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ABSTRACT: This article describes the journal’s field of enquiry as its new
editor sees it. Considering details drawn from the rehearsal typescripts
and published scripts of Tom Stoppard’s Arcadia alongside details
drawn from four of the play’s major productions (1993, 1995, 2009,
2011), the article argues that this archive helps us to understand the
productive instability of plays in performance and to understand how
critics might read them. Tracing its argument alongside those of cen-
tral proponents of performance theory – e.g., Peggy Phelan, Joseph
Roach, Rebecca Schneider – the article concludes that, like the mythi-
cal Arcadia, the field of modern drama is nowhere fixed.
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At last year’s meeting of one of our field’s main professional organizations, I
participated in a panel discussion with editors of several leading journals in
theatre studies. The session was intended to give junior scholars an inside
view of peer-reviewed article publication. But the talk turned, naturally, to
the state of the field more generally. It is, perhaps, equally natural that our
collective snapshot of the field – meant to locate its leading edge – in fact re-
hearsed tensions older than the assembled editors: reading versus staging,
drama versus theatre, theatre versus performance. The pregnant subtext bore
the usual assumptions: that literary analysis does violence to the dramatic
medium, for example, or that the field of theatre studies has left drama
behind in any case. One editor doubled down on the latter claim, proclaim-
ing that he wasn’t publishing articles on theatrical productions, either.
Another, noting that academic fashions change all the time, offhandedly sur-
mised that Modern Drama would no longer be inundated with articles on
Tom Stoppard’s Arcadia – a play that, some laughter seemed to confirm, re-
presents all that is démodé in a field where even theatre journals dismiss the
kind of event in which actors perform a playwright’s words before an audi-
ence. I was too meek to note that Modern Drama had, in fact, received two
submissions on Arcadia that very week. But the irony subsequently led me to
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wonder whether the play, now over twenty years old, could, in fact, represent
our field. An arcadia is pastoral, after all. It is a question I take up here, in my
first issue as editor of Modern Drama, as I survey the journal’s terrain, explore
its methods and theories, and test its boundaries.

Certainly Arcadia helps us to understand the exigencies of reading a play
by tempting us with (and cautioning us against) textual artefacts – those bits
of written evidence that lead and mislead the play’s two literature scholars,
Hannah and Bernard. The play dares us to read like and alongside them: to
focus on the juxtaposition of past and present by considering the play’s scenes
as if they were sketches by Humphry Repton (a historical source for Stop-
pard’s Richard Noakes), which overlaid images of “before” on the “after” of
his landscape designs. But sketches are artefactual, too, and Arcadia repeat-
edly reminds us that it was made for live performance. Thus, the play hon-
ours a different conception of time, one articulated by performance theory.
Time is “a one-way street,” in the words of James Gleick, whose Chaos: Mak-
ing of a New Science was a key influence for Stoppard (257). And time, like
performance, proceeds as it recedes, minute by minute. It exists in the present
tense of its enactment – at least until the final curtain or until all “end[s] up
at room temperature,” as Valentine puts it (Stoppard, Arcadia 104).2 Stoppard
highlights this phenomenon most markedly in the play’s exquisite final scene,
which precisely evidences Peggy Phelan’s decades-old formulation that “[p]er-
formance’s only life is in the present” (146). A glass of wine is shared by Han-
nah and Septimus, in theory separated by 203 years (in a 2015 performance)
or more (in performances of the future), and a single Regency-dressed body
incarnates the speaking Augustus (Thomasina’s brother) and the mute Gus
(Valentine’s). Most eloquently, Septimus and Thomasina dance to the music
for the (modern-day) party (Stoppard, Arcadia 126). The false dichotomy of
“present” and “past,” foregrounded so dominantly on the page, collapses.

This collapse has ramifications for the reception and criticism of the
play. As a text to be read, Arcadia may respect a historical sequence (1809,
1812, etc.), but as performance, it unfolds in the present tense, following Stop-
pard’s ordering (Scene 1, Scene 2, etc.). And thus it complicates our under-
standing of “past” and “present,” just as Rebecca Schneider does in her book
Performing Remains. The spectator perceives the intersections between the
drama’s historical time periods in a manner that honours the performance’s –
and not historical – chronology. This fact accounts for the play’s doubly
engaging hold over its audiences: its stage action is, at times, powered by sus-
pense (as when the third scene ends in anticipation of Septimus’s two duels,
with no reprise of this plot point until the sixth scene) and, at times, by dra-
matic irony (as when Septimus whispers “Be careful with the flame” to Tho-
masina [129], after the audience has already learned of her fiery death).
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Prospect and retrospect entwine as fluidly as the waltzing partners of the
play’s final scene, and past and present fold together in a manner characteris-
tic of all performance, according to Schneider (89). We may get confirmation
that Lord Byron posed for Henry Fuseli in 1812 only after the event has been
debunked by a “Fuseli expert in the Byron Society Journal” (Stoppard, Arcadia
83) – one of the many points at which Stoppard glamorizes, even as he
mocks, the academic profession. But first, a graceful corollary to this confir-
mation is performed when the “present day” assembly poses (in Regency
dress) for a photograph before the metatheatrical “dressing up” (21). We see
the unmasking of a contemporary reviewer (Bernard) to the subject of his
review (Hannah) before the parallel unmasking of Septimus to Chater, osten-
sibly two centuries earlier. And, like Hannah, we understand Thomasina’s
1809 desire to find the equation for “a bluebell, and if a bluebell, why not a
rose” only after understanding Valentine’s present-day grouse project (49).
Arcadia teases us by letting us be there in the nineteenth-century present for
a moment, a pleasure that the play’s researchers are denied. But the ephemer-
ality of performance, of time, still asserts itself, and this moment too
evanesces – leaving us only with memories of events as irrecoverable as the
burnt library at Alexandria that Thomasina mourns. Thus the intellectual en-
deavours of the play’s literary scholars founder, even as the intellectual endea-
vours of the play’s spectators are abetted by the epistemological supplement
of performance.

Arcadia celebrates the central feature of performance more than most
plays by thematizing the second law of thermodynamics, which explains the
impossibility of going backwards to a past that, we know, haunts and condi-
tions the present. (“You can put back the bits of glass but you can’t collect up
the heat of the smash. It’s gone,” Valentine explains, in what would also serve
as a definition of performance. “That’s what time means” [125–26].) And fit-
tingly, revivals of the play have exploited the dormant memories of its own
past performances. The most recent major production, for instance – which
opened on 17 March 2011 at Broadway’s Ethel Barrymore Theatre – reunited
director David Leveaux and set designer Hildegard Bechtler, pivotal contribu-
tors to a well-received production of Arcadia that premiered on 5 June 2009,
at the Duke of York’s Theatre in London’s West End; thus, it promised to
stir memories from two years earlier and to reanimate key elements of the
previous show’s success. Amplifying the repetition-with-a-difference that de-
fines all performance, the 2011 production mimicked the canny move of the
previous Broadway staging, which had opened at the Vivian Beaumont The-
atre on 30 March 1995. That production featured the work of director Trevor
Nunn and designer Mark Thompson, who were revisiting their previous suc-
cess with Arcadia at London’s National Theatre, whose Lyttelton had housed
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the inaugural production, debuted on 13 April 1993. In his book The Haunted
Stage, Marvin Carlson theorizes how such theatrical citations of past perfor-
mance work. Through the phenomenon of “ghosting,” audiences are visited
by their own memories of previous productions or haunted by the immaterial
social memory that clings to the material elements of theatre (sometimes liter-
ally pieces of scenery) and is disseminated by reviews and word-of-mouth.
These historical traces – all part of the larger context a critic is tasked to
consider – buoy the currency of cultural memory and keep it refreshed. We
find, then, that some of the pleasures of Arcadia reside in the déjà vu it engen-
ders as much as in its present-tense enactment. “Revival,” its etymology con-
firms, means to live again.

Actors, directors, and designers build upon such memory, as Carlson ex-
plains, to achieve an effect “whose power lies largely in the contrast with its
ghostly predecessor or predecessors” (Haunted 99–100). Thus, for example,
Bechtler’s set of the schoolroom at Sidley Park, in New York in 2011, might
summon spectres of the near-identical set in London in 2009 (whether the
actual remembrances of transatlantic theatregoers or the social memory disse-
minated by historical traces in the two intervening years). But Bechtler’s
imposing symmetrical set, with its flat, horizontal upstage wall, might also
animate dissident spectres – from London circa 1993 or New York circa
1995 – of the stylistically similar and yet geometrically opposite set by
Thompson: a large circle whose diameter joined front-row-centre audience
members to the upstage centre window that looked onto the Crooms’ (and
Coverlys’) garden. An even more marked contrast would have impressed itself
on anyone who had remembered the previous design. Outside the upstage
windows, Thompson hazily represented a country estate: “the typical English
park of the time” (1), in Stoppard’s stage direction. But Bechtler represented
“only light and air and sky” (1) (Stoppard again), a fuzzy void that honoured
the tensions of the play’s title and its radical implications for time and space.

Whether they had seen the 1995 Broadway production or just recalled its
reception, New York theatregoers in 2011 would have been haunted, too, by
another recycled material element: the body of Billy Crudup. This body had
entranced Lady Croom, Mrs. Chater, and eventually Thomasina in 1995
(when the twenty-seven-year-old actor, in a career-launching performance,
had smouldered as Septimus), and it returned in 2011 – slightly aged but fur-
ther tightened, presumably by Crudup’s intervening Hollywood career – to
perform as Bernard and to flirt with Chloë, Hannah, and Hermione Cover-
ley. “The recycled body of an actor, already a complex bearer of semiotic mes-
sages, will almost inevitably in a new role evoke the ghost or ghosts of
previous roles if they have made any impression whatever on the audience”
(Haunted 8), writes Carlson, who astutely stresses the importance of “the
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audience’s knowledge of or assumptions about the actor’s life outside the the-
atre” (85). In 2011, Crudup may have been ghosted by his work in Stoppard’s
The Coast of Utopia five years earlier, in the Vivian Beaumont, the same
house that Arcadia made its New York home. Also, in moving Crudup from
the play’s most romantic role to its most caddish, the 2011 production may
have leveraged its audience’s prejudices about the actor, who had been the
subject of much unwanted press in New York in 2003 – that is, between his
two Arcadias – for abandoning his seven-months-pregnant partner, the
actress Mary-Louise Parker, for Claire Danes, who was at the time playing
student to his tutor (in an unseemly echo of Thomasina and Septimus) while
shooting the film Stage Beauty for director Richard Eyre. Crudup’s perfor-
mance, in other words, was multiply haunted: not only by his own past per-
formances (offstage and onstage) but also by his predecessor Bernard, by the
performance of Crudup’s 1995 cast-mate Victor Garber. Some members of
the 2011 audience would have been visited by the ghost of this previous Ber-
nard, but no one more than Crudup himself, who would have seen and
heard Garber’s performance literally hundreds of times.

In Cities of the Dead, Joseph Roach theorizes surrogation, the process by
which a performance substitutes for, carries the social memory of, and is
haunted by those that have come before. (He characterizes these hauntings
evocatively, noting that even when predecessors have receded in memory,
they are “forgotten but not gone” [2].) Arcadia exploits surrogation in its pro-
ductions even as it wittily thematizes surrogation in its plot. In its third
scene, Captain Brice appears before Septimus to make him answer for his
adultery with Mrs. Chater, and indeed, Brice literally surrogates Ezra Chater,
standing in as his proxy. “[W]hatever you have to say to me,” Chater ex-
plains, “address yourself to Captain Brice” (Stoppard, Arcadia 52). But when
Septimus mockingly addresses Brice-as-Chater – “Your wife did not appear
yesterday, sir” (52) – he reminds us that performative succession is seldom
smooth, the fit between performers and their antecedents always imperfect.
When an agent takes on a role ghosted by a previous performance, he sub-
mits to being assessed against a predecessor he can never exactly succeed.
Potential dangers always lurk for the surrogate as, indeed, is made manifest
when Brice challenges Septimus to a duel and evokes a bloody history of sec-
onds, destined to fight in lieu of their absent principals: “If you cannot attend
to me without this tomfoolery, nominate your second who might settle the
business as between gentlemen” (53). But so too might a supplement address
the lack: Crudup, for example, substituted louche sex appeal for Garber’s
pitch-perfect donnishness (abetted by costume designer Gregory Gale, who
dressed him strikingly differently than Mark Thompson had dressed Garber
in 1995). This logic pertains, too, to our performances as critics, as we build
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on the work of our predecessors and, it is hoped, move the dialogue forward.
We might remember that Schneider’s work on the againness of performance
revises the presentist terms of her teacher, Peggy Phelan, just as Roach’s work
extends that of his own, Marvin Carlson.

Carlson noted, on the occasion of this journal’s fiftieth anniversary, that
Modern Drama should “provide a more significant sampling of studies based
not on literary analysis but on thoughtful and provocative theatrical embodi-
ments of modern drama” (“Difficult” 497). Yet, as Roach has shown, forget-
ting is essential to succession, and such considerations of theatrical
embodiment have long distinguished these pages, especially since the editorial
tenure of Frederick J. Marker. The skirmishes through which the disciplinary
borders of theatre studies have advanced and retreated have been definitively
traced by Shannon Jackson in her book Professing Performance. But at least
part of what looks like our field’s groundlessness or anti-discipline, it seems
to me, inheres in its constant evolution as its theoretical and methodological
assumptions are inherited and transformed by new critical performers whose
embodied knowledge is transmitted from one to another. As it happens, I
saw the 2011 Broadway production of Arcadia with my own great teacher,
Martin Meisel, whose named professorship at Columbia University honours
the legacy of Brander Matthews (1852–1929), the first full-time scholar of the-
atre at a North American university.

Hauntings from the past inhere in all processes of reception. Even when
enjoying a novel, a reader interprets each event, each turn of phrase, with ref-
erence to similar instances she has previously encountered; witness Arcadia’s
opening – its punning exchange about carnal embrace – which not only mo-
bilizes the spectator’s experience of the word carnal but also invokes its
ghostly etymon, caro. “[A] shoulder of mutton, a haunch of venison well
hugged, an embrace of grouse . . . caro, carnis; feminine; flesh,” Septimus de-
viously explains (2). In a similar fashion, the play summons (and plays with)
all manner of citations, drawing on the audience’s knowledge of physics, liter-
ary history, and landscape architecture; of Byron and Repton, of course, but
also Capability Brown and Thomas Love Peacock, who appears tangentially
in its plot and whose Headlong Hall provides a thorough-going intertext, one
already explored in this journal’s pages by Hanna Scolnicov (480–99). Some
citations are more obscure than others, which is to say that they call on cul-
tural memories that are, to a greater or lesser extent, forgotten. However
much a spectator remembers, the citation’s past will condition its reception
in the present. So it is with past performances. Ghosts linger from only min-
utes before, as when Arcadia’s spectators, learning the fate of Ezra Chater,
remember Bernard’s identification (several scenes earlier) of “a botanist who
described a dwarf dahlia in Martinique and died there after being bitten by a
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monkey” (29). Sometimes the haunting performances occurred years earlier,
in radically different contexts, as when Valentine, in 2011, was ghosted by the
indelible stage work previously done by the actor, Raúl Esparza, who played
him. (Esparza had anchored the 2006 Broadway revival of Stephen Sond-
heim’s Company and had strengthened several other productions since his
New York debut in The Rocky Horror Show; for Broadway audiences, he had
also memorably embodied iconic characters written by David Mamet and
Harold Pinter.) And sometimes, the haunting performances occur offstage.
Mr. Peacock turns up, too, in the pseudonym that Chloë gives Bernard in
lieu of Nightingale, a name that would expose him to Hannah’s wrath –

Nightingale having panned her book on Caroline Lamb – but which, for
many of its audiences, would call to mind other judgements by another
reviewer: Benedict Nightingale, the prominent London theatre critic who
memorably savaged many plays in his career, including Stoppard’s Rough
Crossing. (That review began, “The other day I remarked that parts of a new
play sounded as if they’d been concocted by Tom Stoppard after brain-
removal. Having now seen that dramatist’s adaptation of Molnar, I feel a bit
tactless, as if I’d been cracking sick jokes about disintegrating limbs in a leper
ward” [985].)

In The Haunted Stage, Carlson finds theatre to be rooted in an even
more fundamental ghosting principle: a dramatic text, he claims, is the “iden-
tical thing” that each audience has “encountered before” (7), put in a new
theatrical context by each team of artists that brings it to life. But his invoca-
tion of an “identical thing” betrays the nature of ghosts, with their uncanny
sameness yet difference. The revenant is never identical, as indeed Carlson
(who speaks of “ghosting”) and Schneider (whose term is “againness”) dem-
onstrate in their own critical work: for Gertrude Stein had said it before (how
many times?) when she asked, in her performed lectures, if repetition is even
possible, since each new iteration inevitably deviates from its predecessors.3

Night by night, as actors inhabit the stage, their performances imperfectly
cite the past: the matinée earlier that day, yesterday’s show, last month’s
rehearsal, and so on. And their performances in the present – and even the
words they speak – are marked by differences (both conscious and unwitting)
that shadow their imperfect citation of what came before. As Arcadia’s Valen-
tine points out, “The unpredictable and the predetermined unfold together
to make everything the way it is. It’s how nature creates itself, on every scale”
(62). This language of citation, so frequently invoked in performance studies,
returns us to textual criticism, whose methodology remains important to the-
atre scholars. Evidence of this fact comes later in the present issue, in “Kinetic
Texts: From Performance to Poetry,” where Matt Cornish makes the case in
an unlikely context: the German freie Szene, where performers such as the
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Gob Squad, She She Pop, and Showcase Beat Le Mot produce work see-
mingly impervious and yet surprisingly amenable to textual analysis. Analys-
ing the language of some putatively post-textual works, Cornish answers the
anti-textual bias of our field and demonstrates how the critical manoeuvres of
drama scholars produce insights without which performance scholarship
would be impoverished.

Coming to grips with Arcadia, I could likewise suggest the benefits of tex-
tual criticism by noting that the play’s original text, published concurrently
with its premiere at the National Theatre, contains many lines that most audi-
ences never heard. They mutated or disappeared as the text’s performances pro-
gressed, citation to citation, from rehearsal rooms to public stages. To give only
one example, in the play’s seventh scene, Hannah had (how many times?) con-
firmed to Valentine that she did once have a fiancé, a gardener. “He called me
Piglet. He also gave me a piglet, which I called Piglet,” she explains, limning
how citation works (Arcadia [uncorrected] 75). Hannah’s piglet is like Arcadia’s
tortoise – an intertextual nod to the one comically killed, every night, in Stop-
pard’s Jumpers. Different in each production, now Lightning and now Plautus,
the tortoise is nonetheless always present. “Perhaps they go back to the first gar-
den,” Hannah surmises in another spectral, redacted speech (Arcadia [uncor-
rected] 76). This line was presumably gone by 13 April 1993 (that specious
origin, the “opening night”); it and others were deleted in the script printed
“with corrections” later that year. Yet their echoes remained, one imagines, in
the portrayal of Felicity Kendal, who would have said them in the past and also
used them in building her character. As for the spectators’ reception of this
character, the actress’s ghosts almost certainly appeared. Kendal’s affair with
Stoppard, which began several years before Arcadia – during their 1988 collabo-
ration on the science-obsessed Hapgood, in which Kendal played the titular
lead – had resulted in her separation from her husband and Stoppard’s from
his wife. The affair thus deliciously echoed their previous collaboration on
1982’s The Real Thing, which concerns the extramarital dalliance between a
playwright and an actress, played by Kendal. That is, in Arcadia, ghosts from
Kendal’s private life would have worked in harmony and dissonance with those
of her public performances. To ignore these contextual elements is to cheat the
play of its own history.

No performance of Arcadia, even one whose cast begins with the play’s
“corrected” version, replicates this text identically. Two traces of a single
performance – 23 August 1995 at the Vivian Beaumont Theatre – linger in the
archives of New York Public Library for the Performing Arts, where researchers
can examine videotape of the evening’s show alongside the typescript used by
the videographer. Following these two texts against the “corrected” published
version, one encounters literally hundreds of differences: the actors’ lines do
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not perfectly match the videographer’s typescript, which does not match the
published text (itself, we have seen, different from the publication that pre-
ceded it). Over eight-hundred words have been cut, presumably during the
rehearsal process – although, as with Kendall’s “Piglet” lines, they would have
haunted the actors’ performances. Beyond the substitutions typical when a
British play crosses the Atlantic – “cad” replaced “blackguard,” “bullshit” re-
placed “bollocks,” “sneakers” replaced “trainers,” for instance – numerous lines
were added. Some of these may have reflected the actors’ desire, conscious or
not, to clarify Arcadia’s dizzying plot. For example, Lisa Banes’s Lady Croom
amended her description of Mr. Chater from “plant-gatherer to my brother’s
expedition” (94) to “botanist to my brother’s expedition in Martinique,” align-
ing her words more closely with Bernard’s description of Chater, three scenes
earlier. And the “Hundreds of pages. Thousands” (36) discovered in the Sidley
Park hermitage grew, in the utterance of Blair Brown’s Hannah, to “Thousands
of pages. Tens of thousands,” thus driving home what Septimus may have
been scribbling about: after all, it would require “thousands of pages – tens of
thousands” (68), as Valentine later explains, to calculate an iterated equation
such as Thomasina’s.

A final set of differences will demonstrate the changeable nature of the
text that performance animates, the text that ghosts haunt. In Stoppard’s
“corrected” version of the play, Chloë and Bernard have the following
exchange in the second scene:

CHLOË: I bet she’s [i.e., Hannah] in the hermitage, can’t see from here with the
marquee . . .

BERNARD: Are you having a garden party?
CHLOË: A dance for the district, our annual dressing up and general

drunkenness. The wrinklies won’t have it in the house, there was a
teapot we once had to bag back from Christie’s in the nick of time, so
anything that can be destroyed, stolen or vomited on has been tactfully
removed; tactlessly, I should say –

BERNARD: Um – look – would you tell her – would you mind not mentioning my
name just yet? (21–22)

The videographer’s typescript, meanwhile, records the following, which is
noted as “approved” (presumably by Stoppard) on 24 January 1995:

CHLOË: I bet she’s in the hermitage, can’t see from here with the digger . . . I
must say it’s not favourite, the gardens looking as if the drains are
blocked just where the marquee is going to be.

BERNARD: Are you having a garden party?
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CHLOË: A dance for the district, our annual dressing up and general
drunkenness. The wrinklies won’t have it in the house, there was a
teapot we once had to bag back from Christie’s in the nick of time, so
anything that can be destroyed, stolen or vomited on has been tactfully
removed; tactlessly, I should say –

BERNARD: Um – look – would you tell her – would you mind not mentioning my
name just yet? (TS 1.2.22–1.2.23)

But on 23 August 1995, at least, Haviland Morris’s Chloë and Victor Garber’s
Bernard said this, as the videotape trace confirms:

CHLOË: I bet she’s in the hermitage, can’t see from here with the digger . . .
Ugh, I must say it’s not favourite, the gardens look as if the drains are
blocked just where the tent is going to be.

BERNARD: Are you having a garden party?
CHLOË: A dance for the district, our annual costume ball and general drunkenness.
BERNARD: Um – look – would you tell her – would you mind not mentioning my

name just yet? (Videorecording)4

Individually, the differences are not extraordinary. A line for Chloë was
added for the production (“I must say . . .”) and then changed in perfor-
mance (from “marquee” to “tent”); another was cut entirely (“The wrink-
lies . . .”); the Britishism “dressing up” was altered by Morris or her director
to “costume ball.” But the cumulative effect of such variations, which ripple
through all seven scenes of the play, is substantial. Several cuts in 1995 mini-
mize Septimus’s attachment to Lady Croom – including the deletion of Tho-
masina’s (correct) allegation, “You are churlish with me because mama is
paying attention to your friend” (49) – as if the creative team worried that a
New York audience might find it unseemly, Septimus’s love for the mother
only three years of historical time – and, much more crucially, an hour of
stage time – before his love for her daughter. The changes, in other words,
remind us that the act of performance involves not only an imperfect citation
(as with an actor who inherits a predecessor’s role and faces the impossibility
of perfect succession) but also a necessary translation (with its attendant sup-
plements, such as Crudup’s sex appeal). At the same time, these changes become
visible only if we use the tools of literary criticism. They remind us of a cen-
tral fact of our genre: text can sometimes do things that performance cannot.
In this issue, Heidi Bean reinforces this message in her article “Learning from
the Dramaturg: Suzan-Lori Parks’s The America Play in the Literature Class-
room.” Bean traverses the distance between the rehearsal room and the class-
room, showing how Mark Bly’s ground-breaking dramaturgy for Parks’s play
helps us to forget again the divide between text and performance. That Parks
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includes footnotes in her script (a provocative challenge to directors and per-
formance scholars alike) makes Bean’s message even more potent. If these
footnotes are rendered invisible in performance, they nonetheless haunt the
play and enrich its meanings as surely as other extra-theatrical matter, such as
the play’s program, a vital piece of Bean’s evidence.

A survey of Arcadia’s reviews reveals how palpably the ghosts of past per-
formance haunt the play’s productions. Ben Brantley’s New York Times review
of the 2011 Broadway revival situates his reception of the play against the “uni-
form surface sparkle” of the 2009 London revival and in the context of the
“many times” he claims to have seen it (C1). Sixteen years earlier (and less
grandiosely), Margo Jefferson’s New York Times review of the 1995 Broadway
production immediately juxtaposed her experience of it with the social memory
generated in 1993: “I am told that the original London production worked per-
fectly,” she wrote, even if “I did not see it” (5). In his review for Variety, Jeremy
Gerard wrote that the 1995 actors “fight an echo” (150). He means acoustically,
but the formulation resonates, especially with his later observation that “[Jenni-
fer Dundas] and Crudup are at a loss to re-create the electricity generated by
Emma Fielding and Rufus Sewell, the original Thomasina and Septimus”
(150). Imagining the performance in New York as heat exchange – as an
attempt to recapture energy generated in London – Gerard thus leverages Tho-
masina’s discovery of entropy, echoed in “a prize essay of the Scientific Acad-
emy in Paris” (Stoppard, Arcadia 108). “It concerns your heat engine,” she
explains to Mr. Noakes. “Improve it as you will, you can never get out of it
what you put in. It repays eleven pence in the shilling at most” (115). The theo-
retical insight of Thomasina’s précis, of course, produces yet other echoes for
the spectators: for some, of Jean-Baptiste Joseph Fourier, who in 1811 wrote the
essay to which Stoppard alludes; for others, of Nicolas Léonard Sadi Carnot,
whose 1824 book Réflexions sur la puissance motrice du feu made possible the sec-
ond law of thermodynamics. Both this law’s articulation and Carnot’s book oc-
curred outside of the play’s nineteenth-century frame. But the confused
chronology of these echoes befits a play that disregards the historical timeline
for the cacophonous intensity of the present, with its orchestra of ghosts.

It is possible that Crudup and Dundas brought an inadequate supple-
ment when they inherited their roles from Fielding and Sewell, whose perfor-
mances I never saw. But while attuned to its haunting quality, the Variety
reviewer’s reference to the British actors as the “originals” nonetheless betrays
his misunderstanding of performance – and, indeed, of the play, which warns
critics against mistaking Arcadia for the stability and timelessness of its pasto-
ral namesake. We should likewise not imagine the field of Modern Drama as
a stable place. For plays, I have said, encourage a different view of history as a
genealogy of citations, endlessly receding into memory, forgotten, perhaps,
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but not gone. “Here, look – Capability Brown doing Claude, who was doing
Virgil. Arcadia!” as Hannah notes (her doings underscoring the performative
nature of such citations) when she explains that “English landscape was in-
vented by gardeners imitating foreign painters who were evoking classical
authors” (34). After all, even the play’s first public performance was ghosted
by what had come before, and not only because of Stoppard’s allusive style.
As Sheridan Morley of The Spectator saw in his review of the inaugural pro-
duction, “Several ghosts haunt the long dining-table which dominates the set
of Tom Stoppard’s Arcadia on the Lyttelton stage of the National,” including
“Lady Bracknell, not yet born but hovering over the proceedings already”
(405) – a reference to Oscar Wilde’s indelible creation in The Importance of
Being Earnest, which Stoppard sometimes seems to echo.

And yet, perhaps the longing for an original, too, is essential to our field,
to Arcadia, and to all performance, which Roach characterizes as the
“doomed search for originals by continuously auditioning stand-ins” (3).
Centuries before Virgil’s Eclogues, after all, Hesiod’s Works and Days had
already represented a golden race, living in idyllic harmony with nature. Cen-
turies before Virgil, in other words, an idealized pastoral that never was
already had its passing mourned:

[T]hey lived like gods, carefree in their hearts,
shielded from pain and misery. Helpless old age
did not exist, and with limbs of unsagging vigor
they enjoyed the delights of feasts, out of evil’s reach.
A sleeplike death subdued them, and every good thing was theirs;
the barley-giving earth asked for no toil to bring forth
a rich and plentiful harvest. They knew no constraint
and lived in peace and abundance as lords of their lands,
rich in flocks and dear to the blessed gods. (Hesiod 68)

If the longing for a prelapsarian original defines Arcadia, so too does this
mourning. Even in Hesiod’s pastoral, death is present (and the golden-age
men, he reports, never left the earth but are benevolent ghosts that haunt it).
Et in Arcadia ego, as Death declares on the tomb inscription of Nicolas Pous-
sin’s Arcadian shepherds: “Even in Arcadia, there am I,” as Septimus cites (18)
and Lady Croom mis-cites (16).

The phrase Et in Arcadia ego did not originate with Poussin’s Arcadian
shepherds, as Erwin Panofsky has shown in his genealogy of the motif; the
first speaker has long receded, however strongly the ghostly echo of the utter-
ance remains. But if the phrase’s origin in Poussin is often asserted, it testifies
to the resilient fiction of recoverable origins that provides another of the
play’s themes. Hannah derides Brown doing Claude doing Virgil, but her pa-
lindromic name – as Hersh Zeifman has noted (187) – marks her Newtonian
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biases, her faith that the past can be accurately reconstructed from its histori-
cal traces, such as the game books, letters, and periodicals (from two different
centuries) that accrue on the set’s central table. Not that Hannah shouldn’t
try: the search for knowledge is as persistent as death – as the play suggests in
its most concise dumbshow, when Gus hands Hannah an apple just down-
stage of the Edenic Sidley Park. And, like the play’s researchers, I too tried to
remember lost events. It is an essential part of our work, and a necessary sup-
plement to understanding the lingering words on the page. In this issue, Jo-
seph Cermatori illustrates the method in his article “Unsettling Gertrude
Stein: On the Citability of Baroque Gesture in Four Saints in Three Acts,” in
which he revises decades of literary readings of Stein’s libretto by returning us
to its initial context of production. Cermatori restores Four Saints to the
baroque tradition that it insistently cites, as he reorients our understanding of
Stein as a theatre artist. Sifting the archival traces in order to reconstruct an
event from over eighty years ago, he calls the past into presence in the manner
of all memory and all performance, and with all the attendant pleasures.

We must also heed Arcadia’s warnings that these traces can mislead, as
Hannah and Bernard learn. (Doubt is cast even on the game book that re-
cords Byron’s dead hare. “[M]y shot was the earlier!” Augustus will report in
the final scene. “He said I missed by a hare’s breadth” [106].) The artefacts I
have scrutinized, too – books, typescripts, videotapes, photos, reviews – can
only hazily call to mind what I didn’t witness. “You’d have to be there,” as
Bernard taunts Hannah (64). And in some cases, I was. But performance, we
know, lives mainly in memory. We can never pin it down because of its
movement, as the present recedes into the past. The joy of theatre, however,
is that each new performance will summon the shadowy ghosts of its prede-
cessors, even as the latest surrogate transforms the role anew. After all, each
performance – like each deployment of a given word – produces new mean-
ings, which necessarily differ from the spectral ancestors it summons. See, for
example, Stoppard’s use of the word Caro, which unexpectedly returns in the
play’s second scene as the name of Hannah’s book. Citations mutate end-
lessly, as Cermatori reveals in his discussion of Stein’s irreverent baroque.
The thing the audience encountered before was never identical, and not only
because performance is imperfectly reproducible from night to night but also
because the context of the encounter is always different – perennially repopu-
lated, we might say, by different phantoms. Each time we see Arcadia, our
understanding of it shifts. “Iterability alters,” as Jacques Derrida famously ex-
plained, deploying the very concept that defines Thomasina’s equation,
whose each new value produces (and eventually ghosts) its successors (Der-
rida 62). Indeed, Thomasina’s iteration speaks fundamentally to the nature of
performance, with its imprecisely repetitive enactments unspooling endlessly
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down the one-way street of time: a “complex variation in similitude,” as Mei-
sel has memorably characterized the play’s twinned plots (19).

A genealogy of performances constitutes the critical work of Modern
Drama, a lesson I anxiously apprehend as I replace the irreplaceable Alan
Ackerman after his decade of service. And my editorial work is ghosted by
my predecessors and their own understandings of the field. In the very first
issue of the journal, A.C. Edwards noted his desire to “provide space for
those whose studies have resulted in discoveries which merit dissemination
beyond the classroom” (ii) – a phrase that resonates anew in light of Heidi
Bean’s pedagogical interventions. Some years later, when Frederick Marker
sought to vary the journal’s subjects from canonical modernism to contempo-
rary experiments, he may not have envisioned the sorts of experiments that
time (and Germany’s subsidized arts) would produce and that Matt Cornish
would illuminate. The next four issues of Modern Drama have been planned,
and if their twenty articles represent “the widest spectrum of critical ap-
proaches” as Marker encouraged (221), the diversity is no doubt different
than he imagined, with a heterogeneous group of scholars from five countries
taking on topics that include affect in Asian-American theatre, Native Ameri-
can performance epistemologies, and the FBI’s investigations into Lorraine
Hansberry. These scholars bring to their topics an equally broad range of
tools, including performance theory, genetic textual criticism, close reading,
and the imaginative reconstruction of specific events based on archival
research. Introducing my inaugural issue, I had thought to describe some-
thing of this range, only to find that Arcadia – that apparently old-fashioned
play by an old-fashioned playwright – could do so for me.

In his first issue of Modern Drama, Ackerman launched a defence of
close reading, reminding us that “[t]he medium (and hence the most com-
mon subject) of dramatists is language” (2). He made common cause with
Henry in The Real Thing – Stoppard’s surrogate, a playwright – who argues
passionately that words are

precise, standing for this, describing that, meaning the other, so if you look
after them you can build bridges across incomprehension and chaos. . . I
don’t think writers are sacred, but words are. They deserve respect. If you
get the right ones in the right order, you can nudge the world a little or
make a poem which children will speak for you when you’re dead. (53)

Without limiting the breadth of topics and methodologies Modern Drama
might inspire, I remain likewise committed to its long-standing interest in
words (both playwrights’ and scholars’) and its long-standing focus on dra-
matic literature. Therefore, this issue ends with the most literary of its investi-
gations: Paul Lawley’s rumination on Samuel Beckett’s Krapp’s Last Tape.
Again, questions of memory, succession, and surrogation arise, as Krapp
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looks back on his life and Beckett on the legacy he inherited from James
Joyce and W.B. Yeats – a legacy he navigated by trying to forget, even as he
knew the impossibility. (“One loses one’s classics,” Winnie bemoans in
Happy Days, only to remember a snatch of At the Hawk’s Well [164].) Krapp’s
Last Tape – by showing us the titular character recursively looking back on
himself looking back on himself – is haunted by death, too, just like Arcadia,
where the fire that claims Thomasina is always on the horizon. But there are
compensations. Krapp’s last tape is always last anew, recorded again by each
successor who takes on the role and takes in the reels of a now-past self. The
present tense of performance may push the past ever farther out of reach (in
Phelan’s terms), but so too does it pleasurably reanimate the past for the
future (in Schneider’s). And every night when the curtain rises, Krapp, like
Thomasina, can begin again.

In other words, what is past cannot be recouped, as the second law of
thermodynamics teaches us. The energy is lost. But Thomasina’s death can
be forestalled, as each performance forgets its antecedents as it honours them,
coming alive before an audience. The field of Modern Drama is likewise con-
stituted by the performances we undertake – our methodologies transformed
as we inherit them, their constraints challenged to the limits of our critical
imaginations. Like all dreamed-of pastorals, the field might be nowhere in
particular. Arcadia is located wherever this or that production puts it: on the
stage at the Lyttelton or the Haymarket or the Duke of York’s Theatre in
London; in Broadway’s Vivian Beaumont or its Ethel Barrymore. Each of
these geographically disparate Sidley Parks looks different; and this spatial
heterogeneity is replicated and intensified temporally, as each of these
productions – 1993, 1994, 2009, 1995, 2011 – toggles among 1809, 1812, and
“the present day,” a stage direction with ever mutating signification (19). It is
here and there – sometimes simultaneously, when multiple productions are
running at once – and, like our field, it is wherever we build it. The work
happens now and now and now.

NOTES
1 Parts of this article appeared in R. Darren Gobert, “Arcadia and the

Ghosts of Performance,” Lectures de Tom Stoppard, ed. Liliane Campos
and Julie Vatain (Rennes, France: Presses universitaires de Rennes, 2011).

2 Unless otherwise specified, all citations to Arcadia are to the “corrected”
Faber edition of 2000.

3 The astute summary paraphrases Joseph Cermatori, who elaborates in the
present issue, citing Stein 166–67. In other words, paying homage to
Schneider, I here cite a work that (retroactively summoning Stein) is, in
fact, posterior to my own.

Modern Drama, or Arcadia

Modern Drama 58:3 (2015) 299



4 The “uncorrected” publication differs slightly from all of these variants.
See Stoppard, Arcadia [uncorrected], 16–17.
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