Juliet toene moral exempla of excessive
passion...and are accordingly punish&llt is certainly not clear if the operation of

154 Just as the issue of fate

natural forces can be resisted and challenged mahuwil
in Shakespeare’Bomeo and Julieis complex and readers do not know whether the
protagonists can be somehow responsible for thveir destiny or fate is outside their

hands, this issue is also problematic in Jeremydmps film.®> Although the movie’s

opening shows Geena’s uncle as a clairvoyant makmg@mphasis on the power of

% Douglas Lanier, “Film Spinoffs and Citations,” 301

%L prologue, 6.

%2 Franklin M. Dickey, Not Wisely But Too Well: Shakespeare’s Love Trage@®an Marino:
Huntingdon Library, 1957).

®3 Blakemore Evans, 14.

% See Virgil Whitaker,The Mirror up to Nature. The Technique of ShakespeaTragedies(San
Marino: Huntingdon Library, 1965) to read aboustbomplexity.

% My Bollywood Bridg(dir. Rajeev Virani, 2006) equally toys with theug of fate. However, the film is
deprived of the play’s complexity regarding thisue, and favours the importance of stars in thegqa®
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stars on people’s fate, the film’s climax highlightjuite the opposite idea when
Geena’s uncle says: “Geena, the stars simply gisdéhe rest is up to you.” In spite of
the fact that these two passagesBwllywood Queerremind us of the play’s own

ideological orbit and complexity, the film finallgpts for the idea that people are
responsible for their own destiny.

According to Sheila J. Nayar, Bollywood movies diféms which are,
incidentally, frequently ridiculed by critics foheir masala (“spice-mix”) blend of
tawdry escapism, formulaic storytelling, and navedy irrelevant song-and-dance
numbers.?® Although Mina and Demetrius are never involved siong-and-dance
interludes, this music fills in the environmentpesially during the wedding spectacle
included in Mira Nair’s film. Dancing to the musaf Bollywood, all the guests are
supposed to find their roots with their homelandt klira Nair's choice of cinematic
shots during this scene operates to suggest thdseduals’ distance to itBollywood
Queen echoes the song-and-dance sequences that are eiytrelmaracteristic of
Bollywood movies. What this film endeavours to shisaa very explicit connection
with these movies. The soundtrack consists of klootation between musician Steve
Beresford and vocalist Najma Akhtar, “who is Bollywd Queen’s own playback
singer,” and aims to blend Indian and Western erfte’ An important music
scholar, Natalie Sarrazin, elaborates on the nagiathe glimpse song, which consists
of a tune lovers sing the very moment they meatliieg the beloved’s fac® If in Raj
Kapoor'sBobby(1973) Rishi Kapoor sings ‘Main shayar to nahinagh no poet) while

remembering the face of Bobby — a girl he hasnust — or in1942: A Love Stor{dir.

% Sheila Nayar, “Invisible Representation: The OEaintours of a National Popular Cinemdsilm
Quarterly57.3 (2004), 14.

®" Bollywood Quees information folder at BFI (British Film Instita).

% Sarrazin, “Celluloid Love Songs,” 393.
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Vidhu Vinod Chopra, 1993) Anil Kapoor (Naren) lignes “Kuch Na Kaho” while
thinking of Rajjo, inBollywood QueerGeena sings a song while recalling Jay’s face.
The rain element is another feature used to idetiig “glimpse song,” and, obviously,
Jeremy Wooding'’s film is also modelled on this. ®ong overlays Geena’s feelings
for Jay. While she sings, drops of rain touch lemefand skin (see Fig. 34). In this
sense, Wooding’s movie signals through its songsateystemic equation with

Bollywood cinema.

v ‘ﬁ \
A glistening spell“:m the skies

Figure 3&limpse song with the rain elementBollywood Queen

Many cinematic shots and settings in these crossmewies also derive from

Bollywood. In the words of Natalie Sarrazin:

“The principal duet is often picturised in pastosaitings involving nature,
lush fields, and flowers. Cinematographically, aagoshot and panoramic view
capture the lovers in mountains, in fields, by osgavaterfalls and other sensual
settings...The shot from above is important, as hegghrising up plays a role in
establishing almost a sacred or mythic transcerettarache couple®®

The three elements Sarrazin identifies in this @edlod convention — lovers’

duet, bucolic setting and crane shot — occurBwollywood Queen(see Fig. 35).

% Sarrazin, “Celluloid Love Songs,” 399.
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Distinctive in this quotation is the use of the r@ashot that dominates the bucolic
setting where the main duo occurs. Ddilwale Dulhania Le Jayengédir. Aditya
Chopra, 1995) for instance the main charactersthigig duet in a bucolic settingvhen
Geena and Jay run away to the countryside, theagogportrayed — the West country
with its prototypical pubs and bed and breakfastsvery similar to the faraway places
depicted in this kind of escapist film cultufe. In Mississippi Masalathe cinematic
shot which highlights the lovers’ reunion duringseormy night at a gas station is
modelled according to Bollywood dynamicsHence, the shots in these movies take an

approach to the Bollywood genre.

Figure 3Brane shot when Geena and Jay are singing drdBetlywood Queen.

Susan Hayward is well aware of the impact of mgesain Bollywood cinem&.
Whether the movies are released in the 70s, 90sthe post-millennium, the marriage
is a catch-all category for the foreign. The Indmorn director, Harvard educated Mira
Nair and the British filmmaker Jeremy Wooding areaily inspired by this tendency in
their ‘masala’ movies. IrMississippi Masalathe wedding between two secondary

characters — Anil and Chanda — is a perfect oppaytto display glamour, play and lip

" The film Sangan(1964) is about one couple who goes to Switzeritraispecific point. It is only one
instance of the vogue for exoatic lands.

"L Cecelie S. Berry, “Mississippi Masalalinéastel9.2/3 (1992): 67.

2 Susan Haywardzinema Studies: The Key Conceptsed.(London and New York: Routledge, 2003),
57.
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sync Bollywood songs, and, above all, revive ak tstereotypes of the NRIs as
portrayed in Bollywood cinema. This cultural traaigdn equally occurs iBollywood
Queen After Geena and Jay’'s elopementa Romeo and Juliethey decide to go back
to London to attend the wedding of Geena’s cousimerfect occasion to put into
display a myriad of Bollywood conventions. In spibé the fact that neither in
Mississippi Masalanor in Bollywood Queenthe protagonists get married like the
Shakespearean couple, weddings are undoubtedlypmvelin these hybrid products in
their aim to pay tribute — and parody at the same t the Bollywood genre.
Furthermore, Bollywood is not just a ghostly preserbut is an entitper sein
Bollywood QueenAs a Bollywood fan, posters of Bollywood actorsdacelebrities
cover the walls of Geena’s room. Geenasdus vivends highly indebted to this kind
of cinema; she is seduced by the life and romamhee sees in Bollywood movies.
Geena’s identity is then constructed upon thisromeYet, this Anglo-Indian Juliet is
not the only second generation diasporic being imternalizes the customs and values
of Bollywood cinema as those of her own communitgcording to Ziauddin Sardar,
popular Indian cinema gives diasporic subjects‘identity kit' they need in order to
stand up for themselves in a society where theyaldelong completel{? For most of
them, to be Asian is to be modelled on Bollywoodrelstersmodus operandgio be an
Amitabh, a Rani Mukherjee or a Kajol; to be Asianta be constantly trapped by the
over-present formulas of this kind of cinema. Afiee massive migrations of Indians in
the 1960s, the majority of them know very littl@~nothing — of the subcontinent, and
everything is apprehended via Bollywood movies, auhivork like ‘mediascape$”

The VCR in the 1980s and the entrance of cablesatellite television in the 1990s

% sardar, 70.
" AppaduraiModernity at Large37.
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contributed significantly to the formation of thédtentities’ Like Mina in Mississippi
Masala Geena has not visited the Indian subcontinentttsse movies become a
welcome substitute on which to model her self-idgntnterestingly, Geena’s father is
not modelled on Juliet’s father, but his depictamthe eternally suffering patriarch in
the host country is based on the fathers of th®4 8bllywood movies. His identity is
also a filmic one, and his destabilization depeadsthe previous performativity of
patriarchs in Bollywood movies. The clear implicatiis that this community can only
articulate its own nature through “the formulagotboiling melodrama” of Bollywood
cinema’®

Given their status as markers of moral value, Badlgd texts were made an
integral part of diasporic movies metatextually apeg. In Mississippi Masalafor
instance, three male characters — Jay (Mina’s fgtiail and Pontiac — are shown
watching a Bollywood movie after the wedding recapt Jeremy Wooding's
Bollywood Queemlso gestures towards a Bollywood value systemvinayf through the
movie when the main characters attend a local plekito watch a Bollywood movie.
Interestingly, metatextuality of Bollywood equallppears in Bollywood movies and in
fusion projects. Rajiv Menon’andukondain Kandukondair2000) and Vishal
Bhardwaj'sMagbool(2003) are two cases in point. The former — an tadi@n of Jane
Austen’s Sense and Sensibility reinterprets Edward Ferrars as a filmmaker named
Manohar who wishes to make a re-makeSpeed(dir. Jan de Bont, 1994) departing
from the Bollywood tradition, but finally has tovg in because, otherwise, his movie
would not have been produced. The latter shows Magbool/Macbeth is in charge of

the Bollywood industry. As for diasporic movies widBollywood appears, Gurinder

> Rachel Dwyer, “Planet Bollywood.” IA Postcolonial People: South Asians in Britaled. Nasreen
Ali, Virinder S. Kalra and S. Sayyid (London: HutCompany, 2006), 362- 371.
® sardar, 70.
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Chadha’s adaptation of Jane AusteRsde and Prejudiceas Bride and Prejudice
(2004) is an interesting case. When Lakhi/Lydia al@hnny Wickham/George
Wickham run away from Lalita/Lizzy Bennet and Dardipey try to hide in the
darkness of a cinema screen at the BFI. At thattpgbie BFI is having a Bollywood
season, and the movie Rurab Aur Pacchin{based oriThe Taming of the ShrgWw
The scene in which Darcy and Wickham have a regat juxtaposes an on-screen fight
between the two main charactersPafrab Aur Pacchimin which the ideal Indian hero
saves the Westernised female character from angeragd ‘Westernised’ diasporic
pervert.Like Lakhi and Wickham iBride and Prejudicethe Anglo-Indian Juliet from
Brick Lane and the Somerset Romeo go to a moviattheo watch a Bollywood
movie. This is an enthralling scene because, eei®eena nor Jay can understand
Hindi, and they need the subtitles. In a mixturdoofedom and fascination, their faces
get close because the movie makes them feel passiand they kiss. This instance of
film-within-a-film is accompanied by a descripti@f Bollywood movies by Jay as
“mad, bad, beautiful” when Geena answers “this eiyBvood.” After the Bollywood
experience, the hero seems to fall in love “notyomith Geena, but also with Indian
culture.”® The metatextuality with Bollywood reaches its péakhe movies via the
presence of well-known Bollywood actors such asHaasSeth and Sharmila Tagore —

cast as Jay and Kinnu — Mississippi Masalaand the cameo dfagaaris English co-

" Interestingly,Bride and Prejudiceseems to be modelled on this Bollywo®dming of the Shewff-
shoot Purab Aur Pacchim Just like Purab Aur Pacchimshows a very explicit criticism of
WesternizationBride and Prejudicealso rejects Westernization in favour of a sup&fitndianness.’
Bride and Prejudics ending depicts everyone in India celebratingidgpIndian weddings, wearing
Indian clothes like sarees or kurtas and playiaditional Indian drums. Just like the last shot®ofab
Aur Pacchimfocus on the female protagonist Preeti's newfoundraness of Indian culture, the last
%nematic shots dBride and Prejudicetowing Mark Darcy playing the drums follow the sapugpose.
Tyrrell, 6.
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star Rachel Shelle§. With the down-to-earth realistic portrait of the NEdmmunity,
the film also hopes to attract a similar audierccéhait of British comedies likEast is
East(dir. Damien O’Donnell, 1999My Son the Fanati{dir. Udayan Prasad, 1997) or
Bend It Like Beckhanidir. Gurinder Chadha, 2001) or British soap opesach as
EastEnders from which many actors and actresses Bwollywood Queenwere
selected® In an era in which “the white middle classes atng up Asian culture like
fish and chips,” Mira Nair and Jeremy Wooding make most of this new trend by
making crossover movies out of a cross-racial rareawith explicit references to
Bollywood cinem&’ Via the imitation of the Bollywood genre, a diféet form of
Shakespearean appropriation emerged. The BollywSloakespearean off-shoots —
often considered obscure bits of Shakespearianaaanthr removed from the core of
Shakespearean knowledge — entered the Western wWwoddgh the back door. The
dialogue between Eastern Shakespeare and Westakespleare is now served thanks

to a middle-ground terrain, Bollywood.

4. Reception
In their production values and distributidBollywood Queerand Mississippi
Masalaabide again by Bollywood rules and conventionsedgr Wooding's film was
produced by the company Screen Finance, descrisetthe UK’'s most prolific
production company in 2001 having produced and rooyced 14 films in twelve

months with budgets from US$3M-US$37R/f.Just as Bollywood Shakespearean off-

" Lagaan: Once Upon a Time in Ind{dir. Ashutosh Gowariker, 2001) was the second mdui be
nominated for the Oscars affdiother India This movie catapulted Bollywood to fame in thede

8 According to Jeremy Woodingollywood Quees mode of production closely follows that Bénd It
Like BeckhamE-mail communication with the filmmaker.

8 sally Kinnes, “A Race against Time — Televisiofitte Sunday Times: Cultu¢adugust 31, 2003): 24.
8 Bollywood Quees information folder, available at the BFI.
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shoots never acknowledge the sourBellywood Queenand Mississippi Masala
replicate them — albeit references to the famouak&pearean couple cannot be
avoided inBollywood Quees trailer. However, the reception of the moviesgrates
an intricate dialogic relationship between thesdlyBmod Shakespearean off-shoots
and Mississippi Masalaand Bollywood Queen On the one hand, the uneven
intermingling of ‘indie grit’ and Bollywood flavouturns into a hotly topic of debate in
the reviews. On the other hand, the reviews egualiroborate the imperious necessity
of bringing Shakespeare back to the place he deserv the Westermilieu via
incessant allusions tBomeo and Julieind nonstop criticisms to the ending, in which
everything is worked out against the odds.

Bollywood Queenmay have been conceived for an audience of overseas
Anglophiles and diasporic individuals with its pait of first and second generation
NRIs. This is in fact verified analysing the 35esams where the movie was shown in
the UK. According to Jeremy WoodinBpllywood Queerfollowed the screening path
of Bend It Like Beckhar(dir. Gurinder Chadha, 2002), and was shown in stegam
multiplexes in highly British Asian populated areamd dedicated Bollywood
cinemas® A low-budget movie ($1m dollarsBollywood Queemade its money back
on international sales. It was screened in sixmamin Singapore, in South Africa and
the CIS countries. Curiously enough, even thoughntiovie was due to show in India,
the distributor finally pulled out. Thus, while tdemestic and NRI audience resisted to
the pseudo-Bollywood Shakespearean off-shoot, nternational Anglophile viewers
welcomed the movie positively, especially in Runaanhere it was a success.

Mississippi Masalavas equally conceived for an international audierdee

8 All the information in this paragraph about bosia# figures and international sales has been tjrec
provided by the filmmaker Jeremy Wooding in an é@lm@mmunication.
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premiere of the movie took place at the Curzon @ime- specialised in new British
films and world cinema. As J. Hoberman claims, Miair “addresses Third World
themes of deprivation and displacement” to hintaadliasporic community. Yet, as
Bollywood QueenMira Nair's film was precisely highly questiondry the Indian
diaspora. British Asian communities in the Londabwbs complained about the inter-
racial love and se¥. With a total gross of $7,308,786, the movie hatbasiderable
success in countries like France, Sweden, AustridleaNetherlands or Argentina. Yet,
the reception oMississippi Masalais not in tandem with Mira Nair’s first feature
Salaam BombayWwhich became a world-wide success.

From their inception at the Cannes Festival, theeggd mood about the films
has been indifference or deep and profound diggurster Bradshaw refers to the story
as “pretty daft” and Naman Ramachandran even stgytfest Jeremy Wooding should
not have continued the short on whiBbllywood Queerwas based entitle8ari and
Trainers®® The ‘kitschy’ glamour of Bollywood that appearsBollywood Queerhas
sometimes been praised by film critics and reviewdane Howdle, Peter Bradshaw or
Jamie Russell celebrate the song-and-dance seguirnBellywood Queefi’ They all
seem to be fascinated by the exuberant Bollywoaodbaus and their interesting supply
of exoticism. British Asian reaction towarliBssissippi Masaldvaried from lukewarm

to hostile.® The controversy caused by the movie among filtticsrbasically affected

8 Amit Roy, “Hindus Angry as New Film Explores LoBetween Asians and Blackd)aily Telegraph
(January 1, 1992).
% In Observer ReviefMay 26, 2002), it is said that during the releasBollywood Queeiat the Cannes
Festival, many people in fact walked out of thecona.
8 peter Bradshaw, “Bollywood QueerGuardiansection 2 (October 17, 2003): 2 and Ramachandran,
“Bollywood Queen,” 28.
87 Jane Howdle, “Bollywood QueenEmpire 173 (1 Nov 2003): 67; Bradshaw, 2 and Jamie Ryssell
“Bollywood Queen” (October 6, 2003)
Qgttp://www.bbc.co.uk/fiIms/2003/10/06/b0|lvwood are 2003 _review.shtml

Roy, 1.
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the portrait of the Indian communify.

The directorial undertaking of formulating the hgmnding instead of a tragedy
does not seem to work in the Wddississippi MasalandBollywood Queeinave both
been harshly criticised as far as the finale isceomed. Concerning Nair’s vibrant and
colourful movie, it has received the biggest conmita due to these unresolved
resonances. For instance, Danny Su claimed: “Th#icbwas resolved in a matter of a
few seconds. There was no clear explanation of thyresolution came so fast and
trouble free.?® The rapid resolution, short-lived confrontatiordahe final erasure of
the conflicts are the main criticisms Su brings niind. Surat Andersen equally
considers thatMississippi Masalas ending is just a “simplistic solution to the
problems” the protagonists fateln tandem with the previous film critics, Michael
Sragow disdains the wayMississippi Masalafinishes? Although meant as an
affirmative vision, the medium close-up of Demedrin a dashiki and Mina in Indian
clothes inevitably poses the question if “they hamgthing to say to each othéfIn a
similar note, Yvonne Taylor considers that the ®ranly weakness is the innocent and
naive ending”

The light reading oRomeo and Julidty the British filmmaker Jeremy Wooding

in the last minutes dBollywood Queeias equally been condemned. This is explained

8 See Erika Surat Andersen, “Review Mfssissippi Masalg Film Quarterly 46.4 (1993): 23 to read
about the problematic characterization of the Indiammunity. For Sandhya Shukla, however, both
communities could be criticized since they are lmlsed on stereotypes. Shukla, 241. Interestingly,
Mississippi Masalahas not been the only diasporic film which has bperceived with contestation.
Gurinder Chadha'8ride and Prejudicdor example was accused by two Hindu nationalisugs (the
Vishwa Hindu Parishad — VHP — and the Bajrang D&heing offensive and vulgar, basically during the
shooting of the movie in Amritsar. See Desai, “Batbod Abroad,” 123.
% Danny Su, “Mississippi Masala Barely Scratches $teface of Racial Conflict, The Tech Online
Edition 15 (February 14, 1992) http://tech.mit.edu/V112fN&sala.05a.html
L Andersen, 25.
:z Michael Sragow, “Mississippi Masala\ew Yorke(April 20, 1992): 82.

Ibid.
% Yvonne Taylor, “Mississippi MasalaThe VoicgDecember 24, 1991): 49.
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by Rooney as follows: “the story's sputtering mdiecomes especially problematic in
the chaotic final act® The lovers’ escape from the wedding of Geena’'sicosibegins

a continuum of flimsy and clumsy shots with no chaand irremediable confusions
accompanied by a poor hand-held camerawork thaierate the action to the lovers’
happiness in the North Pole. The compulsory Bollg@v@vertones of the movie’'s
climax also become the major source of criticismRamachandraf. In their aim to
copy Bollywood, the directors have to end abrugtig narrative discourse in the
normal 90 minutes in contraposition to the 140 rteswf Bollywood movies, the result
being a seemingly unconnected plot with a hectitrarssy resolution.

The lack of credit to Shakespeare Bollywood Queeninterestingly finds
ambiguity in this movie’s marketing campaign thrbug trailer attempting to wink at
Shakespeare, or rather, his characters, as ifilthedfrector was aware of the movies’
subsequent failure if Shakespeare was not mentioneak least, hinted aBollywood
Queenis fully encoded as Shakespear®@meo and Julietince the trailer exploits all
the conventions and echoes all the themes of e Pldvertised as a classic tale in
which romance and family conflicts articulate théoke movie, Bollywood Queen
clearly announces that Jay is Geena’s Romeo anaeaGiseJay's Juliet, implicitly
evoking Shakespeare. In a similar note, in the ngaki the trailer, lan McShane, who
plays the secondary role of Frank (Jay's fathelgp alraws a parallelism between
Bollywood Quees main characters and the Shakespearean couriterNavertheless,
despite mentioning the celebrated Shakespeareaacths, the writer's name never
appears in the trailer; the narrative impetus isealed towards the growing

abandonment of the author, ‘the death of the au#®iRoland Barthes said since the

% Rooney, “A Review of Bollywood Queen,” 54.
% Ramachandran, “Review of Bollywood Queen,” 28.

289



Chapter 8: Transnational and bi-racial Romeos and Juliets

‘creatures’ seem to have life irrespective of theneator; Shakespeare is then
dispossessed of his oeuvfeSuch is the forceful importance of his characteas they
no longer need to be associated with him, but rHbee own identity in the global
world. Hence, it is peculiarly apposite trBwllywood Quees trailer should make a
point of consistently invoking the lineage of Shefeare’s popular cultural visibility in
an attempt to reach an audience of overseas AniiggplYet, it is a mere wink since
this pseudo-Bollywood movie still follows the filngenre’s interpretation of
Shakespeare which is condemned to letdown in OetiBellywood Quees trailer is
just an instance of the complexity of mixing twoffelient traditions regarding
Shakespeare’s place, ambiguity being the result.

This complex relationship is even more intriguing most of the reviews
analysed of both movies, for they manifest hdbississippi Masalaand Bollywood
Queenare inspired byRomeo and Juliet]. Hoberman, Christopher Tookey, George
Perry, Jeff Sawtell, Hugo Davenport, Michael SragoviNigel Andrews emphasize this
connection irViississippi Masal&® The reviews oBollywood Queen whether long or
short, criticise or praise the movie — are alsaattarised by the referencesRomeo
and Juliet as the movies’ main intertext. Amongst many respsngo Jeremy
Wooding'’s film, Jamie Russell argues thAfest Side Storis the other intertext of
Bollywood Queenwhich is itself based ofRomeo and Julief Curiously enough,

Gregory Stephens similarly regafisssissippi Masalda mockup ofRomeo and Juliet

" Roland Barthedmage-Music-TextNew York: Hill and Wang, 1977).

% J. Hoberman, “Family Affair,Village Voice(Feb 11, 1992): 65; Christopher Tookey, “Mississipp
Masala,”Sunday Telegrapfdanuary 19, 1992): 41; Geoffrey Perry, “Mississigiasala,”Sunday Times
(January 19, 1992): 5; Jeff Sawtell, “Mississippaddla,”Morning Star(January 17, 1992): 5; Hugo
Davenport, “Mississippi MasalaPaily Telegraph(January 16, 1992): 14; Sragow, 82; Nigel Andrews,
“Mississippi Masala,’Financial TimeqJanuary 1, 1992): 19.

% Russell, 1.
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by way of West Side Story**° Although these film critics confirm the link betam
Mira Nair and Jeremy Wooding's movies witNlest Side Stoyytheir arguments are
simply based on the presence of songs and danbey. Were unable to realise the
Bollywood charisma in the movies, which they mistofor a Western musical.
Therefore, the films’ approach to Shakespeare igedthrough Bollywood. These
reviews implicitly criticize the assumption thatitgsh Asian and crossover films (by
diasporic filmmakers) can imitate Bollywood prodoaot values regarding the
interpretation of Shakespeare since Western crdiesys mention the Shakespearean
contribution.Mississippi Masalaand Bollywood Queerepitomize a tradition in which
denying the status of Shakespeare by not acknowlgdfpe source — as Bollywood
does — is not compatible with the globalized caltucon he has become in the West.
The highly charged importance of Shakespeare inest is substituted by another

tradition in which Shakespeare has a merely pagse®ence.

Conclusion

According to Alexander Huang, there are three madessian Shakespeares in
Europe: European productions with Asian motifs,tglelodl Asian productions touring
Europe and European-Asian co-productitidlthough Jeremy Wooding'Bollywood
Queenseems to identify with the first mode of Asian Séskeares in Europe for the
movie is made by a British flmmaker with Bollywoadbtifs, it in fact stands out from
‘appropriate’ Asian Shakespeares channelling Shpaes through Bollywood, i.e. the

movie’s main focus is not Shakespeare, but Bollytvoi Shakespearean theatre

1% Gregory Stephens, “Romancing the Racial Frontidediating Symbols inMississippi Masald
Spectatorl 6.1 (1995): 70.
%1 Huang, “Asian Shakespeares in Europe,” 52.
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directors and filmmakers are charmed by the mark&te of Asian visuality, Jeremy
Wooding is equally enchanted by the world of Bolbpe and — indirectly, Shakespeare
— through its peculiar appropriation Bomeo and JulietThis interesting process of
rewriting the Shakespearean text is also faithfodgroduced irMississippi Masala
Imitating the film genre, the romanéela Romeo and Juligs unavoidable. Far from
simply ‘imitating’ the narrative discourse with iant allusions to the Shakespearean
tragedy, Mira Nair'sMississippi Masaland Jeremy WoodingBollywood Queemlso
follow the path of previous Bollywood Shakespeare#irshoots regarding the change
of the tragicdénouemenin favour of a happy ending and the lack of ackrmlgement
of the Shakespearean source. Althoiibsissippi Masalaand BollywoodQueenmay
be considered anomalous Shakespearean off-shbejsate the forerunners of a new
interpretation of Shakespeare’s afterlives in thesWrn World. This rich network of
interpretations enables multifaceted modes of repdoth Shakespeare and Bollywood.
The West is then experiencing a new, interestiny wh being acquainted with
Shakespeare, which consists of the complete cdmaban of his playsRomeo and
Juliet above all, and the recession of the author’'s ndrhe.movies then promote the
interaction between two mutually imbricated tramh8 — Eastern and Western
Shakespeare. The common tendency in Shakespeacegtion is to demonstrate the
multiple interpretive Shakespeares around the wamdl how they dialogue with each
other and among themselves to produce new readfrigjsakespeare’s texts.

However, as the reception and marketing campaigMiss$issippi Masalaand
Bollywood Queenhave demonstrated, the Shakespearean influende pstiists.
Bollywood Quees trailer unavoidably mentions the well-known Shalespan

characters. In a similar note, all the film critiessiewing both movies refer tRomeo
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and Julietas the main intertext. The ghostly status Shakespaequired in some
Bollywood off-shoots seems to be condemned to railin Occident. Given that
Western film and theatre directors are not so foemanipulate the effect produced by
Shakespeare’s authority, Shakespeare cannot beendgd as a spectre in the
Anglophone world. With their hybrid nature of tradns and styles, Mira Nair's
Mississippi Masalaand Jeremy WoodingBollywood Queemeflect upon the potential
limits and losses of appropriating the Bollywoodenpretation of Shakespeare in the
West because it jeopardises Shakespeare’s conteuladal vigour and celebration.
Thus, the movies present themselves as alternativése binary opposition between
local Shakespeares and canonical English-languegesgentations and productions,

reinscribing Shakespearean texts into cross-clitimbbgues.
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Chapter 9: Experimenting with King Lear in a Diasporic Context:

Jon Sen’sSecond Generation

On April 11, 2011 the Edinburgh festival directaynathan Mills claimed that the
festival in 2011 was going to “explore the cultunafluence of Asia on Europe, and
vice versa, as well as build a bridge betweenwhedontinents.” However remarkable
the statement may sound, there is nothing veryaesdinary in it since Shakespearean
plays have been building this bridge for many yekrem Ariane Mnouchkine’s and
Peter Brooks’ adaptations of Shakespearean plais am Asian touch to the latest
rewritings such as the UK productiovind Walking (2011), Shakespeare has kept

coming back repeatedly as a figure of cultural excfe?

Jon Sen’sSecond Generatiof2003) — set in London’s Brick Lane Area — is a
clear product of this Eastern-Western exchangernmngling the Western classfing
Lear with subtle Bollywood aesthetics. In the processllyBvood’s understanding of
Shakespeare is appropriated. The novelty of tladymtion is that it is the first time that
‘Bollywood’ encountersKing Lear. Although the history oKing Lear on the Indian
stage and Indian social life is rich and vast, pley was not successful in Bollywood

cinema, and no film adaptation or off-shoot hasredween acknowledgetOn the

Jonathan Mills in Debesh Banarjee, “King Lear, SdiDance and the SarodApril 11, 2011)
http://www.indianexpress.com/news/king-lear-odaice-and-the-sarod/774298/

> Mind Walking(2011) is a UK production with &'Igeneration NRI Lear figure named Bobbie who has
‘obliterated’ his Indian past until he suffers frgkizheimer and is then haunted by his true roots.

% In spite of its title,The Last Leadir. Rituparno Ghosh, 2007) is not an adaptatibSakespeare’s
King Lear The movie focuses on a theatre actor modelledhenShakespearean character. The film

294



Chapter 9: Experimenting with King Lear in a Diasporic Context

Indian stage, the adaptationsKihg Learrange from English performances — such as
some made in 1832 for the Chowringhee Theatrelectdized productions with happy
ending, namehAtipidacharitain 1880 and post-colonial versions of the play.idnd
journalists have tended to see the play as an appomeans to explore the intricacies
of politics in the subcontinent. For instance, timglian journalist Sanjay Kumar
exploited recently the similarities between Leard atine Indian Prime Minister
Manmohan Singh, who, like Shakespeare’s elder Kingught that he was suffering
more than he had sinned and desefvétet, King Lear has passed completely
unnoticed in Bollywood until Jon Sen and the diagpacriptwriter Neil Biswas

decided to adapt it with a Bollywood touch.

Second Generationnvited considerable criticism for turning a carnali
Shakespearean tragiénouemeninto a happy ending. Even if the film adaptatioold
be said to be based on Nahum Tate’s version oplhe(1681) — also characterized by
its happy resolution, which includes the marriafj€€ordelia and Edgar — it is in fact
strongly influenced by Bollywood’s understandingSifakespearean plays. Apart from
the happy ending which is so common in populardndnovies,Romeo and Juliet
somehow circulates around Jon Sefiscond Generatigreclearly hinting at the films
which are its major influencé&/ia an in-depth analysis of the rewriting of thetphnd
main characters dfing Learin Second Generatioand an exploration of the cultural
flows regarding the film genre, this chapter aimsshed light upon Bollywood’s

influence inSecond Generatiosm rewriting of King Lear as a result of the ongoing

basically includes quotations frowelfth Nightand King Lear. It is not categorized as a Bollywood
film.

4 Sanjay Kumar, “Manmohan Singh as King Lear” (Feloyu24, 2011) http://the-diplomat.com/indian-
decade/2011/02/24/manmohan-singh-as-king-leathis article, Kumar toys with the sentenceri a
man more sinned against than sinning’ to complaouaSingh.
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‘ideoscapes” Unlike the other pseudo-Bollywood adaptations ys&d in previous
chapters, the movie’'s main target is not Bollywobdi Shakespeare. Yet, within a
diasporic setting, it seems impossible to dissec&takespeare from the interpretation
provided by Bollywood cinema, and the two are milyuentangled. With its replaying
of one of the most dramatic Shakespearean works anmelodrama with a happy
ending,Second Generatiooonfirms that these diasporic Shakespearean ofitshare
veering towards a new wave of Shakespearean regsitexperimenting with the texts

and transforming them intoangexts.

1. RewritingKing Lear

Although Jon Sen’sSecond Generatiordoes not follow the Shakespearean text
faithfully at all, the movie is a “very contempoyarersion of the timeless classic” with
a diasporic backdrop. The Shakespearean sourceistesadically transformed, the
scenes are mixed up and, yet, the audience noasthehn feel the pulse of the story

throughout the film.

As Ellen Dengel-Janic and Johanna Roering havezesalSecond Generation
explores the dynamics #fing Learby retaining the three sisters and the confromtatio
between the father and the youngest daughter, ashanbger issue¥.As Jon Sen’s
project claims to speak for the diaspora, Leardaasformed into a®igeneration NRI

Sharma-ji, whose kingdom is a curry business indoon(see Fig. 36). The factory

> AppaduraiModernity At Large37.

® Ellen Dengel-Janic and Johanna Roering, “Re-Inja@hakespeare iBecond Generation A British-
Asian Perspective on Shakespearkiag Lear” In Drama and Cultural Change: Turning Around
Shakespeardeds. Matthias Bauer and Angelika Zirker (TriervVWy 2008), 211-219.

296



Chapter 9: Experimenting with King Lear in a Diasporic Context

prepares Indian food and condiments like korma,afaaand chutney sauces for British
supermarkets. The beginning 8&cond Generatiofeatures a man in hospital, lying
motionless on a bed at the Intensive Care Unit icoma. Unlike King Lear, who
divided the kingdom among his two eldest daught8tsarma-ji never gives up his
power and authority. His daughters simply take avieen he is in hospital; there is no
division of the kingdoms scene as such. The detisimt to include the most crucial
scene of Shakespearel§ing Lear is striking, for the treatment of Lear changes
considerably. The rewriting makes Lear more ofdiwi that the source text, in which
he is responsible for his destiny and fate. Ledasighters — Goneril, Reagan and
Cordelia — are Pria, Rina and Heere respectivehjiked Shakespeare’s Goneril, Pria is
single, and is depicted as the typical woman wistbastruggle in a men’s world. Like
Reagan, Rina is married, but her husband Arun isensimilar to Albany than to
Cornwall. Albany’s development throughout the plisy appropriately captured in
Second GenerationNhile at the onset of the movie Arun is a secoynddaracter —
clearly on the periphery — he is later on recreag@ more lively character, one who
speaks his mind and shows his anger. He disagrgbsPwa and Rina’s decision of
sending their father to an asylum, for he considiers their duty to look after their
father, especially now that he is an old man. Tdaene blatantly rewrites Lear’s
eviction from his daughters’ houses. If there character that differs significantly from
the Shakespearean original is Heere Sharma — thgel@ofigure. She appears as the
typical second generation woman aiming to breakyafn@m her Indian traditions and
roots to settle down in the West with a Westernfioeyd until she finally discovers that
one is always haunted by the past; it keeps colmaag. While Cordelia’s transgression

is her refusal to re-affirm her love for her fatheeere’s misdemeanor, in her father's
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eyes, consists of her series of relationships witite men, the latest involving a white
journalist called Jack. Her openness regardingsbguality is also responsible for the
breach between Heere and her father. While Cordelitutiful and obedient, Heere is
rebellious. Yet, one of the typical readings of thevie is that Heere’s insurgence
diminishes at the end of the film when she seemsvtilve into a submissive Indian
wife, perfectly fit in the Indian lifestyle as ihe were Kate in Shakespear&aming of
the ShrewInterestingly, she even transforms Cordelia’glayge in order to follow the
model of the perfect Indian wife. While in 1.1 Celid claims “Haply when | shall
wed,/ That lord whose hands must take my plightl staary/ Half my love with him,
half my care and duty” to make explicit to her f&athhat she cannot only love him, in
Second GeneratioHeere says exactly the opposite of what Cordelya saKing Lear.
Instead of telling her father that it is impossilibe her to only love him, she says to
Jack that he should not have made her choose betvezdather and he, for she cannot
be just his. According to Dengel-Janic and EcksteBecond Generatioseems to be a
“surprisingly conservative rendering of the Ledefaas far as Heere is concerrfed.
However, the text could also be read as an extiraamity modern, second-wave
feminist reading. Heere is a woman who negotiagsd¢lationships and wants to have
a partner without giving up filial love. She matsirand discovers the importance of
loving a father as well as a partner. Thus, theeecampeting, clashing readings which

can be provided for it.

71.1 (100-03) in Stanley W. Wells and Gary Tayleds.),The History of King Lear(Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2000).

8 Ellen Dengel-Janic and Lars Eckstein, “BridehooeviBited: Disarming Concepts of Gender and
Culture in Recent Asian British Film.” IMulti-Ethnic Britain 2000 + New Perspectives in diature,
Film and the Arts Ed. Lars Eckstein, Barbara Korte, Eva Ulrike Birland Christoph Reinfandt
(Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2008), 55.
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Fig. 36.The Lear figure Sharma-ji ilBecond Generation

Sen has managed to find a way of presenting Kerdt @&houcester
amalgamated in one single character, Hansaab Ke@nHig. 37). On the one hand, the
character of Khan is certainly inspired by Kentariig even the first letter of his
surnamé€. Like Kent, he is banished from the kingdom, i.ehal is fired from the
company after working for more than twenty yeamreh Just like Kent always takes
Lear’s side, Khan always supports Sharma-ji. Onatiher hand, the character of Khan
is indebted to Gloucester. He also has two soneddfiroz (see Fig. 37) and Sam — the
counterparts of Edmund and Edgar respectively. Khaagic ending — he commits
suicide at home, feeling emotionally abandoned@nfessionally redundant — must be
considered in relation to Gloucester's fantasizedtld at Dover. While Gloucester’s
suicide at Dover is a mere fantasy, Khan's suitsdeeal and achieves iconic intensity
required to sustain audience contemplation. Sens do& provide a compelling
juxtaposition of Firoz and Sam’s energies with thad Edmund and Edgar; Sen’s
characters are more benevolent than their Shakespeaounterparts. One aspect that

is certainly striking is Khan’s religion. While Simaa-ji and his family are Hindus,

° Looking back at other Bollywood re-creations ofglish plays or novels such &ide and Prejudice
the keeping of the first letter of the name or smme seems to be the norm. In Jon Se&Sesond
Generation other characters also maintain the first letfetheir counterparts’ names. This is the case of
Rina (Reagan), Arun (Albany).
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Khan and his sons are Muslims. It is at least ssirmgy and shocking that the only aspect
in the whole film in which the ending is bleakeathin the original source is precisely
the suicide of the Muslim patriarch. While the EairiGloucester is finally comforted in
death by his son Edgar, Becond Generatiorlansaab Khan dies completely alone,
without any comfort. The movie explores the dynanattwo different religions on the
surface and, by presenting the Hindu-Muslim cotfi¢ times, Jon Sen’s project
intrinsically takes a postcolonial perspective, andmmediately associated with the
partition in India. It basically reminds the audierof how painful the partition was for
everyone, and how the conflict is still extant. Mover, given thaKing Lear is
remarkable for the division of the kingdoms, theye¢hen an undeniable connection
between the Shakespearean play and the Indian rstifeat, for it was equally divided
into two separate countries, which eventually bexdihmee with the independence of

Bangladesh.

Mohan inSecond Generatioand the Fool irKing Learare very similar; Sen’s
reading of the fool is really faithful to the soertext (see Fig. 37King Lears 1.4
brings the fool centre stage. His down-to-earth iaowic comments concerning Lear’s
mistake in giving his kingdom to his daughters (“dave them all my living, I'd keep
my coxcombs myself. There’s mine. Beg another gf daughters”) are cleverly re-
enacted and revitalized by Mohan in Jon S&esond Generatiolf For instance, at
one point, Mohan tells the truth to Sharma-ji abmgtdaughters — i.e. that they wanted
to turn off the machine to which he was connectedmhe was in a coma and that they

wanted to sell the curry business — and Sharnsagg@ught in the prism of his own blind

1% Stanley W. Wells and Gary Taylor (edghe History of King Lear
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ignorance'! The Fool inSecond Generatiois described by Roshan Seth — the actor
who performs this role — as “a jaded boozer, whovigles an ironic running
commentary on the unfolding events of both famil#&sThe choice of actor to perform
the role of the Fool is not random. In the word$salutam Basu Thakur, Roshan Seth is
“without a doubt the quintessential ‘face’ of Nehwn Indian celluloid.*®* Seth has
starred as Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru on irgmaifsle occasions: Attenborough’s
Gandhi (1982), Shyam Benegal'Bhe Discovery of Indig1988) Griffith’'s Food for
Ravenq1997) and Hindmarch$he Last Days of the R&007). By having a celluloid
Nehru, the connections with Shakespeare’s Fool magle explicit, for both are
epitomes of common sense. Like the fooKimg Lear, Mohan always tells the truth.
For instance, when he is with Heere at a caféritieizes her generation, since they do
not want to accept responsibilities. The constafgrences to Mohan as a fool (it's not
the time nor the place, you fool/ drunkard foolpstantly emphasize the doubling. In
King Lear, the fool disappears in the middle of the playt (8 and, inSecond

GenerationMohan equally disappears halfway through the movie.

2 According to Alessandra Marino, the fool 8econd Generatiopoints out that Sharma-ji's main
attributes are blindness and folly, thus suggestingidentification with Gloucester and the king.
Alessandra Marino, “Cut'n’mixKing Lear: Second Generatiomnd British-Asian Identities.” In
Shakespeare and Conflict: A European Perspeckde Carla Dente and Sara Soncini (London: Padgrav
Macmillan, 2013), 170-183.

12 production notes decond Generation

3 Gautam Basu Thakur, “Globalization and the Culturaaginary: Constructions of Subjectivity,
Freedom & Enjoyment in Popular Indian Cinema.” leia and Pandharipande, 86.
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Fig. 37.Hansaab Khan (Gloucester and Kent), Mohan (thg &l Firoz (Edmund).

Interestingly, Jon Sen’Second Generatiomvites a deeper understanding of
the mother figures than its primary sourceKilig Learis basically characterized by the
total absence of mothers — there are no referembessoever to them — Sen shows
extraordinary insight in using flashbacks to rememthem and to explain to the
audience what life was like when they were aliviee Budience learns for instance that
Khan's wife died of cancer whereas Sharma-ji's wef@nmitted suicide. Sonali —
Sharma-ji's wife — suffered from depression andekilherself to escape the strict
patriarchal codes of her society and community. odding to Alessandra Marino,
Heere is as rebellious as her mother was, and tdssrher so much that they even
appear as the same person in Sharma-ji’'s hallucimgt“mother and daughter become
confused in the eye of patriarch{/.’Sharma-ji is constantly haunted by the spiritisf h
wife, caught in a guilt complex, as if he was thme @o blame for his wife’s death. In
fact, the movie starts with images of Sonali wherstffers from a coma and is about to

die, emphasizing her importance in the story andShmarma-ji's actual medical

1 Marino, 176.
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condition. According to Suzuki Tadasfii‘Lear’s tragedy of solitude and madness
must be brought forth not as specific to his kimgsh distant time and space but as
relevant to any old man living in any age in anymoy.”® Sen then translates Lear's
tragedy to a first generation NRI whose madnestrangly associated with his wife’'s
death and his refusal to throw her ashes to thg&anver. Sharma-ji is haunted by the
ghosts of his past, linked with the homeland, aaadnnot reconcile with it in the host
country. Thus, Sharma-ji's identity dilemma had&equated with the impossibility to
reconcile the homeland with the host country indi@sporic self” When, towards the
end of the film, he finally complies with this Hiandburial rite back in India, he is
relieved, his madness mysteriously disappears ansblves all his identity dilemmas

and problems with his daughter Heere in a tragicdmppy ending.

Nahum Tate’s rewriting oKing Lear with a tragicomic ‘happy ending’ in
which Edgar marries Cordelia is revived in Jon Semsion ofKing Lear. If in Tate’s
version Edgar and Cordelia are already in love fegetbe division of the kingdom,
Heere and Sam were also a couple before Heere®aterwith her dad, and were
“pushed apart by parental disapproval arising frefigious difference® The other
strong motif of Nahum Tate’s Restoration ‘improvertieof the Lear tale is the
relationship between Edmund and Reagan, which geamsiderable attraction in
Second Generatioll Like Reagan irKing Lear, Rina is married and has an affair with
Firoz. Yet,Second Generatios engagement with Nahum Tate’s rewriting is ceai

feeble, and is simply reduced to these two isstigisough Jon Sen’s project appears to

!5 Suzuki Tadashi is a Japanese theatre directomaiter who has adapted Shakespeare’s plays to the
Japanese stage on several occasions. His verdittisgolLearandMacbethare particularly well-known.

'8 Suzuki Tadashi quoted in lan Carruthers, “Fooliitlh Lear.” In Trivedi and Minami, 99.

" Mishra, 47.

18 Geraldine HarrisBeyond Representation: Television Drama and théiB®hand Aesthetics of Identity
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2006), 97

¥ Nahum Tate (1681King Lear. Ed. Jack Lynch. Rutgers University: Newark.
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reach back and reconnect with the previous revigfdhe Lear taleSecond Generation
does not finally offer this dialogue witKing Lear, and inevitably flirts with a
‘Bollywoodisation’ of Shakespeare. Given th&econd Generatiordeploys the
Shakespearean text more as a resource than asrithlegpd original, the film

unsurprisingly reinforces a connection with BollysaoShakespeares.

2. Cultural flows

Second Generatiois an opportunity to replay Shakespeat€isg Learin a diasporic
context; it describes and defines NRIs, and indliyezxplores the cultural flows which
are the result of a constant mobility. The movientent on developing the persistent
ambiguities of second generation individuals, sasiHeere and Sam. Given that they
are inhabitants of Homi Bhabha'’s ‘third space,tlaee hybridized, in-between subjects
who mix their source with their target culture. Wdugh at the outset of the movie,
Heere and Sam only seem to emulate Western cudndeobliterate their origins, they
always preserve their distinctiveness and diffeeero the numerous scenes with
friends, this difference is mostly highlighted wiae use of Bengali language or the
persistence or ‘reproduction’ of certain customsihsas ‘Holi’ or the different burial
ceremonies. The rest of second generation subjed®sia, Rina, Firoz and Arun —
equally appear as in-between, hybrid individualaagis in conflict with Eastern and
Western customs. The degree of complexity of thanrolaaracters is not cut down; on
the contrary, it is even increased. The hybridityhe main characters and, even that of

the scriptwriter, precisely activates the persistertural flows in the movie, such as the
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negotiation with Bollywood cinema, and with Bollyad interpretation of

Shakespeare’s works.

Although Jon Sen’s movie apparently does not seekmitate Bollywood
aesthetics for it is basically guided by its reimgtof King Lear, the film, being set in a
diasporic ambiance, is intrinsically underwrittentbe dynamics of Bollywood cinema.
The implication is that, whenever diaspora is emtexed, Bollywood emerges, even if
it is not a priority, and is not advertised in ttmarketing campaign. According to Ty
Burr, the film is “as melodramatic as a BollywodutK, but features London’s Brick
Lane.”® Thus, Second Generatiois influenced by Bollywood, and, indirectly, by the

mode that Indian cinematic appropriations haveegfotiating with Shakespeare.

The first feature of Bollywood irsecond Generatiors its music, which is
juxtaposed with desi and hip hop tones. Bollywoadsim has an extraordinary power
throughoutSecond Generatiorsen’s innovative articulation consists of a mgetaith
these different kinds of music and how they areuphd together into an intense
dialogue. R&B and hip hop music is representechenfigure of the young kid who is
turned into a star. The record company easily ptemdis desi music, which is an
allure for the second generation. The initial ssewéh Heere in the disco which her
boyfriend Jack attends are framed with Bollywoodrsis. Heere has just learned that
her sisters want to switch off the machine to whieh father is connected, she feels
gloomy and miserable, and inevitably identifieshmhe Bollywood song she hears.
Melodrama in Second Generations always explored through Bollywood. After
Hansaab Khan’s suicide, Heere helps Sam fold hiefs white clothes, and, at this

crucial moment, the audience hears Bollywood mumsibe background. In middle-shot

20 Ty Burr, “Second GenerationEntertainment Weeklgjuly 22, 2005).
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sequences, Heere and Sam are committed to theotaskshing and folding Khan’s
clothes while they are observed in close-up shp#rbber and Jack — Sam and Heere’s
partners. The implication is that Heere and Sanabitha world which is completely
different to that of Amber and Jack, so, the lattan only be mere spectators. The
development of this duty is perfectly situatedhe tiddle of the film, accompanied by
the appropriate music in order to reinvigoratettaditional component of such a chore.
Bollywood music is also heard while Sam and Finez@eaning the house after Khan'’s
suicide. It seems that, whenever melodrama is ehaeBollywood soundtrack is

needed.

In line with Bollywood adaptations of English worlssich asAisha (dir.
Rajshree Ojha, 2010) — based on Jane Austemma— or Bride and Prejudicgdir.
Gurinder Chadha, 2005) — based on Jane Austernide and Prejudice— Second
Generationis characterized by the considerable number ofivedst and festivities
which are celebrated.For instance, the movie’s outset depicts the ctiemaf Heere’s
mother on a funeral pyre. As Hindus believe thatgdbul is reincarnated through a cycle
of successive lives calleshmskaraand death is a key part of this cycle referredgo
“the final sacrifice,” the cremation of Heere’s et is crucial in this cycle. The Hindu
ritual of cremating one’s body contrasts signifitanvith the Muslim tradition where
cremation is prohibited, and the body has to beeduGiven that Hansaab Khan was a
Muslim, his burial followed the Muslim rites. Thrghiout the film, some images
represent another ritual, that of the puja, whidmststs of worshipping a God or

Goddess in Hindu culture. As the Lear figure (Stejin finally survived, all the

2L pAisha for instance depicts all the off-stage marriadest ®ppear in the novelride and Prejudice
equally expands and amplifies the marriage issueddigs are invented — such as the one at the
beginning of the film — or are considerably amplifi This is precisely the case of Charlotte Lucab a
Mr. Collins’ marriage.
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relatives showed their devotion to a deity to thdok Sharma-ji's improvement. In
these two rituals, women and men wear special efotfihe last celebration which is
developed fully throughout Jon Ser8gcond Generatiois Holi or Indian Festival of
colour that marks the beginning of spring. In Nerth India, “the Raas-Lila dances
celebrate love in the spring, and honor Radha amshKa, whereas in Southern India,
Kander, the love god and his wife Rati are the $oofistories and songé>’As part of
an influx of Indian concepts in a diasporic comntynihe celebration of Holi in the
movie takes place on several occasions. Before ¢timgnsuicide, Khan watches some
videos in which Heere and Sam are throwing pairgaoh other in order to celebrate
Holi. The last scene in London at the endSaefcond Generatiois also inspired and
touched by the same ritual. The director does atagenwith images of Heere and Sam
as children during Holi contrasting with their cmt situation during the same festival.
Second Generatiothen becomes “Bollywoodised” through the undedymotif of

festivities and festivals.

Another inheritance of Bollywood cinema is the Bwlbod cast in Jon Sen’s
project. The film is saturated with well-known nanike Roshan SethMississippi
Masalg Monsoon Wedding Om Puri Magbool White TeethBollywood Calling Rang
De Basanii, Asnupam Kher 1942: A Love Story, Kuch Kuch Hota Hai, Mohabbatein
Bend It Like Beckhamwho constantly take part in Bollywood movies, kalso
transcend the limits of their cinema by participgtiin British projects which are
influenced by the Indian cinematic medium. $®cond Generatigrpeople are also
faced with an unprecedented young cast that hdsrpexd crucial roles in diasporic

movies. These are precisely the cases of Nitin Gandradé and Prejudiceor The

22 production notes decond Generation.
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Mistress of Spicgs Parminder NagraBend It Like BeckhajBollywood Queenor

Christopher Simpsonhite TeethBrick Lang.?®

While the spectators may be pondering ovemtiige en scen@.ondon’s Brick
Lane), ideas about the diaspora run on the sc@amously enough, they are rather old-
fashioned, for they are based on the 1970s Bollgvoovies. This exchange and/or
appropriation of ideas about the diaspora follows trajectory of the so-called
‘ideoscapes’ or cultural flows explored by Arjun pamlurai®* There is a constant flow
or travel of concepts that is clearly present i ttmovie. To begin with, the
intergenerational conflict is fully displayed Becond GeneratiorThe main source of
conflict between Sharma-ji and Heere has to becesdiuo the generational gap that
exists between both of them. Heere dares to mixt&eswith Eastern customs,
whereas her father (Sharma-ji) clings to the hontelalles. Heere for instance sees no
problem in having a white boyfriend, but Sharm#-ats this issue as a ‘sacrilege.’
Sam also captures this duality of belonging to tmarlds; Sam is also a mixture of
West and East. Although he is a Western DJ andamrsiducer, his Eastern culture
also emerges, as when he speaks Bengali with HAeoarding to Neil Biswas, the
scriptwriter, “they are both caught between thelavaf their families and the world
outside?® This conflict between cultures is as much parttiwir identity as their

bilingualness.® They emerge as in-between, hybrid individuals.

In spite of Heere’s resolution, rebellion and cgerdo adopt some Western

customs, she ends up favouring Indian traditionshan style of the filmPurab Aur

2 parminder Nagra also appears in the multicultoraject Twelfth Night(dir. Tim Supple).

24 AppaduraiModernity At Large

% This clash between first and second generatioivitheals is also described in other movies, such as
Dilwale Dulhania Le Jayenge

% Biswas, “Conflict Between Cultures can be Posijtiighe GuardianSeptember 8, 2003): 1.
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Pacchim®’ Although the movie seems open-ended and it cérerelie interpreted as
favouring Eastern traditions — obliterating the ¥Wesor exoticizing India from the
perspective of a ‘foreigner,” my reading of thenfié ending is that it proposes a
conservative and traditional perspective, distisad by the prevalence of Indian
traditions. In spite of Neil Biswas’ defense of thaxture of cultures in second
generation individuals, the two young charactanally get in touch with their spiritual
and long-lost Indian roots, and appear to oblieetheir Western side. The implication
is that no matter what is done in the course ofslife, one should finally be guided by
the rules of the mother country. Heere was lostwas able to find the right path once
she went back to India. Although born and broughtiru England, she is capable of
behaving as a ‘good Indian wife’ should, even benigg with the local growers in the
market?® Going back to India is the solution to all the ldesns and troubles in the
middle of the film. InSecond Generatigreven the Muslim Edgar figure — Sam Khan —
returns to India as if the motherland was devoigpmblems. “India provides safety,
stability and a sense of belonging, which are basedultural ‘purity’ as well as a
strictly heteronormative structuré”Thus, in line with Bollywood movies of the late
70s basically, the film supports family values owstividualism and nostalgia for the

home country.

The real strength of Jon Sen’s adaptation liestsnability to indirectly
appropriate Bollywood interpretation of Shakespsan®rks. UnlikeRomeo and Juliet

which has enjoyed a prolific life on the Indianggaas well as in Bollywooding Lear

" The film Purab Aur Pacchim- inspired by Shakespear&se Taming of the Shrewhas already been
discussed in chapter 2 of this dissertation.

8 Another interpretation of Heere bargaining in kbeal market could be that of a Western woman used
to getting her way in every realm of existence l(iding sex and relationships) in spite of her fanait

the environment.

29 Dengel-Janic and Roering, 218.
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has been basically reduced to the theatre in Inkha. first ‘tradaptation’ of the play
took place in 1880, was entitledtipicharita and had a happy resolution. After
independence&King Learwas again performed on the Indian stage in 1968 avigoung
Roshan Seth, who plays the role of the Fool in Sen’s film. Second Generatiois
therefore the first movie in Bollywood or pseudolBe@ood cinema to adopt the happy
resolution for this canonical work. From the fitstlian translations/adaptations of the
works of Shakespeare to the Parsi theatre perfaresaand, even some of the latest
Bollywood film adaptations, we can see that thedfarmation from a tragic ending to
a happy one is part of the process of adaptingfirting Shakespeare in India.
Choosing to repeat and imitate the Bollywood foran&econd Generatioexperiences
a duality or double articulation — appropriation tfe Bollywood genre and,
consequently, of the interpretation of Shakesp@avearks in Bollywood. Given that
ideoscapes are “concatenations of images” that feoomong cultures, this double

appropriation experienced by Jon Seé®ézond Generatioacts as another ideoscafle.

Second Generatiohighlights a feature often found in Indian Shakesps —
and, above all, in Bollywood Shakespeares — th@hamding.A la modeof Nahum
Tate’sKing Lear, the Cordelia and King Lear figures — Heere andr®la-ji — do not
die and the corresponding Edgar (Sam) and Cordeith up together in Calcutta,
presumably in wedlock. Yet, these are the onlyassetained from Tatelsear, and the
film is much more indebted to Bollywood and itsergretation of Shakespeare than to
the Restoration adaptatiowhile Nahum Tate’King Lear displays Goneril, Reagan
and Edmund dead, they remain alive in Sen’'s mdui€shakespeare’King Lear or

even in Nahum Tate’sear, the audience/ readers never feel any sympathgartsy

%0 AppaduraiModernity At Large36.
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these characters, but this changes completely m Sen’s adaptationSecond
Generationexplores a new psychological dimension which madkese three characters
seem more benevolent to the spectators’ eyes. mBdh films often have this drive to
erase the ethical differences between charactéos, 'Sen and Neil Biswas were forced
to transform and revitalize their moral behaviod @o understand their evil natute.
The director and scriptwriter justify Pria’s (Gomeactions through her distressed past.
When Pria was just a child, she found her mothéead body after she had taken pills
to end her life. Instead of telling her sisterse slecided to keep it as a secret which
marked her whole life. Thus, the degree of compyexi the character is different from
the original source. Jon Sen is clearly intent emetbping a more benign Regan with
the character of Rina. From the beginning, shdvisys the go-between between her
father and her sister Heere; she is not just eviltfie sake of being evil. The most
significant difference between the original Shalkespan character and Rina has to do
with the development of the relationship with histes Pria (Goneril). In Shakespeare’s
play, the two sisters fight over Edmund, whereaSanond Generatiotihey never argue
— let alone about the Edmund figure Firoz — whRiisa’s lover. Although Rina tries to
follow her heart in the end to run away with Figomd divorce her husband, their love is
just impossible. According to the rigid Bollywoodroventions, a character cannot be
happy after infidelity, so, her ending is not gotngoe idyllic. When she talks to Heere,
she regrets having married Arun instead of Firorl the audience cannot but pity her.
The Edmund figure is equally softened. Unlike Edohun Shakespeare’s play, Firoz is

not a bastard, never makes such a harsh solilogjiadenund in 1.1 oKing Lear, he is

3L Theresa Kenney, “Aisha, Rajshree Ojha’s Urban Enitod Entirely Clueless,Persuasions On-Line
32.1 (2011).
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never as evil as Edmurid.In fact, whenever he makes mistakes — as when he
contributes in the dismissal of his dad or with &ifair with Rina — he regrets them at
the end, and decides to start from scratch. Firdetssion to finish his relationship with
Rina is triggered by a guilt complex, for his fatheaw them together before he
committed suicideSecond Generatiotihen transforms Goneril, Reagan and Edmund —
Pria, Rina and Firoz respectively — into more caghpnsible characters, and reduces

considerably their ambivalences and ambiguities.

The great majority of Bollywood adaptations of Sespeare’sRomeo and
Juliet always change the tragad&nouemeninto a happy endingdobby Maine Pyar
Kiya or 1942: A Love Story openly or intrinsically based on Shakespedrgimeo and
Juliet — choose to make this alteration of the endthdon Sen and Neil Biswas re-
interpret Shakespeare similarly in their rewritioigShakespeare’®ing Lear. In their
attempt to appropriate and revitalize the genra, Sen and Neil Biswas are forced to
explore the characters’ reconciliation with thesispand how Heere and Sharma-ji can
be rewarded with an idyllic and melodramatic —\aattng the lachrymal glands — finale
in the home country? As soon as the characters leave England, theyt ddegndian
way of understanding Shakespeare together wittaindilture and values. While Heere
had been oscillating between the East and the Weshgland, her doubts are erased
once she returns to India and connects with heteolied ‘Indianness.’ The Lear figure

Sharma-ji is equally offered a very different urelanding from the original source.

%2 |n Nahum Tate’s rewriting, Edmund is more wickédrt his Shakespearean counterpart, for he even
plans to rape Cordelia.

% This wave of interpreting — or rather re-interprgt— Shakespeare is also common in South Korea
now. A very recent Korean Costume Drama TV serig#tled The Princess’ Mar(dir. Kim Jung-min

and Park Hyun-suk 2011) — whose main intertexise Romeo and Juliet also decided to resolve it
happily. The leading characters — Se-ryung (Judiat) Shin Myun (Romeo) — not only end up together —
for the audience’s relief — but they even havewgtiter.

% Melodrama is the most characteristic formula ofifg@od movies.
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Sharma-ji is given an opportunity to start agairthwi his own country. Given that
Sharma-ji’'s madness was caused by his inabilifyeidorm one of the religious rituals
when his wife died, it disappears when he recosoigh his past by throwing his
wife’s ashes to the Ganges river. Jon Sen’s filimbattes a major influence to this
religious ritual for the restoration of moral ord@he scene illustrates “how the guilty
patriarch is transformed into a redeemed figurenam who resembles a benevolent
grandfather much more than the despairing King I'&arTherefore, Second
Generation shies away from moral ambivalence and instead @mtsredemption
through religion.®® The icing of the cake is the fruitful reunion oééte and Sam back
in India. Following the trajectory of Bollywood mi@s, individualism loses over family
relations, which are strongly invigorated. Jusel®&harma-ji never recovers his curry
business — his kingdom — Heere cannot be guiddtebindependent impulses. Jon Sen
and Neil Biswas then conceive their filmic projeat a Bollywood ‘feudal family
romance,” characterized by a conservative conatusiowhich the couple is reunited,
but is also incorporated into the governing ideglogthe feudal family, with Sharma-ji
as the head of the famify.Many critics precisely link “the centrality of tfiamily film

to the active solicitation of a diasporic audiensice the ideology of the undivided
Indian family links the nation to the diaspori.Yet, Second Generatioanhances the
joint family in the nation. While segregated in tiaspora, its integration is possible in

the nation state. Via the negotiation with a foreggnematic genre, new dimensions of

% Dengel-Janic and Roering, 217.

% |bid.

37 See Sangita Gopal, “Sentimental Symptoms: The FithKaran Johar and Bombay Cinema.” In

Mehta and Pandharipande, 15-35 to read about thseoative ideology of feudal family romances.

Gopal also compares Karan Johar’s films and prevfamily feudal romances to conclude that the role
of the family is completely reinvented in Johar'svies.

% Gopal, 22.
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the canonical text are discovered, with the aliemabf the ending as the main alien

element.

The reading oKing Learin Second Generatioalso owes a great deal to the
Bollywood tradition in whichRomeo and Julieis the favourite Shakespearean work.
Conscious of the Bollywood tradition of clinging ®omeo and Julieeven when
Romeo and Juligs not the focus of the adaptation, Heere and Searlg emerge as a
convenient diasporic couple in which Cordelia anid& give way to Romeo and Juliet.
Although the Khans and the Sharmas have always lbestrfriends, at one point — after
Khan’s dismissal — they become rival families, lithé children inevitably come
together (see Fig. 38). Khan’s opposition to theiron is both based on the rivalry
recently formed between the families and on a imiigssue. Religion has always
played a crucial role in BollywoodRomeo and Julieadaptations.Bobby revolves
around a Catholic Juliet and a Hindu RomeaJdsh(2000), the Juliet figure (Shirley)
is a Catholic, whereas the Romeo figure (Rahud) indu. Mani Ratnam’Bombayis
the first movie to depict a Hindu Romeo and a Musliuliet, suggesting a focus on
India’s partition®® Second Generatiois also significantly engaged with the partition
via its Muslim/Hindu Romeo and Juliet, but, unlikatham’sBombay the Muslim
character is not Juliet but Romeo (Sam). The cdrorebetween Heere and Sam and
Romeo and Juliet has also been observed by sesréies. According to Steve, “this
cross-culture, generation gap drama incorporatesd King Lear (a father at war with

his three daughters) anBomeo and Juliet(lovers from rival families coming

%9 Although Mani Ratnam’8ombayis the first film which includes a Muslim Juliet@a Hindu Romeo,
on stage, Utpal Dutt’s jatl@omeo and Juligtl970) was a pioneer.
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together).*° Lopa Patel even conferred more importance todhe story — with clear
references to Shakespear®emeo and Juliet than to the rewriting oKing Lear*
The production notes of the product equally emeakow they all were “attracted to
the prospect of bringing a love story into a contiat was so rich and unexplored”
rather than focusing on the connections Withg Lear*? Danny Dyer, who plays the
role of Jack, highlights the love story as the ne@ément to take into account@econd
Generation®® Although Second Generatiois mainly indebted t&ing Lear, there are
hints to the famous Shakespearean couple for imenfiker to make his product look

like a Bollywood film.

Fig. 38.Heere (Cordelia) and Sam (EdgarSecond Generation.

Another characteristic of Bollywood Shakespearet® iselativize the cultural
authority of Shakespeare by alluding to severak8$pearean works apart from the one
which is the object of study, with some confusiorhie process. In imitation of this, the
film’s narrative is freshened with a series of refeees to other Shakespearean plays
apart fromKing Lear and Romeo and JulietFor instance, the audience sees that the
movie is deeply absorbed in a Shakespearean wdnkehwhe old-aching patriarch

Sharma-ji feels guilty about his wife’s death anlabald’s death and imagines their spirits

0 Steve, “Last Night's TV — Family Turmoil and a Tdlale,” HighBeam Researctil6 September,
2003).

“l Lopa Patel, “Second Generation — A New Channel rdnia,” Redhotcurry (27 August, 2003)
http://www.redhotcurry.com/about/index.htm

“2 Production notes decond Generation

43 Production notes decond Generation
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talking to him as if he were a diasporic Richard The juxtaposition of images of the
two characters certainly recalls the last scenRiamard Il when the king was almost
‘harassed’ by the ghosts of the people he haddkil&uriously enough, Nitin Chandra
Ganatra, who performs the role of Firoz Khan, does compare his character with
Edmund, but with Malcolm iMacbethsince both feel trapped. His comparison with
Malcolm centres on the fact that, as older siblinggy have taken on the responsibility
of the family business, and have not had the timdédcome themselves. Yet, this
analogy is extremely weird, and no one would haver émagined such correlation.
This can be interpreted in two very different wags:Ganatra shows great mastery in
Shakespeare or b) Ganatra is a clear example ofdaridual with an Indian cultural
background in which Shakespearean plays are easilgd, and even confuseSecond
Generationthen embodies the logic of a remakeKafig Learset in a diasporic world
with a considerable Bollywood flavour, to the extémat in the end it is impossible to

know whether it is Shakespeare or Bollywood thst fining appropriated.

Conclusion

If for Gary Taylor “Walmart Shakespeare” alludestiiose adaptations which
appropriate the “flagship commodity of the worldsost powerful culture,” i.e.
ShakespeareSecond Generatiomot only appropriates Shakespeare — the flagship
commodity of English-speaking cultures — but alsollyBvood** In fact, although

marketed as a remake King Lear, Second Generatioclearly approaches Shakespeare

“4 Dominic Dromgoole and Gary Taylor, “Welcome to 8aprld,” Guardian(July 13, 2005).
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through Bollywood. In fact, in this movie, Shakeameis sometimes decentered when
compared with Bollywood’s role. The plot-resolutjorast, diasporic themes and the
whole way of approaching Shakespeare — the happmingn the mixture of
Shakespearean works and even the presenBemto and Juliet are inherited from
Bollywood. Jon Sen’s project is clearly aware o thct that not only Bollywood, but
also Shakespeare are constructed in his film. Ag/Bood cinema certainly aims to
please non-elites, and is deeply absorbed in populzculture, it is evident th&econd
Generation— in imitation of this cinematic genre — also patere importance on the
masses than the elite. Consequenfigcond Generatioadds to the list of cultural
products that establish the strong relationshigvbeh Shakespeare and popular culture

Douglas Lanier explore®.

This variation on Shakespear&mg Learsimply confirms the importance of
Bollywood interpretation of Shakespeare’seuvre in Shakespeare’s global
understanding. If the aforementioned pseudo-Bollyavo Shakespearean film
adaptations popularized the use of a hagggoumenin Romeo and JulietSecond
Generationmoves beyond providing a happy endingkiog Learin the Bollywood
fashion,a play that has never been the object of transfitomaalteration or recycling
in Bollywood cinema. With the excuse of rewritingakespeare’ing Lear, Second
Generationoffers the adapter a golden opportunity to explBodlywood aesthetics
with a diasporic frame. Consequently, the moviegests that diaspora inevitably meets
Bollywood and Shakespeare. Furthermore, the filko &las a certain power of turning
Shakespeare into just another construct to play and experimentecond Generation

is the vivid example or illustration of how diaspois constantly favouring cultural

5 Douglas LanierShakespeare and Modern Popular Cult(@xford: OUP, 2002).
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flows, and how the understanding of Shakespearatanbrk is strongly affected. The
travels from East to West offer and discover newatisions of understanding the
Shakespearean texts. Under the influence of an alirematic culture, Shakespeare’s
oeuvrereceives a more radical treatment in some Westaptations, since the works
may briefly appear in incongruous manners, but, tet transformation of the works
still preserves the Shakespearean distinctivertssond Generatiomerely confirms
the necessity of analyzing and exploring Bollywodorms even in Western
Shakespearean adaptations in order to have a wjglEstrum of the transnational
Shakespeare paradigm, and how it evolves and idfietbdy the ongoing cultural

flows.
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Conclusions

This dissertation opens and closes with the primady diaspora and
transnationalism in the articulation of Bollywoodnda pseudo-Bollywood
Shakespearean adaptations and off-shoots. Diaspatatransnationalism contribute
significantly to the understanding of Bollywood &bapeares and their influence on the
Western interpretation of Shakespeare. This stuglyes that this is the case because a)
the topics derived from transnationalism are repced in the Bollywood and pseudo-
Bollywood Shakespearean adaptations under study,Shgkespeare occupies a
transnational space in Bollywood adaptations ofwosks, either localized in diasporic
places such as Australia or in films targeted atgnational societies and c) diaspora
favours the constant dialogue between the recepticdhakespeare in Bollywood and
in the West. If in the history of Shakespeare ididn Shakespeare was first associated
with the entry of colonialism and the presencehef English diaspora, it has now to be
understood in connection with the Indian diaspand &ansnationalism. Just as the
corpora of Bollywood films analysed in the disseoia (chapters 4, 5 and 6) prove that
Shakespeare is located in the diaspor®il-Chahta Hai— or is addressed at a
transnational audienceMagboolandOmkara the corpora of pseudo-Bollywood films
(chapters 7, 8, and 9) demonstrate that diaspopalations play crucial roles in the re-
interpretation of Shakespeare in the West via Ballyd. Given that the mobility of
people — ‘ethnoscapes’ — entails cultural flows, titavelling of texts is compelling and
a different, foreign Shakespeare arrives at thetWbsiracterised by ‘cannibalization’

and trivialization. Aiming to connect with their leure, NRI directors — Deepa Mehta in
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Bollywood/HollywoodMira Nair in Mississippi Masala- or even the British filmmaker
Jon Sen and diasporic scriptwriter Neil Biswas Sacond Generatior- cling to
Bollywood, and they indirectly adopt the Bollywoanterpretation of Shakespeare,
characterised by the simplification of Shakespesarevorks, the lack of
acknowledgement to Shakespeare, the constant peeséRomeo and Julietand the
transformation of a tragidénouemeninto a happy ending, not only iRomeo and

Juliet off-shoots, but even inlk&ing Learspin-off.

The close bond or rather necessary existence dfpaiia in the late 90s
Bollywood Shakespeares is effectively demonstratedthe movies examined in
chapters 4, 5 and 61942: A Love StoryBombay Dil Chahta Hai, Magbooland
Omkarg, for all of them are targeted at transnational/aninternational audiences.
Yet, not all of them convey the same meaning, ampraach Shakespeare and its
relationship with diaspora in exactly the same wa#hile 1942: A Love Story and
Bombayclearly defend and demand Shakespeare’s disappeamnndia due to its
association with colonialism, and are in favouladbng-distance nationalistic message
promoted basically by diasporic populatiori3il Chahta Hai not only relocates
Shakespeare in the diaspora, but also focuses toemsnational community as main
target audienceMagboolandOmkarapresent Shakespeare as a transnational icon. The
issues examined in Bharadwaj's films and their espan and universalization of the
genre cannot but boost transnationalism.

Shakespeare makes Vishal Bhardwaj expand the Baodlgwperformance
medium. Magbool and Omkara challenge and amplify the typical Bollywood

conventions as they move in the direction of tratisnal cinema characterised by
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“cultural diversity, transnational experiences amoultinational identities® As
Bhardwaj’'sMagboolandOmkaraare the first acknowledged Bollywood Shakespearean
adaptations, they inevitably “raise the questiohsaw border-crossing works are seen
and why.? Via their attempts to fit the platters of interioagl festivals and audiences
and their construction of a changed and developeitiwBood model,Magbool and
Omkaraexpand the nature of the gerire.

Chapter 4, 5 and 6 equally highlight the idea Bladkespeare is reduced to the
minimum in Bollywood. The troubled relationship Wween Shakespeare and the
colonial past in India explains the ‘cannibalizatiof Shakespeare as well as the lack of
acknowledgement of the Shakespearean influence aliyvBood movies. The
impression in early Bollywood movies is that Shalesse has to be deconstructed,
reinvented and even trivialised in order to corgirairculating in Bollywood, and is
always kept to a minimum. While the Shakespeardlasiens are reduced to a play-
within-the-film in 1942: A Love Storyand to the ongoing references Rmmeo and
Juliet in this work and inBombay,they are minimised to an opera-within-the film, a
Shakespearean plot and some titles of Shakespemeisein Dil Chahta Hai The
lack of acknowledgement of Shakespeare is commonhase three works. The
conspiracy against Shakespeare’s authorship hamdtad Farhan AkhtarBil Chahta
Hai considerably, where, in spite of the engagemerit thié Shakespearean canon, the
movie still resists naming him in the marketing gangn. In spite of the fact that
Magbool and Omkarare acknowledged Shakespearean adaptations, tlaysataise

heated debates due to their double identity — bdiath Bollywood movies and

! Andrew Higson, “The Limiting Imagination of NatiahCinema.” InCinema and NationEd. Mette
Hjort and Scott Mackenzie (London and New York: Redge, 2000)18.

2 Huang,Chinese Shakespear&84.

% Like Magbooland Omkara Feng Xiaogang'’s filnThe Banquef2006) also has a double identity for it
is both a Chinese film and a Shakespearean adaptati
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Shakespearean adaptations. The question of whitigneiare Shakespearean enough or
not always lurks behind the surface.

This trivialization of Shakespeare’s works in Ballyod functions to confirm
Shakespeare as a complex habitation of India. Xtrerae simplification of the plot in
pre-1990s off-shoots, such 4842: A Love Storpr in Bombayand in some pseudo-
bollywood off-shoots corroborates that the linkvbetn Shakespeare and colonialism is
somehow present in the adaptations and off-shddtsedilm corpora. The connection
between Shakespeare and the Indian colonial padt tee more explicit inl942: A
Love Story where Shakespeare®omeo and Julietvas expected to be performed in
front of a BritishGeneral and Shakespeare was condemned to disappeardhe post-
colonial era. Bollywood/Hollywoodinscribes again Shakespeare during the Indian
colonial period via the character of the protagtsmigrandmother, who misquotes and
mimics Shakespearean works to emerge as an in-betsubject and to distance herself
from the Shakespearean image provided by the BrRigj. Other adaptations and off-
shoots, such @&8ombayandSecond Generatioto not refer back to the colonial period,
but to partition via Hindu and Muslim Romeos andlels, alluding to the riots in the

aftermath of India’s partition.

The final part of this dissertation traces the $sfarmation and reinvention of the
Shakespearean identity in the West due to the aonsultural flows and mobility of
the texts via the appropriation of Bollywood. Theakespeare-Bollywood interrelations
are surprisingly accommodated in the West by diasmmd Western filmmakers as a

result of the constant ‘journey’ of ideas —idegsest — and films — ‘mediascapésThe

* A very interesting example of the incessant jouré ‘ideoscapes’ can be seen in the Chinese
Shakespearean off-shoatTime to Lover Qing ren jie(dir. Jiangi Huo, 2005), where the lovers start to
be constructed upon the famous Shakespearean caftptewatching Franco Zeffirell'fRomeo and
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movies examined in chapters 7, 8 andB8lywood/ Hollywood, Mississippi Masala
Bollywood Queenand Second GeneratiQnexplore a new wave of interpreting
Shakespeare, characterised by experimentation.tefhuory the exotica of Bollywood
aesthetics, Deepa Mehta, Mira Nair, Jeremy Woodingon Sen engage with these
dynamics. Interestingly, the parody of BollywoodchkEs hides a Shakespearean
presence. The sequences of the lovers falling we lonmediately, the continuous
recreations of the balcony scene and the conilictandem with those of the Capulets
and Montagues certainly recall ShakespeaRdsneo and JulietBut the refusal to
acknowledge the Shakespearean influence and they leaqalings alert the viewers that
they are in fact watching recreations of the playicl follow closely the Bollywood
mode of reading the Shakespearean text. The imnjdiea is that the West does not
seem to override the East, for the works do natramt with Shakespeare via the
original text, but through another form of represgéion. As Bollywood occupies now a
transnational space, Shakespeare is also an ihfggteaof this process. These pseudo-
Bollywood adaptations and off-shoots do not shogvlimary relationship between the
original Shakespearean source text and the subsegdaptation or off-shoot, but they
appropriate Shakespeare via Bollywood. The encosinbetween Shakespeare and
Bollywood in the West open up new possibilities tbe evolution and reception of
Shakespeare, which include more experimentatioritawilization’.

Chapters 7, 8 and 9 explore then a new wave of rempeting with
Shakespeare. The four works examined in these tirapters somehow debunk the
cultural authority of Shakespeare in the WesBdtlywood/Hollywood Shakespearns

misappropriated, misquoted and even denied by than mharacter’'s grandmother.

Juliet (1968). After that, Shakespear&®emeo and Julidbecomes their guide book for their relationship
until the end in which they get married. The aml@aaopen ending is reminiscent of the interpretati
of the Shakespearean text in Asia.
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Mississippi Masalaand Bollywood Queerhange considerabRRomeo and Juliainder
the influence of the foreign cinematic genre. Thddms offer two different
understandings of the play in the West. Despitefithereviews by Western critics in
which the references to Shakespeare are constahtmgoing, neitheMississippi
Masala nor Bollywood Queeracknowledges the Shakespearean presence. Jon Sen’s
Second Generatioadds to the group of movies that are intent on ldgugy a new
Shakespeare in the West. Equally influenced byyBalbd, Second Generatiotreats
Shakespeare as another construct to play with gperienent. The original source text
is completely reinvented following the Bollywood me@ntions. Although Jon Sen’s
Second Generatiomakes an allusion to the original source text ia tharketing
campaign, it almost passes unnotidéshg Learand part of the Shakespearemuvre
in general is altered in order to promote the idleat “Shakespeare’'s works are
themselves nothing but commodities in entertainniriness> Bollywood is then
somehow contributing to the Shakespearean afterlife

Bollywood and pseudo-Bollywood adaptations andsbibots provide a wide
spectrum of (re)interpretations of Shakespearearksmiat go beyond the traditional
boundaries between Eastern and Western traditidos. to the continuous flows of
people and media, the Bollywood genre is develgpingernationalising and
universalizing at the same time it is being appedpd — or rather parodied — by the
West. 1990s and post-millennial Bollywood Shakespma adaptations and off-shoots
cannot be fully understood in terms of nationakun@s or indigenous cultures, but in
terms of diaspora and transnationalism since thegk sinternational attention.

Furthermore, new readings of Shakespeare will bereiéned by the partial inclusion of

® Yukari, “Is this Shakespeare? Inoue Hidenori’'s Ragaptations of Shakespeare.” In Trivedi and
Minami, 153.
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Bollywood in the West. Diasporic Shakespearean tatiaps and off-shoots — by
diasporic flmmakers or Western directors, but with diasporic frame — imitate the
Bollywood genre and, indirectly, appropriate Bolywd cinema’s interpretation of
Shakespeare. Shakespeare occupies then a transhapmace where his works are
always in circulation. They are appropriated bylfa@bod, which is itself imitated in
the West indirectly and subtly affecting the constion of Shakespeare there, which is
more experimental and trivialized. Bollywood ancepdo-Bollywood Shakespearean
adaptations challenge the cultural authority of késpeare in today’s globalized

‘Bardmart,” and they move towards a transnationakdd beyond post-coloniality.
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Bollywood adaptations and off-shoots

Appendix

Films Year Director Shakespeare’s| Critic
play
Aan 1952 Mehboob Khan| The Taming of| Douglas Lanier,
the Shrew Alex Huang
Aasha 1957 M.V.Raman Hamlet Douglas Lanie
bufvc
Agneepath 1990 Mukul Anand Reference to | Poonam Trivedi
Macbeth, to the
hands
Agni Varsha: 2002 Arjun Sajnani | Hamlet Douglas Lanier,
The Fire and the Richard Burt
Rain
Anari No. 1 1999 Sandesh Kohli The Comedy df Rajiva Verma
Errors
Angoor 1982 S. S. Gulzar The Comedy of Rachel Dwyer,
Errors Douglas Lanier,
Richard Burt,
Nandi Bhatia
Bade Miyan 1998 David Dhawan The Comedy of Rajiva Verma
Chhote Miyan Errors
Betaab 1983 Rahul Rawalil The Taming of| Rachel Dwyer,
the Shrew Rajiva Verma
Bhool Bulaiyan | 1933 Jayant Desai The Comedy afMadhavi Menon
Errors
Bobby 1973 Raj Kapoor Romeo and Rachel Dwyer,
Juliet Douglas Lanier
Bombay 1995 Mani Rathnam Romeo and Douglas Lanier
Juliet
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Chori Chori 1956 Anant Thakur The Taming of| Rajiva Verma
the Shrew’s
theme
Danger 2002 Govid Menon Hamlet Douglas Lanie
Deewarein TV series based| Rajiva Verma
on Hamlet — it
was taken off in
media res
Dil Chahta Hai | 2001 Farhan Akhtar References to | Rajiva Verma,
Much Ado Douglas Lanier,
About Nothing, | Madhavi
Troilus and Menon, Alex
Cressida and Huang, Richard
built in a way Burt
similar to
MAAN.
Dil Farosh 19377 D.N. Madhok The Merchant pfRajiva Verma
Venice
Dil Se (From 1998 Mani Rathnam Romeo and Richard Burt
The Heart) Juliet spin-off
Do Dooni Char | 1968 Debu Sen The Comedy of Rajiva Verma,
(Two Twos are Errors Douglas Lanier
Four)
Ek duuje ke liye | 1981 K. Balachander| Romeo and Rachel Dwyer,
(Made for Each Juliet Douglas Lanier,
Other) Richard Burt
Eklavya 2007 Vidhu Vinod Hamlet Priyanka
Chopra Khanna
Family (King 1996 Vijaya King Lear — Douglas Lanier
Lear) Bapineedu although the
film has been
considered an
adaptation, it
actually has few
references
Gustakhi Maaf | 1969 Raj Kumer Bedi| The Comedy of Rajiva Verma

Errors
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Hamlet: Prince | 1989 S. Nathan Hamlet bufvc
of Denmark
Hamlet (Khoon- | 1955 Kishore Sahu Hamlet — it take&enneth
e-Nahag) as main Rothwell,
intertextual code| Douglas Lanier,
Lawrence bufvc
Olivier's
Hamlet. It is
believed to have
been based on 3
stage
production.
Hathili Dulhan | 1932 J.J. Madan The Taming of| Rajiva Verma
the Shrew
Heer Raanji 1970 Chetan Anand Romeo and Douglas Lanier
Juliet
Henna 1991 Randhir Kapoor| Romeo and Richard Burt
Juliet
Hum Paanch 1980 Bapu Hamlet Rajiva Verma
Hum Tum (Me & 2004 Kunal Kohli Based on Whern Patricia Kyger

You)

Harry Met Sally,
itself based on

Much Ado

Josh 2000 Mansoor Khan Based on West Mark Thornton
Side Story, itself| Burnett, Alex
based on Romeo Huang, Douglas
and Juliet Lanier

Junglee 19617 Subodh The Taming of | Rajiva Verma

Mukherji the Shrew theme
Jwala 1938 Master Vinayek| Macbeth Douglas Lanier,
bufvc
Khoon-e-Nahak | 1928 K.B. Athavale Hamlet Rajiva Verma
Khoonka-Khoon| 1935 Sohrab Modi Hamlet — Rajiva Verma,

recording of a
stage production

bufvc
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Kutumb Subhash K. Jha| Hamlet Richard Burt

Main Hoon Na | 2004 Farah Khan

Maine Pyar 1989 Sooraj R. Romeo and Douglas Lanier

Kiya Barjatya Juliet

Manchali 1973 Raja Nawathe The Taming of Rajiva Verma
the Shrew

Magbool 2002 Vishal Bhardwaj Direct Poonam Trivedi,
adaptation of Rachel Dwyer,
Macbeth Nandi Bhatia,

bufvc
Mard 1985 Manmohan The Taming of | Rajiva Verma
Desai the Shrew theme

Michael Madanal 1991 Srinivasa Rao | The Comedy of | Douglas Lanier

Kamarajan Singeetham Errors

Mr. Romeo 1974 Subhash MukerjiRomeo and Alex Huang
Juliet

Mr. Romeo 1997 K.S. Ravi Romeo and Richard Burt
Juliet spin-off

Naukar Biwi Ka | 1983 Rajkumar Kohli| The Taming of | Rajiva Verma
the Shrew theme

Omkara 2006 Vishal Bhardwaj Direct Bufvc
adaptation of
Othello Nandi Bhatia

Pak Daman or

Shaheed-e-Naaz

Measure for
Measure

Ponga Pandit 1975 Prayag Raj The Taming of| Rajiva Verma
the Shrew theme

Pukar 1939 Sohrab Modi Romeo and Douglas Lanier
Juliet

Purab Aur 1970 Manoj Kumar The Taming of | Rajinder Kumar

Pachhim the Shrew Dudrah

Qayamat Se 1988 Mansoor Khan Romeo and Rachel Dwye

Qayamat Tak

-
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(From Judgment] Juliet Douglas Lanier
Day to Judgmen
Day)
Reshma Aur 1971 Sunil Dutt Romeo and Douglas Lanier,
Shera Juliet Alex Huang
Richard IlI: A 2003 Serge Tampalinj Richard Ill — a| bufvc
Bollywood video recording
Musical of a Bollywood
musical version
of Richard Ill
Romeo 1976 S.S. Nair Romeo and Richard Burt
Juliet spin-off
Romeo in Sikkim 1975 Kaul Karikishen| Romeo and Richard Burt
Juliet spin-off
Romeo and 1947 Akhtar Hussein| Romeo and Rajiva Verma,
Juliet (Anjuman) Juliet Douglas Lanier
Said e Havas 1936 Sohrab Modi King John — filmDouglas Lanier,
(King John) of a stage bufvc
performance of a
version of KJ
Savkari Pash 1936 Baburao Painter  The Merchant|of
Venice
Sholay 1975 Ramesh Sippy Romeo and | Alex Huang,
Juliet Richard Burt
Snip! 2000 Sunhil Sippy A Shakespeare Richard Burt
citing
hairdresser
The Stranger 1991 Satyajit Ray Hamlet — the | Douglas Lanier
Aguntak references to
Shakespeare ar¢
not very clear
Uran Khatola 1955 S.U. Sunny Twelfth Night Rajiva Verma
When Hamlet | 1990 Pankaj Butalia bufvc
Went to
Mizoram
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Yeh to Kamal 1982 Rama Rao The Comedy of | Rajiva Verma
Ho Gaya Tantineni Errors
Zalim Saudagar | 1942 J.J. Madan The Merchant pRajiva Verma
Venice
Zan Mureed or | 1936 Shanti Kumar Based on a PardRajiva Verma
Kafire Ishq production of
Ant & Cleopatra
1942: A Love 1994 Vidhu Vinod Romeo and Douglas Lanier
Story Chopra Juliet
Productions in India, but in other languages
Film Year Director Language ShakespeargeGritic
play
Ambikapathy| 1957 P. Tamil Romeo and | Madhavi
Neelakantan Juliet Menon
Bahadur 1976 A V. Kannada The Taming | Rajiva
Ganda(The Sheshgiri of the Shrew | Verma
Valiant Rao theme
Husband)
Bhrantibilas | 1963 Manu Sen Bengali The Comedy Rajiva
of Errors Verma
Gunasundari | 1949 Kadri Telugu King Lear The
Katha Venkata Shakespeare
Reddy Society of
India
In Othello 2003 Roysten Abe| English Othello Douglas
Lanier, Alex
Huang,
bufve, Mark
Thornton
Burnett
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Kaliyattam 1998 Jayaraaj Malayalam Othello Rajiva
Rajasekharan Verma,
Nair Douglas
Lanier,
Poonam
Trivedi, Alex
Huang,
Richard Burt,
bufvc
Kannaki 2002 Jayaraaj Malayalam Antony and | Douglas
Rajasekharan Cleopatra Lanier,
Nair Richard Burt
Kanniyin 1949 K. Ramnoth | Tamil Twelfth Night  Madhavi
Kathali Menon
Manohara 1954 L.V. Prasad Tamil Hamlet Madhavi
Menon
Nanjundi 1989 K. Kannada The Taming | Rajiva
Kalyana Rajashekar of the Shrew | Verma
Shylock 1940 S. Sarma Tamil The MerchaniRajiva
of Venice Verma,
Madhavi
Menon
The Last 2007 Rituparno English Many bufvc
Lear Ghosh references to
Shakespeare’s
plays
Yellamma 2001 Mohan Koda| Telengana | Macbeth — Douglas
(dialect of Indian Lanier, bufvc
Telugu) reworking of

Macbeth set in

1850s India in
the time of the
Sepoy
Mutiny.
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British-Asian productions

Appendix

Film Year Director Shakespeare’s| Critic
play
Ae Fond Kiss 2004 Ken Loach Romeo and Douglas Lanier
Juliet
Bollywood/Hollywood 2002 Deepa Mehta References to| Madhavi
Shakespeare’s | Menon,
plays Richard Burt
Bollywood Queen 2002 Jeremy Romeo and Douglas
Wooding Juliet Lanier, Richard
Burt
Mississippi Masala | 1991 Mira Nair Romeo and Douglas
Juliet Lanier, Richard
Burt
Monsoon Wedding | 2001 Mira Nair Structured like aRichard Burt
Shakespeare’s
comedy
My Bollywood Bride | 2006 Rajeev Virani Romeo and
Juliet
Second Generation | 2003 Jon Sen King Lear Madhavi
Menon
Shakespeare Wallah| 1965 James lvory Many
Shakespearean
plays are
mentioned
Water 2005 Deepa Mehta It loosely Danielle Van
follows Romeo | Wagner with
and Juliet Daniel Fischlin
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Resumen de la tesis doctoral

Resumen de la tesis doctoral

Esta tesis doctoral se inscribe principalmente éncampo de los estudios
shakespearianos y post-coloniales, mas concretandemtro de los estudios sobre la
diaspora, aunque también hace uso del legado decritico de los estudios filmicos y
los estudios culturales. El tema de esta tesisodacparte del reciente interés por
estudiar y analizar la recepcion de las obras dekedpeare fuera de las fronteras
europeas. Tras la publicacion de las obras pionE@st-colonial Shakespeares
(Loomba and Orkin, 1998) y, posteriormentéd/orid-wide Shakespeares: Local
Appropriations in Film and Performang®dassai, 2006) han sido muchos los criticos
gue se han interesado por la contribucién de cotrlisras al estudio e interpretacion de
Shakespeare, viendo como otras sociedades medctameepto de lo ‘local’ con lo
‘global,’ transformando por completo el texto onigi (Orkin, 2005; Kennedy y Lan,
2010; Huang, 2010; Minami, Carruthers y Gillies,1@0 Trivedi y Bartholomeusz,
2005; Trivedi y Minami, 2009). A pesar de los nuas&rs trabajos que estudian a
Shakespeare en un contexto multicultural, los gue#updizan en la recepcion de
Shakespeare en la India son escasos, como soninegstentes aquellos que
desarrollan con exhaustividad la presencia de Shakee en el cine popular indio, mas
conocido como Bollywood. Este trabajo de invesii@ase propone, por tanto, cubrir

las lagunas existentes, investigando en un campesfa empezando a ser descubferto.

! La investigacion realizada para esta tesis docs@ala llevado a cabo en parte gracias a los pos/ec
de investigacion 12014/PHCS/QSreat War Shakespeare Il: Mitos, Agentes Social€slljura Global),
financiado por la Fundacién Séneca, EDU2008-0045@ltyras de la Conmemoracion: El Tercer
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Resumen de la tesis doctoral

La produccion y recepcion de las obras de Shakespea el cine de
Bollywood no han sido estudiadas todavia en ningeoleccion’ A pesar de la
existencia de adaptaciones y derivados de texte&kesperianos en el cine de
Bollywood, tales comaAngoor (dir. Gulzar, 1982) — basada &a Comedia de los
Errores—1942: A Love Stor{dir. Vidhu Vinod Chopra, 1994) — inspirada Romeo y
Julieta, con una pequeiia representacion teatral de la—dbodlywood/Hollywooddir.
Deepa Mehta, 2002) — spin-off con numerosas cidasiobras de Shakespeare — o las
adaptaciones d®lacbethy Othello Magbool(dir. Vishal Bhardwaj, 2003) Ymkara
(dir. Vishal Bhardwaj, 2006), no ha aparecido toadannguna monografia que se centre

en éstas. Esta tesis doctoral, por tanto, aspieaar esta laguna.
Metodologia y marco teérico

Esta tesis doctoral ha requerido un estudio destdda adaptaciones,
reescrituras y derivados de las obras de ShakespeaBollywood. Para ello, se ha
realizado una lectura detallada de todas las olrd&menes, blogs y articulos que
mencionan algun tipo de relacién entre Shakespeta® peliculas bollywoodienses, y
un analisis critico-tedrico de las peliculas magadrtantes del cine popular indio con el
fin de buscar citas, representaciones dentro deellésulas o simplemente referencias a

Shakespeare en éstas.

Centenario de Shakespeare (1916) y la Idea de &uyrop FFI2011-24347 (Culturas de la
Conmemoracion Il: Recordando a Shakespeare), fimdos por el Ministerio de Ciencia e Innovacion.

? Actualmente, los criticos Craig Dionne y Parmitapidia estan editando el primer volumen sobre la
presencia de Shakespeare en Bollywood llaniatywood’s Shakespeare: Cultural Dialogues Through
World Cinema(Palgrave, Macmillan) en el que aparece un capfnib sobreMaqgbool Su publicacion
esta prevista para 2013.
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Resumen de la tesis doctoral

El acercamiento al tema de este estudio se hadbesacabo a través de las
teorias sobre la diaspora, que, hasta ahora, neith@maplicadas sistematicamente a los
estudios shakesperianos. Al analizar la interaceiitne Shakespeare y Bollywood, asi
como el dialogo entre Occidente-Oriente-Occidesgesiguen de forma sistematica en
esta tesis doctoral algunos de los conceptos prmp@dos por Arjun Appadurai

(1996), Homi K. Bhabha (1990), Garcia Canclini (@98 Dipesh Chakrabarty (2002).

Hipotesis de trabajo y objetivos de la investigacio

Esta tesis doctoral, tituladahakespeare, Bollywood and Beyopdrte de la
hipotesis de que la diaspora y el transnacionalidesempefian un papel fundamental
no solo en la interpretacion de las adaptaciondbvimmndienses de las obras
shakespearianas, sino también en la interpretaginival de Shakespeare a través de
Bollywood. Gran parte de la autoridad textual dekeispeare en la cultura occidental
esta siendo imaginada y consumida siguiendo lognpetros de Shakespeare en
Bollywood, como es la experimentacion total con cdwa. La reduccion de los
argumentos de las obras originales, la falta den@dmiento a las obras de
Shakespeare como principales influencias y la foams&cion de los finales en las
adaptaciones pseudo-bollywoodienses simplementefirmam esa influencia,
fomentada por la constante movilidad cultural. &stadaptaciones pseudo-
bollywoodienses, por tanto, activan un dialogo tam® con la recepcion de

Shakespeare en Bollywood gracias al transnacionalis
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Resumen de la tesis doctoral

Los objetivos que persigue esta tesis doctoralaosiguientes:

1. Demostrar que las adaptaciones de las obras desjiedte desde 1990 hasta la
actualidad consideradas como “bollywoodienses” seljgo-bollywoodienses”
estan dirigidas a la diaspora o tratan sobre *é&amarco tedrico que se
propone, en el que las teorias de Garcia Cand®89), Appadurai (1997) y
Bhabha (1994) son cruciales, es, por tanto, un engdrico que nace del
concepto de la didspora. Los temas derivados dmfdmuas migraciones, tales
como la hibridacion o cuestiones de género hanaiddtizados en las peliculas
para ver hasta qué punto el transnacionalismopess@nte en ellas. Ademas, las
campafias de marketing, las resefias hechas de ghehaslas y los datos de
taquilla se han estudiado en la mayoria de lasuyla# objeto de andlisis.

2. El segundo objetivo — directamente relacionado €onbjetivo anterior — es
sefialar la importancia que tiene el fendmeno de diaspora y el
transnacionalismo a la hora de comprender no saldanierpretacién de
Shakespeare en Bollywood, sino también su infleeren Occidente. Si
Shakespeare ocupa cada vez mas un espacio tramsiaen las adaptaciones
bollywoodienses de sus obras, la movilidad cultfioatenta el didlogo entre
esta apropiacion y la de Occidente creando produdtiridos.

3. Manifestar la evolucion del cine de Bollywood debid la influencia del
transnacionalismo, hacia un género cada vez memafonalista y mas

universal.

* Las adaptaciones “Pseudo-bollywoodienses” son Eguglie imitan muchas de las férmulas utilizadas
por Bollywood, tales como la presencia constanteasheiones y bailes, el excesivo usaidodrama o
los finales felices, pero que estan realizadagidas y producidas en Occidente.
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4. Analizar un corpus bien definido de adaptacionédgryvados bollywoodienses
de las obras de Shakespeare para establecerdos @snunes a todos ellos.

5. Observar si la asociacion entre Shakespeare yaliabsmo en la India todavia
sigue vigente en algunas adaptaciones y derivadisadpus filmico y coémo
este hecho influye en su interpretacion.

6. Establecer semejanzas respecto a la interpretadddrShakespeare en las
adaptaciones bollywoodienses y pseudo-bollywooé®ns

7. Demostrar que, gracias a la constante movilidadu@l) la recepcion de
Shakespeare en Bollywood esta influyendo en Octaddra tesis aspira a
mostrar como los textos shakespearianos han adagudiferentes significados
debido a la influencia de Bollywood. Hay un congtardialogo entre
Shakespeare y Bollywood por un lado, y Bollywoo®gcidente por otro, que
esta dando lugar a una nueva interpretacion, qupentenece del todo ni a
Oriente ni a Occidente. Estas adaptaciones psenitiavbodienses de las obras
de Shakespeare reproducen la interpretacion deeSpe&re en Bollywood —
caracterizada por una ‘canibalizacion’ de los textwiginales — para asi
descubrir una nueva dimension. Shakespeare se ectsnven objeto de

experimentacién gracias a la influencia de Bollydoo

Descripcién del corpus filmico

El corpus filmico de esta tesis doctoral esta casfuupor nueve peliculas
filmadas a partir de 1990, ya que la década d®Qosiarca el comienzo de una nueva

etapa caracterizada por peliculas sobre y par@éaspata. En esa década se estrenaron
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Resumen de la tesis doctoral

tres peliculas -Mississippi Masala(dir. Mira Nair, 1990),1942: A Love Storydir.
Vidhu Vinod Chopra, 1994) Bombay(dir. Mani Ratnam, 1995) — vy el resto fueron
estrenadas durante el nuevo sigloD# Chahta Hai (dir. Farhan Akhtar, 2002),
Bollywood/Hollywood (dir. Deepa Mehta, 2002)Bollywood Queen(dir. Jeremy
Wooding, 2002),Second Generatior{dir. Jon Sen, 2003)Magbool (dir. Vishal
Bhardwaj, 2003) yOmkara (dir. Vishal Bhardwaj, 2006). El corpus consta dece
peliculas realizadas en Mumbal942: A Love StoryBombay, Dil Chahta Hai
Magbooly Omkarg, tres peliculas dirigidas por directores perteardges a la diaspora
(Mississippi Masala Bollywood/Hollywoody Second Generatigny una pelicula

britanico-bollywoodienseBollywood Queen

La seleccion de estas peliculas obedece al inpenésstudiar adaptaciones y
derivados en los que la recreaciéon de Shakespeara €onsiderable. El corpus esta
formado por una amplia gama de productos culturtdeso cultos como populares. No
forman parte del corpus filmico peliculas coBtmkespeare Wallafdir. James Ivory,
1965),36 Chowringhee Langlir. Aparna Sen, 1981) debido a la fecha en lafgeron
estrenadas y por no ser consideradas peliculasioaltiensesin Othello(dir. Roysten
Abel, 2002) tampoco forma parte del corpus filmpor no pertenecer al canon

bollywoodiense.

Estructuracion de la tesis

Esta tesis doctoral se divide en tres partes clemgadiferenciadas. Mientras la

primera constituye el marco teériper se la segunda y tercera partes consisten en la
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aplicacion del marco tedrico a las peliculas objet@studio. La segunda se centra en la
relacion entre Shakespeare, Bollywood y la diasporaconocidas adaptaciones y
derivados bollywoodienses de las obras de Shakespea tercera parte de la tesis
doctoral analiza un nuevo paradigma: adaptaciones derivados pseudo-
bollywoodienses de las obras de Shakespeare, agatizpor directores britanicos o

pertenecientes a la didspora.

La primera parte de la tesis comprende tres cagitlidl primero proporciona
una introduccion a la representacion de Shakesgeal® India, que incluye el ambito
educativo, el teatral y el editorial. El segundpitiddo consiste en una vision general de
las adaptaciones, reescrituras y derivados de Spe&ee bollywoodienses y allana el
terreno para el andlisis del corpus filmico. Eingdt capitulo de esta parte tedrica de la
tesis se centra exclusivamente en teorias sobi#&spora enfatizando los principales

paradigmas, y como seran aplicados al analisiagpdliculas.

Las partes segunda y tercera de esta tesis doctoralsponden al analisis del
corpus filmico. La segunda parte se dedica Unictenahanalisis de adaptaciones y
derivados bollywoodienses de las obras de Shakespeslizadas a partir de 1990. Esta
seccion explora con exhaustividad la importancia tiegne el transnacionalismo para
comprender el fendmeno de Shakespeare en BollywBbgrimer capitulo de esta
segunda parte, el capitulo cuarto, estudia dovatlos deRomeo y Julietal942: A
Love Story(dir. Vidhu Vinod Chopra, 1994) — que incluye urexjpefia representacion
teatral de la obra — yBombay(dir. Mani Ratnam, 1995). Las alusiones a la olwa d
Shakespeare en las dos peliculas desaparecenndie $tstematica hacia la mitad de

estos proyectos filmicos, pues ambas promuevema@bmalismo y a Shakespeare lo
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consideran un mero vestigio del colonialismo. Flitdo quinto explora la presencia de
Shakespeare dbil Chahta Haj asi como su localizacion en un espacio transnaktio
El capitulo sexto analiza los proyectos de Vishaawaj Magbooly Omkarg que
demuestran que la apropiacion de Shakespeare ehas texto conlleva una expansion

del género cinematografico de Bollywood hacia ume @ada vez mas transnacional.

La dltima seccion estd compuesta por cuatro adapex de las obras de
Shakespeare que demuestran que la imitacion d®rasilas del cine popular indio
también conlleva de forma sutii — y nunca explfogate — la apropiacion que
Bollywood hace de Shakespeare. El capitulo sépér@mina la parodia que se hace
tanto de Bollywood como de la apropriaciéon de cidasShakespeare en la pelicula
Bollywood/Hollywood(dir. Deepa Mehta, 2002). El capitulo octavo estutidbs off-
shoots deRomeo y JulietaMississippi Masala(dir. Mira Nair, 1990) yBollywood
Queen(dir. Jeremy Wooding, 2002) que recrean la obré&Skdakespeare al estilo de
Bollywood — con final feliz y sin reconocer la inéincia shakespeariana — pero sin éxito
en Occidente. El capitulo noveno contiene un asatie Second Generatiodir. Jon
Sen, 2003), una adaptacion Kieg Lear caracterizada por su final feliz, afirmando asi

Su conexion con la tradicion bollywoodiense.

Conclusiones

Esta tesis doctoral empieza y acaba con la impudatie la diaspora y el
transnacionalismo en las adaptaciones bollywoodglyspseudo-bollywoodienses de

las obras de Shakespeare. La diaspora y el transafismo son cruciales a la hora de

387



Resumen de la tesis doctoral

comprender las adaptaciones bollywoodienses deblas de Shakespeare y cOmo éstas
han influido en la interpretacion occidental de Keispeare. Esto se debe a tres
factores: a) los temas derivados de la diasporameducen en todas las adaptaciones
bollywoodienses y pseudo-bollywoodienses objetart#disis, b) Shakespeare ocupa en
las adaptaciones bollywoodienses un espacio traisrad, localizado en areas de la
diaspora como Australia o bien en peliculas cada w&s dirigidas al publico
transnacional y c) la diaspora favorece la inteéacentre la recepcion de Shakespeare
en Bollywood y en Occidente. Si en la historia ak&speare en la India, Shakespeare
se asocio en principio a la entrada del coloniaign el subcontinente asiatico y a la
diaspora inglesa, se tiene que entender ahoralaciore con la didspora india y el

transnacionalismo.

Si las peliculas bollywoodienses de las obras dek&ipeare aqui analizadas
(capitulos 4, 5 & 6) muestran que Shakespearecsdida en la didspora Bil Chahta
Hai — o se dirige a un publico transnacionaMagbooly Omkara— las adaptaciones y
derivados pseudo-bollywoodienses de las obras d&eSheare (capitulos 7, 8 & 9)
demuestran que las poblaciones transnacionalesntien papel muy importante en la
reinterpretacion de Shakespeare en Occidente astrae Bollywood. Como la
movilidad constante conlleva movilidad cultural, ‘®laje’ de textos también se
produce, por lo que llega a Occidente un Shakesmhstinto. En efecto, el que llega a
Occidente es mas libre, mas ‘canibalizado’ y ttizaao. Los directores diasporicos
como Deepa Mehta eBollywood/HollywoodMira Nair enMississippi Masalao Jon
Sen enSecond Generatigrnintentando conectar con su cultura de origenjrren a

Bollywood e, indirectamente, adoptan la interprétadollywoodiense de Shakespeare,
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caracterizada, como se ha dicho anteriormente)gparaxima reduccion posible del
texto y argumento de las obras shakesperianag|téa de reconocimiento del origen
shakespeariano del producto final y la presenaistente dé&komeo y Julietaasi como
la transformacion de un final tragico a un findlZieno sélo en derivados deomeo y

Julieta, sino incluso en una adaptacionkieg Lear.

Los capitulos 4, 5 y 6 muestran la importancia td@hsnacionalismo en la
lectura de las peliculas analizadd942: A Love StoryBombay Dil Chahta Hai,
Magbooly Omkarg. Sin embargo, no todas expresan la relacion &ita&kespeare y la
diaspora de la misma forma. Mientras q9d2: A Love Story Bombaydefienden — e
incluso indirectamente solicitan — la desapariciénShakespeare en la India debido a
Su asociacion con el colonialismo y estan a faeompdomover el nacionalismo — que se
utiliza como “commodity” para lograr mas adeptodadiaspora -Dil Chahta Haino
s6lo localiza a Shakespeare en la diaspora, sir® @ dirigida a un publico
transnacional. El capitulo 6 examina las peliclleqgbool y Omkara — basadas
respectivamente eMacbethy Othello — desde una perspectiva transnacional. La
desviacibn — al mismo tiempo que expansion — dehege cinematografico
bollywoodiense, la migracion y desarraigo de lasnwoidades estudiadas en las
peliculas, asi como la recepciéon de las mismas esimamn que las adaptaciones
bollywoodienses de las obras de Shakespeare ne@mpuesshtrarse simplemente en la

sociedad postcolonial, sino que tienen en mengibfico internacional.

Los capitulos 4, 5 y 6 igualmente enfatizan la ideaue el uso de Shakespeare
en Bollywood se reduce de forma considerable. Uaci@ problematica entre

Shakespeare y el pasado colonial en el subconginadto explica de alguna forma
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tanto la ‘canibalizacion’ de Shakespeare comolta the reconocimiento de la presencia
de sus obras en las peliculas de Bollywood. El hodol@lywoodiense de apropiacion e
interpretacion de Shakespeare se ha caracterizada plusion constante a obras como
Romeo y Julieta- que es el principal intertexto de numerosaspk$, la reducciéon a la
minima expresion de los argumentos e incluso testoamacion de un final tragico por
un final feliz. Lo que se puede deducir de las primeras adaptaclooigwoodienses
de las obras de Shakespeare es que éste teniarqiecsenstruido y reinventado para
poder seguir siendo utilizado en el cine de BollgdioLas alusiones shakesperianas se
reducen a la representacion Remeo y Julietan 1942: A Love Story a constantes
referencias a la obra en esta pelicula yBembay,mientras que eil Chahta Hai
guedan reducidas a una 6pera dentro de la pelzula,argumento shakesperiano y a
algunos titulos de obras de Shakespdaadalta de reconocimiento de la influencia de
Shakespeare es comun en las tres peliculas. Elded3ib Chahta Haies ya extremo,
puesto que, a pesar de su inevitable relacion coan®n shakesperiano, la pelicula se
resiste a nombrarlo incluso en la campafa de magkedunqueMagbooly Omkara
son reconocidas adaptaciones shakesperianas, addaventan debates sobre su doble
identidad — ya que son, al mismo tiempo, pelicbiabywoodienses y adaptaciones
shakesperianas. Siempre parece permanecer la duda son lo suficientemente

shakesperianas o no.

La simplificacion de las obras de Shakespeare elywBmod confirma la
complejidad acerca de la situaciéon de Shakesp@al® ledia y su pasado colonial. Si
uno de los objetivos de esta tesis doctoral cangistobservar si la asociacion entre

Shakespeare y el colonialismo en la India todaigizesvigente en algunas adaptaciones
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y derivados del corpus filmico, lo confirma estagificacion extrema en los derivados
anteriores a 1990, concretamentel842: A Love Story, BombayDil Chahta Haiy en
algunos derivados pseudo-bollywoodienses cdotlywood/Hollywood Ademas, la
asociacion entre Shakespeare y el pasado colaniak@icita en adaptaciones como
1942: A Love Storg través de la representacionRiemeo y Juliet@on motivo de la
visita a la ciudad de un general del imperio bit@dnSin embargo, a medida que la
pelicula desarrolla una ideologia independentSkakespeare desaparecel@d2: A
Love Storyy de la India — la pelicula sugiere. En el deriv@deudo-bollywoodiense
Bollywood/Hollywoodla conexion entre Shakespeare y colonialismo selveua
establecer a través de uno de los personajes alasi la abuela del protagonista,
quien cita a Shakespeare errbneamente para regtttp y asi establecer la distancia
con la imagen de Shakespeare promovida durantejedbriRanico. Otros derivados de
las obras de Shakespeare cddmonbayy Second Generationo muestran ni aluden al
colonialismo, pero si a la era post-particion medidRomeos y Julietas que transladan
la lucha entre Capuletos y Montescos a enfrentdoseentre hindies y musulmanes,
haciendo referencia por tanto a los conflictos sgieriginaron tras la particion de la

India, inmediatamente después de su pasado colonial

Los resultados que se obtienen en los capitulo® ¥,9 destacan como la
recepcion de Shakespeare en el cine de Bollywdad/emen Occidente como resultado
de la globalizacion, la importancia de la didspgrsobre todo, de la movilidad cultural.
Las peliculas analizadas en los capitulos 7, 8 ye¥ploran una nueva forma de
interpretar la obra shakesperiana caracterizaddapexperimentacion. Los directores

Deepa Mehta, Mira Nair, Jeremy Wooding y Jon Semirsgden ante la estética de
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Bollywood con el fin de imitarla o parodiarla. Lontéresante es que la
apropiacion/parodia de clichés bollywoodiensesdede’ una presencia shakesperiana.
Las escenas de los protagonistas enamorandose rrariamediata, las constantes
recreaciones de la escena del balcon y los cardlibsados en la rivalidad entre
Capuletos y Montescos nos recuer&ameo y Juliet@onstantement&in embargo, el
rechazo a reconocer la influencia shakesperiarta gon los finales felices confirman
que esto no es una adaptacion tradicional de Shedes sino la version
bollywoodiense de Shakespeare. La idea implicitguesOccidente no esta anulando a
Oriente, ya que las obras no interactian con &b texginal, sino con otra forma de
representacion. Como Bollywood ocupa ahora un é@spgeansnacional, Shakespeare
también es parte de ese proceso. Estas adaptacipnekerivados pseudo-
bollywoodienses no muestran la relacion binariaeeelk texto original shakesperiano y
su correspondiente adaptacion o derivado, sincagaeden a Shakespeare a traves de
Bollywood. La relacion entre Shakespeare y Bollyd/@n Occidente ofrece nuevas
posibilidades para la evolucion y recepcion de Skp&are, que incluyen mayor

experimentacion aun a expensas de una ciertalizagan.

Los capitulos 7, 8 & 9 exploran una nueva forma ed@erimentar con
Shakespeare. Las cuatro peliculas analizadas es #ss capitulos disminuyen la
autoridad de Shakespeare en OccidenteBéywood/Hollywood,Shakespeare ni se
utiliza ni se cita de forma correcta, e inclusongsga — debido a la asociacién entre
Shakespeare y el imperialismo britanico en la Irdteavés del personaje de la abuela
del protagonista (Grandma-jilississippi Masalgy Bollywood Queercambian el final

trdgico de Romeo y Julietapor uno feliz bajo la influencia de este género

392



Resumen de la tesis doctoral

cinematografico. Estas dos peliculas ofrecen devasiformas de entender la obra en
Occidente. A pesar de las resefas realizadas pcosr occidentales donde las
referencias a Shakespeare son constantédjssissippi Masalani Bollywood Queen
reconocen la fuente shakesperiana. Influida tamaérBollywood,Second Generation

utiliza a Shakespeare como un elemento mas cameetxperimentar.

Esta tesis doctoraShakespeare, Bollywood and Beypnmbr tanto, no pretende
ofrecer una revision detallada de la historia dek8bpeare en el cine de Bollywood,
sino examinar como la interpretacion de Shakespaaiollywood esta influyendo en
algunas peliculas realizadas en occidente. Lasybesi analizadas enfatizan que otras
interpretaciones de la obra de Shakespeare se rpymdducer gracias al didlogo y
negociacion con Oriente. Estas adaptaciones pdsnltiavoodienses reinterpretan las
obras de Shakespeare de una forma diferente y sotho, demuestran que es posible
combinar dos tradiciones. Las constantes migrasiammtribuyen a la evolucion y
transformacién del género cinematografico de Ballyd que es cada vez mas
universal, asi como a la imitacion de su estéticaOecidente. En la era de la
globalizacion, el fenbmeno de Shakespeare en Botgwadquiere mas importancia a
nivel internacional. Las obras son apropiadas moly®ood, que es a su vez imitado y
parodiado en Occidente, transformando indirectaenkentecepcion e interpretacion de
Shakespeare. Las adaptaciones y derivados bollyemses y pseudo-bollywoodienses
de las obras de Shakespeare ponen a prueba ladadtoultural de Shakespeare y
fomentan una vision de Shakespeare en continuomi@wio, con una gran repercusion

transnacional.
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