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SHAKESPEARE 
AND THE HUNGARIANS

by

D E Z S Ő  K E R E S Z T U R Y

If  all manuscripts and publications of Shakespeare’s works, translated 
versions and critical analyses were added to the literature on the contro
versy about his person and life, as well as those works of other poets 
which bear marks of his influence, the resulting collection would fill 
several library halls. The Fnciclopedia dello Spettacolo, the largest, most exten

sive and most thorough-going encyclopaedia of the theatre to be published so 
far, properly devotes several profusely documented chapters in its Shakespeare 
article to a discussion of the great dramatist’s influence in England, France, 
Italy, Germany and other countries. Among these chapters, however, none 
deals with Central and Eastern Europe, an omission that in itself calls 
attention to this wrongly overlooked area of international Shakespeare re
search, where the influence of the poet’s work has been, perhaps, most varied, 
since nearly all of its different peoples have ranked him in one way or an
other with their own national classics and have been responsive to the in
fluence of his works. In interesting and characteristic ways, each of these 
nations has mingled a sincere appreciation of the emancipated spirit—the 
same sort of enthusiasm that was kindled by no lesser geniuses than Lessing 
and Goethe—and a flat repudiation such as was expressed in Tolstoy’s 
world-renowned indictment of blind, unthinking Shakespeare snobbery 
(though Tolstoy also accused the poet himself). The sweeping adulation 
of Shakespeare originated in Germany and at the turn of the 19th century 
spread over Central and Eastern Europe; the most recent widespread wave 
of Shakespeare appreciation to cover this region started in the Soviet Union. 
Hungary is situated at the centre, and for this reason all the essential 
elements of the larger area are reflected in the “after-life” that Shake
speare’s work has had in this country.

Of all the giants of world literature, it is perhaps he who has felt most 
“at home” in Hungary. He ranks with Hungary’s national classics for the
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reason, if for nothing else, that his oeuvre has found able interpreters in 
such distinguished poets as Kazinczy, Vörösmarty, Petőfi, Arany, Babits, 
Kosztolányi and Lőrinc Szabó—not to mention the important poets of 
today. Most self-respecting translators must at least have made an 
attempt to put one or another of Shakespeare’s works into Hungarian. 
The first effort at providing a Hungarian version of all his plays was made 
more than a hundred years ago by the three greatest poets of the time: 
Vörösmarty, Petőfi and Arany; since then, another group of excellent trans
lators has come forward with a Hungarian version of the Collected Works 
of Shakespeare. The Sonnets—whose German version is by Goethe and 
which have been translated into Central and Eastern European languages 
mostly by distinguished poets—found a competent Hungarian interpreter 
in Lőrinc Szabó, poet and translator; his work on these translations 
spanned a lifetime, and each time he resumed the task he seemed better 
equipped for it. Of some of Shakespeare’s plays there are as many as four 
or five adequate Hungarian translations, while several sonnets have found 
as many as twenty. Except for the four least important, all of Shakespeare’s 
plays have been produced in Hungary, and many of them far outdo the 
best works of Hungarian dramatic literature in terms of number of pro
ductions, revivals and performances.

Shakespeare’s plays, as is known, found their way to the Continent 
through the agency of the “English entertainers”—troupes of strolling players 
making trips across the Channel or fleeing from 17th-century puritanical 
England. These players, like the company of the Globe Theatre, bothered 
little with authorized versions, courtly or dignified aulic styles of acting, and 
they did not go out of their way to observe any austere puritanical code but 
conformed to the requirements of the time and occasion. Having settled in 
foreign countries, among new customs, they soon mingled with the local 
players and adopted the rude—or perhaps vulgar—style of playing that was 
current. The Globe company itself was not strictly a court group, and those 
of the German dukedoms and principalities were even less so. That is why 
Shakespeare’s plays, even as they had been performed in London, can rightly 
be called popular dramas; their versions current in Germany consequently 
deserve this term even more. Their popular quality becomes apparent par
ticularly when one compares these open performances (where variety and 
lack of restrictions were the principal rule and where even the market
place had free access to the auditorium) with the enclosed model plays 
of French classicism, written and performed for exclusive audiences at 
royal or princely courts. Small wonder that, when at the end of the 18th 
century the German theatre launched its crusade against the prevailing
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Gallic taste, it held up Shakespeare as a living popular example in German 
culture. This early theatrical thunderstorm (which lent a truly resonant 
note to Lessing’s call to arms) became a veritable tempest that swept over 
continents, accompanied by a torrent of mutually intensifying emotions, 
awakening nationalism’s drive for independence, the bond-breaking pas
sions of emancipated individualism, the excitement of newness and the 
often revolutionary impetus of social movements. Shakespeare’s works came 
to life in the Germans longing for the Germanic past, the Czechs’, Poles’ 
and Hungarians’ determination to depict major events of their respective 
national histories in dramatic works with a magnificent message, as well as 
in the aspiration of every Central and Eastern European nation to build 
up its own national theatre, one that would be popularly oriented and have 
the widest possible communal foundations. Political motives were, of course, 
important in all these aspirations. I t must not be forgotten that the tragedy 
of the melancholy Prince of Denmark, for instance, which serious literary 
critics and psychologists even at the turn of the 19th century regarded as 
an ever-enduring parable of modern man rent by inner conflict and incapable 
of action, had been soul-stirring reading for restless spirits yearning for 
revolution a hundred years earlier in this region; it was charged with in
cendiary political material for the agitated masses.

In that circumstance, under different conditions, a major feature of the 
social role of these plays may be seen: some of them were from their 
very inception full of political allusions, issues of topical interest that had 
been fought out in bloody struggles by the peers of the realm but to which 
the London populace may have been, at the very least, interested onlookers. 
In the histories of kings, all-powerful mundane gods appeared human on the 
stage. Audiences from the market-place were thus enabled to take part, 
vicariously but with a measure of inside knowledge, in the thrilling struggle 
for power that was being enacted on the stage. As they saw lives of persons 
with high positions here brought close, the bitter loneliness of their own 
destitution could be tempered. This impression of being “let in” on some
thing extended, of course, to other areas of communal life: the social groups 
that were being mocked joined in the laughter themselves; the gibed-at 
mannerisms and the fashionable spicy and quibbling conversation of high 
society were watched and heard by audiences of the boxes as well as of the 
pit. And when beautiful lines were spoken on the stage, when the human 
soul was revealed or the beauty of nature depicted in majestic passages, then 
all received a share of the enjoyment. This was not, of course, a popular 
element in the modern sense of definite social content, but the flow of the 
Renaissance, which loosened—and in some spheres of life did in fact wash
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away—the tall and rigid class barriers, providing ways and opportunities for 
the new things to come and preserving of the old only what was vigorous 
enough to form part of the present. As in life, which gave them birth, the 
most extreme opposites are mingled together in Shakespeare’s plays: reality 
at its rawest and the fairy tale at its most ethereal, verse and prose, past and 
present, market-place improvisation and sophisticated poesy, longing for 
death and full enjoyment of life.

Shakespeare’s works breathe the spirit of the Renaissance shading into 
Baroque—the late Renaissance, which had no sooner emerged in Central and 
Eastern Europe than it was drowned in the Turkish invasion and the wars 
of religion, leaving but a few scattered relics. A Hungarian contemporary 
of Shakespeare, Bálint Balassi, one of the outstanding Central European 
poets of the late Renaissance, had among his many literary projects the evo
lution of theatrical art in Hungary; his only effort at play-writing has ac
cidentally been brought to light again recently. The latent, belatedly evolv
ing forces of this unfinished Renaissance came to the surface in the far- 
reaching reform movements that sprang up in Northern, Central and East
ern Europe at the time of the French Revolution and afterwards. The classic 
source of Lessing, Goethe, Schiller and their fellow-writers was the German 
Renaissance. Renaissance sources also fed one of the lifelines of the 19th- 
century revival in Hungarian, Polish and Czech literature. The social struc
ture of this underdeveloped region, mutatis mutandis, showed strong resem
blances to the society of Elizabethan England. A restless nobility which, 
after actively Searching for new ways of acquiring wealth, relapsed into 
despondency, caught between a pack-hunting squiredom that kowtowed to 
its betters and bullied its inferiors and an absolutistic imperial court that 
clung to power by every means; an awakening bourgeoisie; and scattered 
groups of enlightened, revolutionary-minded intellectuals trying to voice 
the protest of a grievously downtrodden peasantry—could these classes have 
found a more kindred genius than the author of Hamlet?

Let me enumerate a few factors of the early period of the Shakespeare 
cult in Hungary. Ferenc Kazinczy published his translation of Hamlet along 
with his versions of two pioneering works of German drama literature— 
Lessing’s Miss Sarah Sampson and Goethe’s Stella. Károly Kisfaludy, who 
through his comedies (which owe so much to Kotzebue) for the first time 
recruited an enthusiastic audience for the Hungarian theatre, strove to rise 
to a higher sphere by learning from Shakespeare. József Katona’s Bánk Bán 
—still Hungary’s most specifically national, politically explosive drama— 
would have been impossible without Shakespeare. Mihály Vörösmarty fol
lowed in Shakespeare’s footsteps in creating the widely popular Hungarian
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historico-romantic play. Lajos Kossuth, the statesman and national leader, 
learned English from Shakespeare’s plays while in prison. The poet Petőfi 
saw in him “a giant of mankind,” and János Arany counted him among his 
major teachers. Through such figures as these, Shakespeare inspired the Hun
garian Reform Era in the first half of the 19th century.

Hungarian classicism, which developed in the second half of the century, 
under the oppressive shadows of the defeated War of Independence, broad
ened popular subjects, emotions, thinking and forms into national ones. 
It is understandable that it should have easily moulded Shakespeare to fit its 
own ideals. That age produced the first Hungarian translation of Shake
speare’s complete works. The exponent of this style of poetry, János Arany, 
was in charge of the undertaking, towards which he contributed his fine 
translations of Hamlet, A Midsummer Night’s Dream and King John. To 
the extent that this intellectual world, vigorous and animated in the begin
ning, increasingly turned academic, the constantly growing Shakespeare lit
erature itself became more and more academic. So did the once feverish— 
if often amateurish—style of acting cool off steadily in the midst of the 
stately sceneries of the officially representative National Theatre. Plays with 
a direct appeal to human emotions and imagination were reduced to para
digms of dramaturgical training, which could the more readily be subjected to 
academic rules the more a free disregard of rules formed part of their essence. 
A Shakespearean dramaturgy thus arbitrarily formulated fostered the growth 
in Hungary of a series of hollow historical dramas, encouraged by awards 
of academic prizes, and of childishly unpretentious, fairy-like comedies. 
Complete sclerosis marked the Shakespeare cult in Hungary at the turn of 
the century as well.

The path out of this impasse led in three directions. When Hungary’s 
Shakespearean theatre, bound also by the pseudo-authentic historicism 
of Meiningen, had reached a state of complete paralysis, a new trend 
developed, characterized by a return to the hinted-at settings of the original 
Shakespearean stage, permitting swift changes of scene, by a brisker acting 
rhythm and by a more natural way of speaking. The innovation, associated 
with Sándor Hevesi’s accomplished and imaginative stage-management, 
made the Budapest National Theatre company’s Shakespeare cycles a re
markable success in the 1920’s. The second direction was the rediscovering 
of Shakespeare’s poesy. The literary revolution of the early years of this 
century produced a body of distinguished poet-translators, who were partic
ularly susceptible to the expressive power of the Sonnets and their con
struction, which loosened—and, simultaneously, sharpened—the hitherto 
rigid pattern of this form of poetry. They were also impressed by the dis
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ciplined exuberance and graphic imagery of the great philosophic mono
logues of the plays. The late, more mature poetry of Mihály Babits and of 
Lőrinc Szabó—to name but two—is unimaginable without these fertilizing 
influences. The third fresh departure emphasized the colourfulness, realism, 
and mass appeal of the popular plays by aiming performances of these ever- 
new masterpieces at a new audience composed increasingly of workers. These 
endeavours received much inspiration from Soviet theatrical practice after 
World War II. The new-type historical realism, imbued with revolutionary 
pathos, which has brought about a veritable second Shakespearean Renais
sance in the Soviet Union, has given a powerful stimulus to the Shakespeare 
cult in Hungary. This new wave is evident in the fact that, in recent years, 
itinerant troupes of the State Rural Theatre company have staged 150 per
formances of The Taming of the Shrew and nearly 200 of As You Like It 
in almost as many rural communities.

It is noteworthy that, as far as Hungary is concerned, the fierce contro
versies that have flared up around the identity of Shakespeare have at best 
aroused the attention of scholars. In this country, his work, not his person, 
has always been of primary importance. Like the Iliad and the Odyssey, the 
Greek tragedies or the Bible, these plays have grown over the years into 
impersonal creations that are treasured by all mankind. Romeo and Juliet, 
Hamlet, Richard III and Macbeth, King Lear, Caliban and Prospero live 
on in today’s world as so many radiant models of human nature, of the 
human condition—like Ruth or Job, David, Daniel and Magdalen; like 
Nausikaa, the syrens, Achilles or Penelope. Shakespeare’s lines have become 
household words, repeated even by people who have little idea as to their 
source and original language or who translated them into Hungarian. Some 
of his poems rival the best-known poems of Petőfi, Ady and Attila József 
in popularity. “So are you to my thoughts as food to life .. . ”—it is with 
the lines of Lőrinc Szabó’s superb Hungarian version* of the 75th Sonnet 
on their lips that young Hungarians of successive generations have declared 
and declare their love to each other. In vain did Prospero break his staff 
and cast his book into the sea: his works, having over the centuries achieved 
a life of their own are now part of the life of mankind.

* “ Az vagy nekem, mi testnek a kenyér. . .  ”



KNOWLEDGE OF HUMAN NATURE 
IN SHAKESPEAREAN DRAMA

by

Á G N E S  H E L L E R

Shakespeare lived in a moment of history when knowledge of human 
nature was more crucial and fateful than ever before or afterwards. 
The strong stereotypes of behaviour as established in the feudal ages 
were slackening. The old system of conventions and values were 

being questioned and overturned—witness the “time out of joint” created 
in the atmosphere of almost every Shakespearean tragedy. The overthrow 
of the time-honoured order of succession in Richard II, the murderous 
usurpation of the throne in Hamlet and the infringement of obligatory 
parental veneration in King Lear are all violations of age-old, deep-rooted 
traditions. The overthrow of traditions is Janus-faced. It is partly the cause 
and the medium of crimes, as in the above examples, and partly the source 
of new virtues, as in Much Ado About Nothing and Romeo and Juliet. 
But whether the aspects of change as they appear in these dramas are 
horrible or humane, we always observe that the heroes at the major turning 
points of the action face the new reality. It is from under the cover of the 
old stereotypes that the new individual appears. Always to be answered are 
the questions: who am I, irrespective of my innate position in society? What 
are the human beings around me like as individuals? We may note Juliet’s 
well-known words:

’Tis but thy name that is my enemy;
Thou art thyself though, not a Montague.
W hat’s Montague? it is nor hand, nor foot,
Nor arm, nor face, nor any other part
Belonging to a man. (II. 2)

The direction of the overthrow of the system of feudal conventions and 
values was determined by that in which financial conditions developed.
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The disintegration of the feudal order of values threatened and endangered 
the order of values in general and led to the overthrow of the whole moral 
code. Money came more and more to motivate human action. Those who 
took an active part were mostly such scoundrels as Richard, Edmund, Iago, 
Claudius, Prince John, Antonio, who turned to their own advantage the 
opportunities of the new age, putting to bad use their increasing individual 
liberty. Already in King John, Philip the Bastard formulates the status quo 
with bitter irony:

Well, whiles I am a beggar, I will rail,
And say there is no sin but to be rich;
And being rich, my virtue then shall be 
To say there is no vice but beggary.
Since kings break faith upon Commodity,
Gain, be my lord, for I will worship thee!

(II. i)

The old nobiliary concept of honour became senseless and devoid of sub
stance. As Falstaff puts it: “Can honour set to a leg? No. Or an arm? N o . . .  
Honour hath no skill in surgery then? No. What is honour? a word. What 
is that word, honour? Air.” (Parti, V. i). The place of honour is taken by 
money, the “common whore of mankind,” as Timon expresses it in his 
great monologue (IV. 3).

The unfolding of the personality, of autonomy, of the possibility of using 
one’s wits created the condition of separation and indeed the contrast of 
appearance and essence, exterior and interior, single and general. Separation 
itself, which constitued at the same time the foundation of positive devel
opment of personality, put knowledge of human nature to the test and 
called for the development of a new, sharper and more individual knowl
edge of mankind. Once, however, these possibilities had been realized in a 
world whose movement was regulated by money and profit, the separation 
then stiffened to a kind of contrast in which the exterior could cover the 
interior and the appearance the essence. This situation confronted the 
heroes whose knowledge of human nature was based on traditional morals 
with a double, almost impervious mystery. Many of the magnificent Shake
spearean heroes therefore fail; Othello, Lear, Prospero as a young man are 
so easy to deceive because they lack knowledge of human nature. The parti
cipants in the conspiracy against Henry IV are destroyed because they have 
no idea of what we would call political Machiavellianism. Lancaster grants 
them free and honourable withdrawal if they dismiss their forces; when
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they do so, without much ado he chops their heads off, since—in Lancaster’s 
opinion—such political promises are of no consequence. This the conspira
tors could not foresee—there were no precedents. Even more applicable are 
the situations of those confronted by the Machiavellianism not of political 
but of private life (enter Iago, for instance). The Shakespearean scoundrels 
deliberately operate with that contrast between appearance and essence. The 
germs of these elements are present already in the first usurper of the 
throne, Henry IV. He too shows a good face until he becomes king, only to 
turn against his former supporters. But in him the deliberate play upon 
others, the spirit of cat-and-mouse, is absent. York comes closer to it, but 
even in him old and new traits are blended. Thus he would never be able 
to perform Machiavellian acts in his own family. To varying degrees, with 
changing personalities, Suffolk, Somerset and their associates, almost the 
whole court of Henry VI, go the same way. From this soil—similarity—the 
character of the first Shakespearean rascal, Richard III, develops, who realizes 
the might of his monstrosity, breaking away from old obligations irre
spective of anything and anybody.

In the character of Richard III a deliberate contrasting of appearance and 
essence develops into acting—simulation becomes a vital principle:

Why, I can smile, and murder while I smile,
And cry, “Content,” to that which grieves my heart,
And wet my cheeks with artificial tears,
And frame my face to all occasions.

I can add colours to the chameleon,
Change shapes with Proteus for advantages,
And set the murd’rous Machiavel to school.

(Henry VI, Part III, III. 2)

And the comedy does not stop where he hides his essence, conceals his 
wickedness behind an incognito. He constantly emphasizes his honesty, his 
innocence: “I am too childish-foolish for this world!” he says to Margaret 
(I. 3). The result of this behaviour is that only Margaret, a skilled hypocrite 
herself, sees through him, but not his own men. Hastings can still say of 
him: “For by his face straight shall you know his heart” (III. 4), when 
Richard has already issued orders for his execution.

From the aspect of deliberately playful use of the contrast between 
appearance and essence, exterior and interior, the figure of Iago is similar. 
He thus reveals the duplicity of his personality:
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Heaven is my judge, not I for love and duty,
But seeming so, for my peculiar end:
For when my outward action doth demonstrate 
The native act and figure of my heart 
In compliment extern, ’tis not long after 
But I will wear my heart upon my sleeve 
For daws to peck at: I am not what I am.

(I. i )

These Shakespearean scoundrels know moral autonomy; they are aware that 
man has a comparatively free choice between good and evil and that reason 
has a directing role in this choice. We need only quote Iago again: “Virtue! 
a fig! ’tis in ourselves that we are thus or thus. Our bodies are our gardens, 
to the which our wills are gardeners” (I. 3). When Iago, Edmund or 
Richard play with those who trust in them as with toys, their game 
besides its main purpose—which is invariably power, money—has an ulte
rior motive. This motive is the pleasure and satisfaction derived from test
ing their forces, their brains, from the feeling that they have judged the 
world and people well and can play with them at will. Here the intellectual 
faculty finds its realization and at the same time is perverted by the neg
ative moral contents. Treating others like playthings, even if it has some 
purpose in itself and is not intented to wrong those others, does have a neg
ative content, since the other person becomes a mere implement in the hands 
of the player. The moral autonomy of one person is realized at the same 
time that others are deprived of it. Thus Iago robs Othello and Edmund 
robs Gloucester of liberty of action, prompting them to actions contrary 
to the very essence of their endeavours—transforming persons, at least for 
a time, into things.

As knowledge of human nature becomes more intricate, those Shake
spearean heroes who are clever and also morally great and noble more than 
once make use of methods and behaviour apparently similar to the play
fulness of scheming scoundrels. This is really putting people to the test. 
Even the greatest of Shakespeare’s heroes assume such a role, to find out 
what lies behind someone else’s behaviour. They construct artificial condi
tions which elicit this or that good or bad response from a particular subject. 
Thus Hamlet puts Claudius to the test and Prospero, Ferdinand. The line 
between test and play is, however, perfectly clear—in principle. The object 
of testing invariably involves a positive moral value (Hamlet, for instance, 
tries to find out whether Claudius really deserves death). In contrast, play 
involves itself and the self-service of the player. But it is clear to Shake-
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speare that—in practice—the two sorts of behaviour may approach each 
other and the differences become blurred. Who can decide whether Post
humus is testing Imogen or playing with her? One who tests others—and 
this is also tangibly demonstrated in Shakespeare—must play a role, 
although with another content, just as do the unfair players. He must not 
reveal his true nature either. So Hamlet feigns mental disorder, Prospero 
acts like a tyrant. Yet, themselves remaining noble and pure, they preserve, 
however they play, the integrity of their real natures; they do not only 
identify themselves with their roles, but never play a shameful part, 
while they remain what cannot be played. As Hamlet says:

These indeed seem,
For they are actions that a man might play:
But I have that within which passeth show;
These but the trappings and the suits of woe. (1. 2)

Examination of Shakespeare’s dramas shows that the good and bad judges 
of human nature are substantially simile. Let us consider first of all those 
tragic figures who are characterized by trust bordering on na'fveté and who 
fail precisely on account of their naive confidence. The most prominent of 
these, in chronological order of composition are: Gloucester, Othello, Lear, 
Timon. The sources of their blind trust are different and therefore the 
contents of their catharses too. But they have in common that this na'iveté, 
this absolute trust, is also the source of their greatness. There is no doubt 
that Shakespeare portrays these heroes with affection. The pure, guileless 
psyche, not yet affected by calculating intellect, incapable not only of 
playing with destinies but even of testing, seems to have been in itself most 
beautiful for the author. He sees clearly, however, that such a character is no 
longer suited for this world. Not only because of the failure implied but 
because of the dominance of evil promoted by the naive trust. As Prospero 
puts it, looking back on his youth:

I, thus neglecting worldly ends, all dedicated 
To closeness and the bettering of my mind 
W ith that, which, but by being so retir’d,
O ’erpriz’d all popular rate, in my false brother 
Awak’d an evil nature; and my trust,
Like a good parent, did beget of him
A falsehood in its contrary as great
As my trust was. . .  (I.. 2)
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The knowledge that naive trust is the medium of its own antithesis was a 
perception which slowly established itself in the Shakespearean dramas, 
progressively modifying the author’s attitude towards his great naive fig
ures. Gloucester is still an unequivocally noble character without contra
dictions. His true, naive humanity is one of the reasons why England 
becomes the prey of the houses fighting the War of the Roses, though he 
himself does no evil and his hand and mind remain pure to the very end. 
Othello, too, has a tragic fault: his na'iveté results in murder. But his 
terrible errror, arising from his trust, is caused by the almost imperme
able machinations of another man’s intrigues, one who is playing a 
game; therefore the beautiful moral integrity of Othello does not disinteg
rate. The situation is different with Lear. At the outset of the tragedy Lear 
appears as a stubborn, obstinate old man. He is warned—which is not yet 
the case with Othello—that his trust in his two daughters is unfounded and 
false. He is susceptible to flattery, a flaw of character in itself, and this is 
why he mistakes the open sincerity of Cordelia for arrogance. The sort of 
na'iveté found in Lear is thus morally questionable from the start. The king 
rises to the height of human moral purity only when he is faced with the 
result of his error and becomes acquainted with anguish. All this is still more 
true in Timon. While he trusts his friends absolutely, almost the whole of 
his entourage has already realized that his trust is without foundation. Both 
the Poet and Apemantus repeatedly warn him—in vain. Lack of knowledge 
of human nature here includes an element of conceit. Timon realizes clearly 
enough that people generally let each other down, but he is somehow con
vinced that he himself cannot be let down. He attributes bought favour 
—blindly—to his personal attraction. In Timon, as a contrast to the previous 
na'ivetés, there is not even a catharsis. Thus, to the degree that the poten
tials for contrast between essence and appearance and exterior and interior 
were realized more generally, and the new knowledge of human nature be
came more exacting, na'iveté lost more of its moral value. Shakespeare de
picts not only the decline of the world of great na'iveté but also the resulting 
decrease in the possibility for existence of great naive figures.

It is a common and substantial feature of Shakespeare’s naive characters 
that when they suffer disappointment in their trust the whole world falls 
to pieces for them. Othello, when he thinks the infidelity of Desdemona has 
been proved, says good-bye to his whole life, not only to love but also to 
battles and his serving of Venice. Lear, in the storm scene, faces the failure 
of his whole past. From the disappointment of one man, from the crimes 
of one or two persons, the conclusion is drawn that all reality is inherently 
wicked. A sudden psychological swing-over from general trust to general



distrust is common to all of Shakespeare’s naive characters. But as their 
moral problems become more complex, their disappointment sharpens to 
misanthropy. They do not lose their trust when they ought to and do not 
trust in whom they ought to, and soon they lose their balance. This feature is 
best brought out in the last naive hero, Timon. “Henceforth hated be of 
Timon man and all humanity!” (III. 6.) he bursts out, cursing all mankind.

While Gloucester, Othello, Lear, Timon and the others of their kind are 
destroyed by their na'iveté, the sharp-witted scoundrels are all keen observers 
of human nature. (The qualification of “sharp-witted” is essential, since 
knowledge of human nature is by no means characteristic of a Macbeth or 
Caliban.) In Richard, Iago and Edmund, however, knowledge of human 
nature turns into a principle of evil. These fellows know perfectly well 
whom they will deceive. Take, for instance, the analysis of Iago:

The Moor is of a free and open nature,
That thinks men honest that but seem to be so,
And will as tenderly be led by the nose
As asses are. (I. 3)

This kind of knowledge of human nature has, however, a psychological 
hitch. It originates from contempt of mankind. The clever rascals consider 
everybody to be either scoundrels or blunderheads, or at least susceptible of 
having their good characters turned to evil. They are the carriers of the 
pessimistic world concept in Shakespearean reality. The source of their 
contempt is some sort of injury, exactly as in the naive heroes turned to 
misanthropes. And the greatness and justifiability of the grievance deter
mines, among other things, the weight of these rascally figures. Among the 
three scoundrels referred to, the injury suffered by Iago is the least, that of 
Richard the greatest; thus the first is the criminal of the pettiest and the 
latter that of the greatest specific weight. But whatever lies at the root of 
the contempt, its substance is the same: nonrecognition of the value and 
strength of good on earth.

Among the trustful who are disappointed and become misanthropes and 
the scoundrels who are contemptuous of mankind, the only common trait is 
the underrating of values. The scoundrels feel at home in a world they suppose 
devoid of every value, while the disappointed naive heroes are filled with 
misery. This is easy to understand, because contempt of mankind is a cold 
passion, while hate is nothing else than love turned wrong side out. The 
psychological equilibrium of those who are contemptuous of mankind is 
supplied by the idea that the world is evil; the same consideration causes
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misanthropes to lose their spiritual equilibrium. This contrast evolves again 
and again in the solution of the tragedies: both types err again. The con
temptuous must experience that human value still exists in the world and 
opposes their wickedness. Iago does not reckon on Emily’s testifying against 
him, or Richard on his outraged nobles’ (Stanley, for instance) risking 
everything for Henry’s victory. Edmund cannot believe in the loyalty of his 
brother to his father. So too, in their despair, are the great naive heroes 
“disappointed.” Othello must learn that Desdemona was faithful to him 
after all, Lear that Cordelia was a loving daughter, Timon that his servant 
Flavius does not abandon him in his distress, Posthumus that Imogen did 
not deceive him. For the contemptuous, the survival of values makes their 
own behaviour and their pessimistic view of the world questionable. They 
suffer a double disappointment in the world; they die as its enemies. They 
have lost the game. The great naive heroes, however, find themselves again 
in this second “disappointment” ; their existence regains its sense, becomes 
justified. Because of this they can be glorified even in their destruction. Are 
the great naive characters then really the bad and the clever scoundrels the 
good observers of mankind? Shakespeare’s moral world does not suggest 
that. Those who trust blindly are unaware of the forces of evil, and so it is 
that they cannot find their orientation in a world that is becoming evil. The 
clever rascals, however, do not know the forces of good. This is why they 
orient themselves both better and more exactly, but in the end they must 
fail. During the writing of the great tragedies, Shakespeare seems still to 
have felt that in the final analysis those are right who continue to trust in 
mankind.

It is true, though, that in the last period of the dramatist the contents 
and direction of representation are modified. Timon is the only naive hero 
without a catharsis; he remains a misanthrope to the very end and, despite 
the faithfulness of his servant, does not become convinced of the onesided
ness of his suffering. But even here the world has not become hopeless 
—since Flavius also belongs to this world—nor has existence darkened 
completely (at most, almost completely); rather, the naive, blind trust that 
led to misanthropy has lost its former value.

Is there a kind of human behaviour that points beyond the alternative of 
naive-good-blind and clever-wicked-knowing? Shakespeare creates this ter- 
tium datur over and over again. There are heroes who learn to know the 
world by means of their own bitter experience, who live rationally and 
become neither misanthropes nor contemptuous of mankind, because they 
can recognize good as well as evil. Among them the most prominent 
(again in the sequence of the works) are Henry V, Hamlet and Prospero.
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The two opposed figures in the story of Henry V are Falstaff and Hotspur. 

The latter is a personification of the most noble passions of knightly gal
lantry, but he so little knows people and the changing world that his ardour 
verges on obtuseness. Falstaff, on the other hand, knows very well how the 
old norms have become relative—we need only think of his monologue 
on honour—and from this he draws the conclusion that man must be cynical 
and cowardly. Henry V, as a prince, learned to know the world but not to 
adapt himself to it. Warwick justly claims when speaking of him:

The prince but studies his companions
Like a strange tongue, wherein, to gain the language,
’Tis needful that the most immodest word 
Be look’d upon, and learn’d. . .

The prince will in the perfectness of time 
Cast off his followers; and their memory 
Shall as a pattern or a measure live,
By which his Grace must mete the lives of others,
Turning past evils to advantages.

(Part II, IV. 4.)

There is no doubt that Henry V does not belong to the best-drawn figures 
of Shakespeare. All those features with which he characterizes this person
ality (already in Henry IV) make him suited to become a great king in 
principle; but that such a man could get beyond the obstacles his epoch 
had set before him lends a certain utopian atmosphere to the hero. The 
considerations derived from political realism, which were meant to counter
balance the utopian aspects, are actually detrimental to the consistency of 
the figure. But, however it may be, here Shakespeare makes the first attempt 
to create a hero who not only at the moment of victory but during his 
whole life can preserve the proper “measure” between cynicism and blind, 
unquestioning confidence. Then, when he creates the character of Hamlet, 
who finally “fails” (because here Shakespeare is no longer creating utopian 
conditions), Fortinbras can say at the end of the tragedy—not only out of 
courtesy but also as expressing the deep conviction of the playwright—that 
he might have “proved most royally.”

Hamlet knows the world he lives in. Partly his studies in Wittenberg, 
partly the horrible experience that evil was nestling in his own house and 
the knowledge that he had been robbed, and by murder at that, of his 
crown, teach him that “the time is out of joint.” Right from the begin
ning of the play he is shown with hostile apprehension about the personages



i 8 THE NEW HUNGARIAN QUARTERLY

at the Castle of Elsinore, a kind of suspicion that never arises in the naive 
heroes who have no idea that the time is out of joint. In the latter, suspicion 
always develops belatedly and never finds its real object. Hamlet’s apprehen
sions, however, are directed always towards the real causes. From the first 
moment he proves to be a keen observer of human nature and of the given 
situation. Neither good nor evil escape his attention. When, for example, 
in the second scene, he asks Horatio what made him come back to Elsinore 
and he answers: “A truant disposition, good my lord,” he immediately 
replies:

I would not hear your enemy say so,
Nor shall you do mine ear that violence,
To make it truster of your own report 
Against yourself; I know you are no truant.

(1.2)

Direct interrogation, reading from the answers and from the eyes and 
emphasizing the “I know” are generally characteristic of the methods Ham
let uses to know mankind. Let us examine from this angle the famous first 
scene with Rosencrantz and Guildenstern. At first he receives his two one
time friends with confidence. But quickly he forms a suspicion, and to make 
certain of it he interrogates them directly. From the insipid answers the 
conclusion is ready in no tim e: beware! these men are enemies!

Were you not sent for? Is it your own inclining?.. .  You 
were sent for; and there is a kind of confession in your 
looks which your modesties have not craft enough to 
colour: I know the good king and queen have sent for you.

(II. 2)

The method of direct interrogation is repeated in the main scene with 
Ophelia. Hamlet at the beginning of the conversation has no idea that he is 
being overheard. Therefore in his bitter showdown with his love he accuses 
himself. Suspicion arises from the behaviour of Ophelia. Then he asks 
directly: “Where’s your father?” And to the answer “At home, my lord,” 
replies with the almost spiteful accusation. It is wholly superfluous for the 
stage-manager to arrange this scene so that Hamlet at this moment, by 
accident, catches sight of Polonius and the King, who are on the watch be
hind the curtain. Such a staging is likely to weaken the essence of Hamlet’s 
character, his prodigious knowledge of human nature. He who could read
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an answer to a quick question in the eyes of Rosencrantz and Guildenstern, 
how could he not perceive treason and lies in a better-known and 
beloved eye!

Hamlet’s intellectual knowledge of human nature raises a barrier to the 
rascals’ aim of using him as a plaything. “Why, look you now, how un
worthy a thing you make of me. You would play upon me; you would 
seem to know my stops; you would pluck out the heart of my mystery. .  . 
’Sblood, do you think that I am easier to be played on than a pipe? Call me 
what instrument you will, though you can fret me, you cannot play upon me” 
(III. 2). The same knowledge of human nature makes it possible for him 
to play upon others. But this he would allow himself only with petty ras
cals, with lackeys, sycophants whom he more despises than hates (see his 
cloud-dialogue with Polonius). Here even the playing is a sort of judging.

In Hamlet’s eyes, however, knowledge of human nature is not only an 
instrument of doing justice but a moral value in itself. In the scene with 
his mother he accuses her in the first place of the offence of lacking knowl
edge of human nature:

Look here, upon this picture, and on this;
The counterfeit presentment of two brothers.

. . .  Have you eyes?
Could you on this fair mountain leave to feed,
And batten on this moor? Ha! have you eyes?

(III. 4)

But now we must face a problem: How could Hamlet, who among the 
Shakespearean heroes is the best judge of human nature, who sees through 
good and evil, come to grief precisely by lacking knowledge of human 
nature, by not seeing through the role of Laertes in the plot woven against 
him?

We may immediately dismiss the King’s words as a key to the solution: 

. . .he, being remiss,
Most generous and free from all contriving,
Will not peruse the foils. . .

(IV. 7)

The King, a calculating scoundrel, identifies honesty with naiveté. Besides, 
he knows only the old Hamlet, the prince as he was before his great dis
illusionment. The new Hamlet has always played a part before him.



Yet the King turned out to be right. Hamlet does not inspect the edges 
of the daggers. Why not? Because he is unsuspecting?—a man who is able 
to sneak in night-time to the couch of his former friends, steal from them 
the letter of the King, read it and then calmly hand over the two “friends” 
to the hangman? Lack of suspicion on the part of Hamlet, the first and 
only failure of his knowledge of human nature, has some concrete and 
simple reasons. First of all, he had known Laertes for a long time and had 
no leisure to study him in the excited state of mind he was in after the 
death of his father. Nevertheless, at Ophelia’s grave the boy becomes repug
nant to him and this is why he offends him. And now this insult of his 
becomes his ruin. He who is so careful not to be unjust now feels himself 
to be unfair to someone whose fate, moreover, is like his own. All this he 
thus formulates to Horatio:
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But I am very sorry, good Horatio,
That to Laertes I forgot myself;
For, by the image of my cause, I see
The portraiture of his: I ’ll count his favours:
But, sure, the bravery of his grief did put me 
Into a towering passion.

(V .2)

Regret for his own mistake and the decision “I ’ll count his favours” makes 
Hamlet blind and able to accept the challenge of the duel.

Even the most keen observer of human nature may err once, but this 
error is seldom irremediable (it was not, for example, in Henry V). In Ham
let the irrevocability arises from factors of a much wider range than the 
problem of knowledge of human nature. For reasons of space we cannot 
analyse the contents and the motives of his tragedy. In brief: Hamlet, with 
the aid of his knowledge of human nature, tried to set right the time that 
had become out of joint. But time out of joint can no longer be set right.

The same conclusion is drawn by Prospero in The Tempest. He too 
acquired, at the cost of a great disappointment, knowledge of human nature 
and the truth that trust in the rascals’ world brings grist to the mill of the 
rascals. Almost all the main types of Shakespearean rascals appear on the 
scene, from Caliban to Antonio. With his knowledge Prospero subdues 
them and compels them to serve him or to act rightly—against their own 
intentions. Knowledge of human nature here, as with Henry and Hamlet, 
is the instrument of doing justice.



SHAKESPEARE AND HUMAN NATURE 21

W ith some restrictions, however, Prospero is master over wickedness not 
in the real world but in the world of art. He changes appearance into real
ity but cannot change reality into appearance. As soon as he “breaks his 
staff” the power of recognition is no longer connected with the effectiveness 
of the action. The unity of recognition and action, which in the real world 
—in Hamlet—becomes problematical, is restored only in the world of art. 
Once Prospero is back in Milan, he does not rule and can no longer rule.

At the same time Prospero does not even want to set the times right. 
Resignation is characteristic of him. To overcome wickedness, which had 
become general in a world where kindness continued to exist only in the 
imbecility of Gonzalo or in the naiveté of youth, was a vain hope. Doing 
justice thus assumes the form of remission: . . . “they being penitent, the 
sole drift of my purpose doth extend not a frown further” (V. i) says he 
about the rascals. Leontes, in The Winter’s Tale, had to wait sixteen years 
for pardon, the scoundrels of The Tempest not a moment. Why, if people 
are generally so, what else could we do than forgive them—keeping a firm 
hand on them. Now, for the first time, the theme of Mozart’s “Cosi fan 
tutte” is heard in literature. (By the way, even in the character of Prospero 
there are many Mozartean elements. Several authors have noted his similar
ity to Sarastro.)

Those who recognize and follow the middle course between cynicism and 
blind trust, naiveté and contempt, are for Shakespeare the men who can 
hold their own with honesty in a world of disintegrating systems of norms. 
From this viewpoint they are those who are really fit for the world and for 
ruling—but only in a world where it is still possible and worthwhile to rule. 
Henry is still a great king, who in reality represents the unity between re
cognition and action. Hamlet might have become a great king, for he lived 
in the world of reality, but in him the unity between recognition and action 
has been interrupted. Finally, Prospero is the king of the world of art, with 
whom—in imagination—the unity is restored again. The real kingdom in 
the eyes of the ageing poet was no longer self-realization and rule of 
great men.

Shakespeare over and over again depicts the intricacy of bad and good 
knowledge of human nature. Some of his great naive characters, for instance, 
are bad judges of human nature only as against the new phenomena of the 
“time out of joint” ; they can well measure possibilities offered by capacities 
and characters in other relationships of life. So Lear recognizes in a moment 
that the disguised Kent will be a faithful servant, because he has an eye for 
recognizing the qualities of a servant. Othello could safely choose men for 
the battle; he easily recognized who would be good and who bad as a
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soldier, as is shown by his victories. The dramatist reveals that there is no 
such thing as all-around knowledge of human nature.

This is documented most completely in Julius Caesar. Caesar and Cassius 
are keen observers of human nature when the political character of a man is 
to be judged. At the same time Brutus, as it clearly appears in each case, 
is not capable of realistically judging his adversaries from the political point 
of view. As, for instance, Cassius and the other conspirators want to do 
away also with Antonius, Brutus repeatedly affirms that this young support
er of Caesar is harmless. Cassius wants at all events to stop Antonius from 
speaking at Caesar’s funeral. But Brutus replies: “It shall advantage more 
than do us wrong” (III. i). The political blindness of Brutus is not the least 
reason that the partisans of the republic suffered defeat.

Does this mean that Brutus is generally the poorer judge of human 
nature? By no means. His moral knowledge of human nature is more acute 
than that of either Caesar or Cassius. Who is honest and who is a scoundrel, 
who can be considered as a true friend and who not, this Brutus can quali
tatively better comprehend than the other two Roman politicans. This is 
most sharply emphasized by the contrast between the deaths of Caesar, 
Cassius and Brutus.

Caesar could measure perfectly the dangerous character of Cassius. He 
judged him as a politician, not as a friend. But the same Caesar considers 
Brutus to be his friend, his son. I t is quite beyond him to comprehend 
what a stoic is capable of doing, even against the inclination of his heart. 
Hence the unfathomable deception at the moment of his death, the desper
ate exclamation “Et tu, Brute!” Cassius does not suffer such a shock at the 
moment of his death. Still it is not mere chance that the first servant he 
asks is capable of killing him in the hope of being freed, even though he 
had often bought his partisans for money (because he knew the price of 
men), as Brutus reproached him in the famous scene of their altercation. 
Brutus himself, however, does not find a single servant willing to thrust his 
sword into him on his request. And therefore he can draw the final con
clusion of his life in the words:

Countrymen,
My heart doth joy that yet, in all my life,
I found no man but he was true to me.

(V. 5)

Shakespeare here tangibly reveals that the development or degeneration 
of one or the other aspect of knowledge of human nature is not a given,
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in-born psychological feature but very much a function of the essence of 
the whole character from the point of view of morals and world concept. 
The world concept and behaviour of Brutus are the world concept and be
haviour of the moralist. Hence it followed that his political knowledge of 
mankind became uncertain, while his private moral knowledge of human 
nature became more refined.

Shakespeare, by illustrating the dialectics of knowledge of human na
ture, by finding out how this is connected with the whole of the character, 
the world concept and morals, artistically formulated the double social- 
moral function of cognition, the inner contrast reflected in the philosophy 
of the age. Thomas More rejected the fruits of the development of cognition in 
order to preserve human integrity and the immediateness of cognition, 
which threatens to get lost. Francis Bacon, in his theory of idols, tried epis
temologically to liberate the modern man of the epoch from mere appear
ance. Shakespeare’s belief was that there is no humanity without inde
pendent-autonomous cognition, but not all independent-autonomous cog
nition has a morally positive content. To humanize cognition, to attain 
from the comparatively direct, simple knowledge of human character the 
more intricate, more indirect forms of self-knowledge—this postulate and 
this cognition more and more permeate the Shakespearean dramas. The 
artist represented this problem more profoundly than the philosophy of his 
epoch could solve it.



A TRANSLATOR’S REPORT
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W hen I was called upon to do a translation of the second and 
third parts of Henry VI, I was slightly taken aback.

The contract that was lying on my desk was, I felt, an 
answer to what I had said in the debate on the translation 

of Romeo and Juliet. Then, while expressing my appreciation of the 
immense energy and enthusiasm that had gone into translations of Shake
speare’s works, I had attempted to explain a certain dissatisfaction with 
them. It seemed to me that 20th-century Hungarian versions of Shakespeare 
represented no progress on those prepared by the three classic poets*, partic- 
ulary the ones by Arany. Now I was being challenged: “Here, let’s see how 
you can do it. ” The critic was being summoned to the dock as a creative artist.

I was stopped short by the very title of the work. Some years before, 
when I had to write an introduction to Zsigmond Móricz’s essay on Shake
speare, I had gone through all of Shakespeare’s works, and yet this great, 
three-part play was now practically faceless before my eyes. The Histories 
are that part of Shakespeare which are most English and least world-wide 
—or so they are claimed to be as a rule. Still, when I see the title King John 
I instantly seem to hear the Bastard’s voice and Arany’s version: “Kisasz^ 
szony arccal, bős^ sárkány epével.” On hearing Richard II, I think of the mel
ancholy king as a draft of Hamlet; Henry IV brings the Falstaff scenes to 
mind, Henry V the warlike king and the battle scene at Azincourt, not to 
mention Richard III, which has grown with my life, so to speak, and the 
thought of which makes the voices of Shakespearean actors and actresses— 
Mari Jászai among them—that I heard as a child ring in my ears. Yet all 
memories I had of the three parts of Henry VI were of the squabbling 
peers of the realm and the horrors of the War of the Roses. Was not this 
a task like the one that had been assigned to me as my part of the transla-

4 See Dezső Keresztury’s article “ Shakespeare and the Hungarians”  on p. 3 of this issue.
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tions of Moliere?—an improvised flattery written for a royal celebration, 
such as anyone of Moliére’s contemporaries might have written, which 
was eventually, and not without reason, left out of the Hungarian edition.

Perhaps none of Shakespeare’s works lies so far from his talent. Would 
it be right to undertake the translation of two-thirds of a work just be
cause a modern translation of the first part was already available? It would 
be something like translating Purgatorio and Paradisio to round off someone 
else’s version of the Inferno.

Still, I signed the contract almost without hesitation, although illness had 
already added itself to the above doubts. The sheet of paper before me was 
not only a challenge from contemporary translators of Shakespeare but also 
one from the English to the Hungarian language, whose capacity to com
pete in this field I had not yet tested. It was also an invitation to carry out 
some prosodic experiments that I had long been planning, experiments 
which an author with prosodic theories, and whose poetry dried up some 
thirty years ago, has practically no chance of carrying out save through 
translation.

O f all my doubts, the last one—that concerning the disjointedness of 
the work—was dispelled first. The Histories, from King John, which is a 
sort of prelude, to Henry VIII, form a coherent cycle: they amount to an 
English Iliad, an epic poem rolling along from scene to scene instead of 
through a succession of episodes. This would become quite clear if they 
could be produced in a series of performances such as was given at the Buda
pest National Theatre many years ago, in which all the best-known plays 
of Shakespeare were billed (and which Hungarian literature has to thank 
for Móricz’s essay on Shakespeare). That out of the nine parts of this 
drama-epic three bear the name of Henry VI is explained by the fact that, 
as he himself says, he acceded to the throne when he was nine months old 
and his life spans a fairly large part of the age depicted. Undoubtedly the 
second and third parts of Henry VI are the two which are bound together 
most closely, so much so that they could hardly be performed separately. 
On the other hand, these two parts are not linked more closely to the first 
(which takes place mostly in France) than to Richard III. The depiction 
of the youthful years, spent apart, of Henry and Queen Margaret is about 
the only thread that ties them together. For a complete translation there 
ought to be added not the first part but Richard III, in which lies the real 
conclusion of the second and third parts and where the fates of the fearsome 
characters of Margaret and Richard are fully unfolded.

But in the translation, as I warmed to the slow process, my other doubt 
—that I was going to bury myself in one of a great dramatist’s less interest-

2 5
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ing works, whose appeal to the modern world was almost nil—was dis
pelled too. No, the story of gentle King Henry is not lost in the tumult 
of the War of the Roses. What is more, it seems to me that its subject is 
only too “modern”—one might say, too much of the 20th century. I 
should think that this was the reason, as well as its length and supposed 
unproducibility, why it failed to attract attention in the 19th-century cult 
of Shakespeare. Pirandello created some characters of whom it is impossible 
to decide whether they are madmen or victims of madness, and whether 
the significance of the story as it unfolds upon the stage is acquired through 
them or lies in their very madness. In Henry VI, Shakespeare does not say 
the final word about the nature of the king. Looked at through the eyes of 
the other characters of the play, he is a pusillanimous monarch, a henpecked 
husband, a spineless character who totters about aimlessly, clutching his 
book, hustled along by the savage impulses of history. On the other hand, 
looked at from within or from the point of view of eternity, he rises above 
others in his morality, and his hesitancy is not due to dullness of mind or 
lack of insight into human nature; his intuitive awareness of good and evil 
in men and his presentiment of the inevitable consequences of both seems 
to invest him with a prophetic faculty; his pusillanimity appears to be the 
defencelessness of a saint who follows the guidance of Christian morality; 
his being henpecked is rather an affectionate complaisance and loyalty. In 
a more peaceful age, his righteousness and conscientiousness might make 
him a good king. He becomes a victim because of the passions that sur
round him ; his gentle disposition turns destructive because of other people’s 
savage tempers. And the poet seems deliberately to withhold his judge
ment : he leaves it to us to form our own opinion of his king.

And how “modern” and antique is the other leading character, Queen 
Margaret, who is known from Richard III in the final phase of her mental 
development. Here, in the second part, she is in her youth, a young queen 
a-hawking, recently come over from France, hungry for knightly love. It is 
the husband’s weakness and the necessity of making decisions for both of 
them that makes her increasingly hard, desperate and hysterical and deforms 
her character. She is an English Clytemnestra with her Agamemnon; at the 
same time, it should not be too difficult to transplant her into a modern 
novel as the ancestor of predatory women of today whose lack of restraint, 
energy as supporters of their families, toughness and endurance often thrive 
in the same way on the softness of their husbands.

And what an array there is of up-to-date characters to form a contrast for 
the colours of this ageless royal couple: York and his three sons—dif
fracted from the father’s nature—Edward, a lecher but a born ruler, Clarence,

~ T
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an argumentative dissembler, and mis-shapen Dicky, later Richard III; 
then Warwick, maker and unmaker of kings, the most typical hero of the 
age, its Hector and Siegfried, with chivalrous manners and oligarchical ar
rogance ; and the others in the second part, good Gloucester and his down
fall-causing vain duchess, Suffolk, the queen’s morally French lover, and 
beyond them the English nobility, bluff and courageous and, though un
bridled, not without some chivalry; and the people, suffering because of 
the nobility but taking after it in many respects. No, this work is well 
worth the hours a translator or even a creative writer might spend over it, 
even if they be numbered. Only one concern is justified, and that is a more 
serious one: Will he be equal to the task?

Yet Henry demands no wizardry from the translator. The second part 
has some prose insets; pirates and rebellious peasants twang a Shakespearean 
prose that is at once popular and diabolical, full of raw juices and quick 
flashes of scintillating language; in the third part, however, not one prose 
sentence breaks the flow of three thousand lines of verse. And not only are 
the enigmatic puzzles of prose parts absent; the translator’s attention is 
relatively rarely diverted, in his effort to render thoughts and emotions, by 
the occasional verbal somersaults that are performed almost in flight, the 
high-wire stunts of abstraction.

If the word is not amiss in referring to Shakespeare, this text is almost 
puritanical. An occasional baroque metaphor or an argument supported by 
some brilliant imagery are all that reminds one, in form, of the overripe 
century. The translator, especially in the third part, has but one task, a fun
damental one in all of Shakespeare’s works: to create the Hungarian musi
cal instrument—I might say position of the speech organs, or tightening 
of the throat—corresponding to the idiom of Shakespearean passion, to 
Shakespearean diction.

The dramatist Shakespeare was also a stage director and an actor, and 
the nature of his texts are determined by the stage-manager’s economy of 
words and by the actor’s indulgence in his part and intoxication with his 
lines. Shakespeare as a man of the theatre aims at effect. As a far lesser 
poet but equally great caster of spells, the Hungarian Jókai considered the 
chapters of his novels to be guns of fascination that had to be loaded, 
cocked and fired, so does Shakespeare the dramaturgist regard his scene-units, 
with the difference that what he fires sounds like cannons rather than pistols 
or shotguns and is charged with more than fascination: there is knowledge 
of human nature, some sort of great discovery, a conviction. But charging the 
cannon, supplying ball and powder, and firing proceed with admirable swift
ness, the operation being stripped to the absolutely necessary motions: the
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setting of each scene, the expositing of the situation and the deployment 
of the characters are all carried through, I might say pushed through, with 
the utmost simplicity. Only when the stage-manager has hustled his actors 
out onto the stage—“Go on, say your piece!”—only then does the actor 
Shakespeare push back the stage-manager Shakespeare and give himself up 
to the intoxicating verbal luxury of discharging emotions that fascinate the 
spectator.

This duality, of course, is at the same time as much of an organic unity 
as that which binds together the atoms of sodium and chlorine in common 
salt. Shakespeare is economical at the same as he is exuberant; he is at once 
clipped and rhetorical. And if the words are traced to their roots, where 
diction is dramatic emotion, the same thing is found: clear and strong, one 
might say, compact sentiment, which never remains just so, as we see in 
the modern realists, with the mere expression of itself, but almost from 
the start breaks into brilliant flourishes and trills of feeling. If it lacked 
a masterly instinct, it would be rough-hewn, cyclopean, at times clumsy, 
such as the 18th-century Frenchmen thought it to be; and if this rhetoric 
were not like grass, flowers and birds on the rocks of profound emotions, 
it would indeed be superficial, as Tolstoy and, to some extent, Zsigmond 
Móricz saw it. However, Shakespearean diction, like Shakespearean emo
tion, is at once compact and wasteful. Driven by a thirst for passion, it 
nevertheless finds the time to register with rapid reflexes any shades of 
meaning that are offered.

The translator, too, has to find a suitable musical instrument that will 
reproduce this wasteful compactness, this free and easy yet steady emo
tion. The task is partly linguistic, partly prosodic. He has to prove that 
it is possible in Hungarian to register as much shade of meaning in an equal 
space, and that Hungarian iambics can be as definite and yet iridescent, as 
forceful and yet flexible as Shakespeare’s.

Henry VI, like the histories in general, on account of its comparative 
bleakness and ruggedness (arising only from its epic nature), is within 
easier range of the potentialities of the Hungarian language than the other 
plays of Shakespeare. There is no doubt that you can get rugged epic force 
out of Hungarian sooner than airy iridescence, familiar flight of abstrac
tion or feats of wizardry. To me at least, Arany’s version of King John 
seems, if not richer, certainly more perfect than his version of A Mid
summer Night’s Dream.

Compared with Hungarian, English expresses the same thing in more 
words but fewer syllables. On the average, Hungarian substantives and 
verbs are nearly twice as long as their English equivalents; and by using
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prepositions where, in most cases, Hungarian uses affixes, English increases 
the number only of the words, since a large proportion of the latter 
consists, like the affixes, of one syllable. This difference between the two 
languages precludes—or at least seems to preclude—the possibility of the 
Hungarian translation matching the English original in both length and 
faithful reproduction of shades of meaning. Yet, compared with Shake
speare’s other plays, the preconditions in Henry VI are more rigorous still. 
For whereas in other plays enjambment makes it relatively easy to insert, 
in the translation, an occasional additional line where the original seems 
too condensed for Hungarian, with the more “epic” iambics of Henry VI 
the line-ending represents a pause nearly as well defined as in, say, the 
Alexandrine verse, and the translator either finishes his sentence by the end 
of the line or has to carry it along to the extent of another line and thus 
run the risk of reducing it to prattle. That is to say, in this case the duel 
between the two languages is fought from line to line; I, at least, could 
seldom avoid translating line for line, and only at one passage did I insert 
an extra line—in recognition, as it were, that Shakespeare got the upper 
hand and that there is a possible solution.

Hopeless as this contest of compactness as measured by syllables may 
seem statistically, it is by no means impossible actually. To express the 
difficulty in terms of statistics: in six or seven of every ten lines, the Eng
lish original will go into the Hungarian with no particular difficulty; in 
two or three, one has to use some force to squeeze it in ; while in one, the 
translator’s headache is how to fill the Hungarian line with the content of 
the English without diluting the latter. Statisticians ignore one fact: the 
conciseness of the Hungarian language. The Hungarian language also speaks 
through its omissions; its grammar aims at leaving unsaid what would be 
redundant. Not in vain is the objective conjugation its most characteris
tic inflexional formation; the verb is capable of absorbing not only the 
subject but the object as well. Its syntax is equally sparing. How many ob
jective, causal, contrasting conjunctions can be saved, for instance, by inter
polating or clustering sentences or through a carefully chosen word order! 
If I were required to condense the rules of correct Hungarian style into 
a single sentence, I would suggest this: “Never use any word or affix which can 
be omitted without the risk of sounding constrained or being misconstrued.” 
As a translator I tried to make use of this conciseness, by which I do 
not mean to say, of course, that I did not have to make some sacrifices in 
some passages.

The struggle to save syllables may force translators of Shakespeare into 
compromises of several kinds:
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1. The most painful of all is the sacrificing of shades of meaning. This 
I tried to avoid most of all. Shades of meaning are obviously not ornamen
tal to the text; in most cases they are its very essence. In this respect, 
sacrifices were frequently made not only by earlier translators but even by 
Schlegel, who, being Germanic, had an incomparably easier job. I, too, 
have discarded words, but whenever possible only in keeping with Hunga
rian conciseness—in redundant addresses, expletives or attributes that are 
implicit in the substantives. The dearth of syllables which bedevils trans
lators of Shakespeare favours the Language Reform.* The reformers clipped 
the long Hungarian words, gave preference to the shorter among the old 
ones, etc. By using a vocabulary of this kind, and employing the correspond
ing grammatical forms, one can sometimes save two or three words (thus 
the frequent use of kéj for kéjelgés, “lust” ; üdv for üdvösség, “salvation” ; and 
élv for élveit, “pleasure”). I tried to resist the lure of the short words, and 
at least ten times used such syllable-squandering and iambus-jumping 
words as ellenség (“enemy”) or ellenfél (“opponent”) before resigning myself 
to ellen** (“foe”) once. But I cannot claim to have avoided a disproportion
ate use of short words while choosing from among synonyms. Szomorúság 
(“sadness”) and particulary kétségbeesés (“falling into despair”) are rather rare 
with us. I was most careful that the short words I chose should be those that 
had been current prior to the era of the Language Reform, such as kin 
(“pain”) or bú (“sorrow”), or were of popular formation, such as félsz. 
(“stage-fright”) or mersẑ  (“pluck”).

2. Conciseness in the Hungarian language leads to an inevitable increase 
in the number of long words. Articles are dropped as well as plural suffixes 
which increase the number of short syllables, pronouns, etc. Even the most 
concise poets have often resorted to these means in order to obtain the 
short-vowel syllables required by classical forms. The more compact the 
language, the greater is the dearth of quantitatively short syllables. The 
large proportion of long syllables is, I believe, a characteristic of my trans
lation which is open to criticism. I would bring up two things by way of 
excuse: for one the true spondee, two equally long syllables, is extremely 
rare in Hungarian. Most feet accepted as spondaic are actually trochaic or 
iambic in character. In the second part of the Szó zeit (Hungarian National 
Anthem, written by Vörösmarty in 1836), among the 28 quantitatively 
short syllables only 13 are truly short, while in the last two lines only 2 
of 7: Áldjon vagy verjen sors keze, (Itt élned s halnod kell) “Whether Fate’s hand

* Movement in the early 19th century which enriched the vocabulary of Hungarian with many 
new terms and made the language a more subtle tool of expression.

** One product of the language reform movement and by now archaic.
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beats or blesses, (Here you must live and die).” Nevertheless, there is a 
definite iambus, since the short-long character of the words verjen (“beats”), 
élned (“live”) and halnod (“die”) is indisputable. Thus, although the lan
guage operates primarily with concision and numerous long syllables, the 
clean short syllable constitutes the prosodic value of even brilliance; still, 
a further differentiation within the long syllables becomes necessary.

The other attenuating circumstance is that the form I used is not merely 
iambic but something far deeper, to use Ady’s words, one that is more 
“rooted,” which admits of or even favours long syllables.

The English, German and Russian languages do not have an iambic 
based on quantity, but the borrowed form has fitted in perfectly with the 
character of these tongues. Hungarian does posses quantity, but it lacks 
that reassuring unequivocal relationship, which is proved by the fact that 
every great poet has devised a different solution to this problem.

This ambiguity of the iambus in Hungarian is most conspicuous where 
the iambic as a metric device is left to itself, as in the unrhymed iambic of 
the stage. Two extreme cases can be defined:

X. Being able to render verse only if the lines follow a metrical pattern, 
the translator aims at “perfection” in his versification. Yet alternating 
short and long syllables are an alien form that has been forced upon the 
language in much the same way as trimming can result in conical or cubi
cal shapes in trees and shrubbery. The point is that, like trees, a language 
never, even in ceremonial perfection, takes on such a shape of its own 
accord; thus its natural tendency is not strengthened by shaping but is 
subjected to an abstract formula. This trick performed over hundreds and 
thousands of lines is depressing: part of the human nervous system begins 
to concentrate on checking whether the iambics are still good enough.

2. The poet is conscious of the tedium of this spectacle and takes ad
vantage of poetic licence. He creates iambic feet that are mid-way be
tween free verse and standard iambics. The law of this kind of iambic line 
has been condensed by Babits in the practical instruction that it will do if 
the fifth metrical foot is pure iambic. The danger here, however, espe
cially in translating Shakespeare’s resolute versification, is that either the 
translator’s own music comes through too loudly or the verse comes too 
close to prose.

In my translation of Henry VI, I found a third, not quite untrodden— 
in fact, spontaneously very well trodden—path. I have long held the argu
ment that those of our poets who have written the best metrical poetry 
have had the ancient Hungarian syllabification in their ears, and while 
writing in the borrowed form they also paid tribute to the more native
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one. In my translation, I deliberately tried it: I set one of the oldest Hun
garian verse-forms, the four-stress line of the Saint Ladislas song, beneath 
the iambic as a kind of supporting canvas for the superimposed pattern.

This ancient four-stress line, which, with its twelve syllables and cae
sura fixed in the middle, becomes nearly rigid as a unit, survives in the 
rhythm of the Hungarian Alexandrine; it does, I believe, fit well the epic 
lines without enjambment of Henry VI. Thus I tried to create a form which 
would combine the suppleness of the. iambic beat with the vigour of the 
Hungarian Alexandrine, while avoiding the artificiality and sweetness of 
the iambic as well as the slippered shuffling of the Alexandrine.
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THE MERCHANT OF VENICE 
AND PROBLEMS OF CIVIL LAW 

IN THE RENAISSANCE
by

G É Z A  H E G E D Ű S

W hether we look a t pub lic  opinion, 
stage representation or critical litera
ture, we find opposing attitudes 

tow ards th a t dram atic law -suit in  w hich 
Shylock appears as th e  p la in tiff  and An
to n io  as th e  defendant. In  th e  M erchant 
o f  Venice, incidents b o th  serious and gay, 
fabulous and comm onplace, are interw o
ven in to  a d ram a pattern , th e  Shylock v. 
A ntonio case composes one elem ent o f  
th e  p lo t action, while th e  tw o sub-plots, 
b u ilt around th e  love stories o f  the  coup
les, Bassanio and Portia  and Lorenzo and 
Jessica, are inseparably associated w ith  
th e  cause and outcom e o f  th is  legal ac
tio n . A fter all, i t  is Jessica’s elopem ent w ith  
Lorenzo w hich p rom pts Shylock to  p u t his 
claim  w ith  such preposterous vindictive
ness. T h e  involved incidents relating to  th e  
m arriage story o f  Bassanio and Portia, w hich 
bring  th e  elem ents o f  comedy in to  th e  play, 
are partly  responsible fo r A ntonio’s insol
vency; w h a t is m ore, i t  is P o rtia ’s interven
tio n  w hich tu rn s th e  scales in  favour o f  
A ntonio, when he is caught in  an adverse 
legal situation . Such contradictions be
tw een th e  h ighly  tragic tension  o f  th e  p lo t 
and a lig h t atm osphere o f  comedy m u st 
have given rise to  th e  am bivalent in terpre
tations o f th e  p lay ; briefly, and looking only 
to  the  essence, th e  decision pronounced by 
th e  court is regarded e ither as fa ir o r as u n 
just. T o p u t  i t  m ore fully , according to  the

m ajority  opin ion Shylock is a loathsom e 
usurer, whose claim  to  take a pound o f  flesh 
from  th e  body o f his opponent is revoltingly 
disgusting, and th e  judgem ent w hich even
tually  denounces h im , declaring th e  p la in tiff  
a crim inal, expresses public  opinion and, 
therefore, is consistent w ith  th e  sp irit o f  
th e  law. O pposed to  th is , there  is th e  view 
held  by those well-versed in  legal affairs th a t 
th e  sentence is wholly un just, should be re
jected as unlaw ful on th e  basis th a t Shylock 
was en titled , by th e  th en  prevailing system  
o f  law, to  b ring  an action against th e  de
fendant; th a t, when driven by circumstances 
to  forgo his claim , h is dem and for th e  recov
ery o f  his capital is un justly  discarded. 
Further, th e  decision was technically inva
lid , since th e  individual who decided th e  
case had no legal au thority  to  pass sentence 
and was using disguise and false docum ents 
to  m ake her unw arranted intervention pos
sible. Spectators and readers o f  th e  play are 
th u s m ade to  rejoice over a triu m p h an t in 
fringem ent o f  law.

O ne o f these two contradictory opinions 
m u st be rig h t. I t  is th e  position  we take in 
the  court action th a t decides our essential 
a ttitu d e  to  th e  play. I f  we accept th e  sen
tence as fair, i t  im plies our m oral approval 
o f  Portia’s intervention.—an action open to  
criticism  from  a juridical p o in t o f  view, re
vealing th a t  we p u t m oral considerations be
fore form al rules. If, instead , we regard the

3
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sentence as unfair and i t  injures our sense o f  
justice th a t Shylock, having suffered so m any 
hum iliations, should be denied any legal 
redress, Portia’s unauthorized  decision, in  
being given force o f  law, represents a cynical 
flouting o f legal security. I f  a sentence passed 
in  th is  m anner is found  just, th e  M erchant 
o f  Venice is  no th ing  m ore th an  a playful 
farce, rid iculing  an exposed usurer who has 
come to  grief. Again, i f  th e  sentence is con
sidered unfair, th e  M erchant o f  Venice is a 
disheartening tragedy on th e  hopeless state 
o f  a m an undeservedly treated  w ith  con
tem p t. H is  tragedy is no t m itigated  by the  
idyllic, m oonlit ß n a l e  in  w hich th e  tw o lov
ing couples happily  m ake m erry, having 
flouted the  law and stripped  a fa ther o f  his 
fo rtune. Furtherm ore, i f  th e  sentence is just 
and th e  play is a farce, th en  Shylock is a 
comic figure, who gets w hat he  deserves. 
T h is  was th e  conception and portrayal in 
th e  18th century, u n til  Kean’s novel cha
racterization; indeed the  Jew has been so 
represented in  our century in  certain fascist- 
inspired  stage perform ances. If, however, 
th e  sentence is found  un just, th en  Shylock 
is a tragic hero, who deservedly excites our 
sym pathy and who, beginning w ith  Kean, 
has becom e th e  trad itional representation o f  
Shylock fo r th e  sentim ental, bourgeois school 
o f  stage art.

Reading th rough  th e  play again, and con
sidering these divergent views, i t  becomes 
clear th a t ne ither o f  th e  tw o in terpreta tions 
can be fully  accepted or, rather, th a t neither 
opin ion can be supported by th e  social con
d itions m irrored  in  th e  play. T h e  situation  
presented in  th is  dram a is fa r m ore involved, 
and th e  im plications o f  th e  play are no t 
nearly as clear-cut, as m ig h t appear from  
either o f  th e  tw o current conclusions. For 
Shakespeare, in  th is  dram a o f  m any hues, 
has succeeded in  creating a s ituation  th a t 
sum s up  th e  basic problem s o f  Renaissance 
m an in  his everyday life, in  th a t in te rim  
period o f  h isto ry  th a t m arked th e  passing o f 
th e  feudal system  and th e  beginnings o f  ca
pitalism . T here  is no question  th a t th is

transitional state  was to  play a p a rt in  fram 
ing H am le t’s philosophical doubts, as i t  has 
become m anifest also in  Rom eo and Juliet 
(and, in  a farcical form , in  A M idsum m er 
N ig h t’sD ream ) w ith  its  family-law problem s. 
W e find i t  in  th e  M erchant o f  Venice, 
whose problem s touch  upon civil law and 
relate, in  particular, to  rules governing credit 
and loan transactions. T h e  effects o f  th e  pe
riod  can be detected in  A ntonio’s m editative 
fram e o f  m in d  and its  m any resemblances 
to  H am let, as well as in Jessica’s self-libe
ra ting  action, expressing th e  r ig h t to  the  
free choice o f  one’s m ate. T h is  dem and is 
evident also in  Ju lie t’s tragic decision and 
H erm ione’s farcical resolve to  m arry against 
th e ir  fa thers’ w ill.

T h e  events th a t precede Shylock’s in 
stigation  o f  th  elaw -suit, th en  Portia 's in te r
vention and her decision in  th e  case, cer
tain ly  go beyond th e  actual happenings 
th a t m ake up th e  story o f  th e  M erchant 
o f  Venice. Behind i t  all, there  is a deeper 
im plication  o f  conflict arising from  a serious 
clash betw een contestable principles o f  law 
in  the  days o f th e  Renaissance. In  Shake
speare’s tim e  such controversies over legal 
m atters w ould frequently  have a tragic 
outcom e or, a t best, end on a note o f  comedy 
in  th e  daily life o f  th e  E nglish citizen. O nly 
fam iliarity  w ith  the  problem s perta in ing  to  
th e  rules o f  law governing credit and loan 
operations in  those  days enable us fu lly  to  
understand why th is  play was titled  th e  
M erchant o f  Venice, and why Shakespeare’s 
chief object, perhaps, was to  m ake Antonio 
th e  real p ro tagonist o f  th e  dram a, though  
th e  dram atic conflict actually appears in  the  
clash betw een Portia  and Shylock. Y et no t 
they, b u t A ntonio is th e  hero o f  th e  p lay; 
i t  is he who, in  th e  lig h t o f  contem porary 
economic conditions o f  th e  age, appears as 
th e  tru e  representative o f  a new  type o f 
m an, heralding th e  tim e  to  come. A nd i t  is 
A ntonio w ho stands in  opposition to  th e  very 
elem ent w hich seems to  be im personated in 
Shylock and who triu m p h s eventually, 
though  his struggle is carried on by another.
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A ntonio  is a noblem an, a m erchant by 

trad e : trade provides his only source o f 
incom e, so th a t he is connected w ith  feudal 
society only by b ir th  and fam ily ties. H e , 
him self, pursues th e  profession o f an ord i
nary citizen.

T h o u  know est th a t all m y fortunes are
a t sea;

N e ith e r have I m oney, nor com m odity
T o  raise a present su m : therefore go

fo rth ;
T ry  w hat m y credit can in  Venice d o . . .

(I. 1)

T h is  is A nton io’s answer to  his friend 
and relation, Bassanio, when he is asked for 
a big loan. Bassanio follows th e  m ode o f 
life  o f  th e  noble je u n e sse  d o n e ;  having squan
dered away h is w ealth , he w ants to  redress 
h is fo rtune by w inning th e  heart o f  a rich 
heiress. But he needs m eans to  carry on his 
courtship, and once m ore he tu rn s to  his 
friend  fo r a loan. A ntonio is usually ready to  
assist his friends by le ttin g  th em  have in 
terest-free loans. How ever, underlying 
these transactions, there  is a definite business 
purpose on th e  pa rt o f  th e  m erchant, aside 
from  h is desire to  show h im self obliging 
and helpfu l. W e find Shylock h in tin g  a t i t  
as m oney paying no in terest, and h is words 
show h is annoyance w ith  A nton io :

H e  lends o u t m oney gratis, and brings
down

T h e  ra te  o f  usance here w ith  us in
Venice.

(I-  3)

Seen from  th e  m erchant’s p o in t o f  view, 
business consists no t in  th e  lending o f  one’s 
m oney, b u t  in  ob tain ing  a loan to  be used fo r 
investm ents th a t w ill serve to  raise th e  stock. 
T h e  lower th e  rates o f  in terest, th e  bette r i t  
is fo r th e  m erchant. As fo r th e  usurer, 
whose w ealth  accrues from  th e  m oney he 
lends, h is benefit derives from  h igh  rates o f 
in terest. So whenever A ntonio disposes o f 
ready capital, he  is acting directly  in  his own 
good, w ith  a view to  fu tu re  loans required

fo r h is own business transactions, when he 
grants free loans th a t w ould bring about a 
general fall in  th e  ra te  o f  in te rest on  th e  
m oney m arket.

But A ntonio  has run  o u t o f  his ready cash, 
and, to  oblige his friend, he tu rn s fo r m oney 
to  a professional m oney-lender w ith  cash 
capital large enough to  enable h im  to  grant 
loans o f  considerable sum s. T h e  am ount in  
question is 3 ,000 ducats. A lthough the  
name, ducat, became w idely used fo r va
rious gold coins, originally th e  zecch in o , a 
gold coin current in  Venice, had been its  
equivalent all over th e  w orld. Shake
speare’s aim  in  referring to  i t  seems to  have 
been m ain ly  to  enhance th e  sto ry ’s V e
netian  co u le u r  lo c a le ; th e  same m otive 
leads h is characters repeatedly to  refer to  the  
R ialto , th e  V enetian  Exchange b u ilt on th e  
Island o f  R ialto . However, all these external 
trappings do n o t tally  w ith  th e  facts we 
know  concerning conditions prevalent in 
N o rth e rn  Italy  tow ards th e  end o f th e  16th 
century. T h e  play was w ritten  in  th e  second 
h a lf  o f  th e  fifteen-nineties, a t a tim e  when 
Venice was so rich  in  capital th a t no need 
existed fo r a m erchant o f  noble b ir th  to  tu rn  
to  h is loathed opponent, i f  he w anted a 
large loan. H e  could have easily acquired 
such help by means o f  an ordinary credit 
transaction  a t a reasonable ra te  o f  in terest. 
Sim ilarly, th e  m edieval code governing loan 
and credit operations, as presented in  th is  
play, had  already been ou t-dated  fo r cen
turies, as bourgeois ways o f  life  spread ra
p id ly  th rough  N o rth e rn  Italy . In  contem 
porary Spain th e  retrograde standards o f  he r 
society m ade i t  im possible fo r a noblem an 
to  pursue any civic activity, fo r h is tak in g  
up an industria l o r trade profession incurred 
th e  loss o f  his nobility . T hough  such rig id  
rules had n o t been strictly  observed else
where, a m oral taboo existed in  m any coun
tries where feudalism  was still strong, im 
peding th e  business activities o f  th e  noble. 
T h e  first concrete example o f  perm ittin g  
a noblem an to  make a living by entering 
a profession was set in  English society a t
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th e  tu rn  o f  th e  16th century, when th e  m e
dieval form s o f credit transactions had al
ready been questioned despite th e  existing 
rules o f  law th a t governed them . A lthough 
trade  had  developed already in to  a th riv ing  
business, i t  had, due to  a lack o f trad in g  ca
p ita l, come to  depend on th e  m oney o f  usur
ers. N o rth e rn  Italy  was already beyond th is  
difficulty ; in  France th e  prob lem  became 
acute only tw o or th ree  generations later 
(M olikre w rote h is M is e r  in  1668).

Shylock is pleased to  learn th a t  A ntonio 
stands in  need o f  his m oney. For h im  any 
transaction  in  goods, in  fact, m aritim e trade 
as a whole, is o f  no in te re s t:

. . .  But ships are b u t boards, sailors b u t 
m en ; there  be land-ra ts and w ater-rats, 
land-thieves, and water-thieves,—I  mean 
pirates,—and th en  there  is th e  peril o f  
waters, w inds, and rocks.

(I- 3)

T h is  is th e  way a m an talks who w ill 
risk  his m oney only fo r m oney, knowing 
th a t his security rests in  th e  law, w hich pro
vides h im  every m eans o f  recovering his 
funds a t th e  required  in terest.

I t  w ould please h im  m ost i f  A ntonio 
failed to  repay his deb t on th e  day o f  expiry, 
because;

I f  I  can catch h im  once upon th e  hip, 
I  w ill feed fa t th e  ancient grudge I bear

h im .

(I. 3)
As i f  he m eant i t  only by  way o f  a joke, 

Shylock offers A ntonio a loan free o f  in te 
rest, in  harm ony w ith  th e  m erchant’s cus
to m , b u t on  th e  condition  th a t  they  sign a 
bond  according to  w hich :

. . .le t  th e  forfeit 
Be nom inated  fo r an equal pound  
O f  your fa ir flesh, to  be cu t o ff and

taken
In  w hat p a rt o f  your body pleaseth m e.

(I- 3)

A ntonio agrees to  th e  offer and, after 
signing th e  prom issory note, obtains th e

3,000 ducats, giving i t  to  Bassanio, who 
sets o ff to  woo Portia.

T h is  is th e  situation  from  w hich  evolves 
a dram atic p lo t, seem ing to  prom ise a tragic 
outcom e b u t ending eventually on a note 
o f  comedy.

T here  are no indications th a t  Shylock 
th ough t o f  tak ing A nton io’s life from  the  
beginning. M ost possibly, he in tended  to  
hum iliate  A ntonio, to  revenge h im self fo r 
th e  hum iliations inflicted  upon  h im  by the  
young m erchant. H e  may have w ished also 
to  p u t A ntonio under certain pressure, con
sidering h im  an undesirable business op
ponent, whose free loans were a constant 
menace to  th e  in terest o f th e  m oney-lenders. 
O nly  w hen Jessica elopes w ith  Lorenzo, how
ever, and th e  usurer is ru nn ing  ha lf-m ad  in  
th e  streets o f  Venice, in  u t te r  despair over 
th e  loss o f his daughter and w e a lth :

W hy, all th e  boys in  V enice follow  h im ,
Crying, his stones, h is daughter, and

his ducats.

—  only th en  does Salanio, a friend to  
A ntonio and Lorenzo, begin to  suspect 
Shylock’s in ten tio n :

Let good A ntonio  look he keep his day,
O r he  shall pay fo r th is .

(II. 8)

So it  is no t th e  usurer b u t  th e  d ram atis t 
who, in  Solanio’s friend ly  w arning, h in ts  
th a t Shylock, h um ilia ted  beyond endurance, 
suffering an affront th is tim e  far greater and 
m ore tragic than  ever before, is driven to  
take a preposterous revenge.

But is th e  stipu la tion  contained in  the  
bond no t an o u trig h t absurdity? Is i t  pos
sible th a t such a clause could have been in 
cluded in  a prom issory note and, fu rther, 
th a t any court w ould have adjudicated a 
claim  whereby th e  creditor had th e  r ig h t to  
cu t a pound o f  flesh from  th e  deb to r’s 
body? O r is i t  only the  sk ilfu lly  interw oven 
fabulous elem ents o f  th e  play—th e  inciden t 
o f  th e  three  caskets, th e  teasing w ith  th e  
ring , th e  exotic figures o f  th e  wooers—th a t
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lend  an illusion  o f  p lausib ility  to  th a t re
volting and im possible condition?

C ertainly n o t. T h e  usurer’s stipu la tion  
presents an extrem e case, b u t m edieval law 
recognized such claims. F rom  th e  begin
ning, Shylock appears in  th e  character o f  
th e  m edieval financier against th e  “m odern” 
businessm an represented by A nton io . In  
th e ir  personal conflict th e  economies o f  an 
out-going and an in-com ing social system  
come to  grips, and th is  sharp contrast lends 
docum entary character to  th is  play, raising 
i t  in  significance to  th e  same rank w ith  
H am le t and Rom eo and Juliet.

In  Shylock’s figure w e have th e  medieval 
financier, confronted by conditions th a t 
foretell capitalism . T rue, h is business m eth 
ods had become obsolote, consequently 
wrong and evil, since general progress had 
m ade th em  outdated . Y et w hat Shylock 
does is no t considered absurd. U sury and 
usurers had  become part and parcel o f the 
feudal anarchy still existing in  th e  vanishing 
kn ig h tly  system . In  th e  early centuries o f 
feudalism  th e  production  o f goods had been 
unknow n; th e  m oral code d id  no t p e rm it a 
squire to  m arket th e  yields o f  h is lands, and 
so he d id  no t press his serfs to  produce m ore 
th an  requ ired  fo r  h is own needs. O n  th e  
o ther hand, a dem and fo r new necessities 
sprang up w hich serf labour could no t m eet. 
W eapons, garm ents, luxury com m odities 
and, after th e  Crusades, all sorts o f  condi
m ents brought back from  faraway countries 
had  to  be  p a id  fo r in  cash. T h e  only way o f 
m oney-m aking open to  th e  vassal in  those 
days was p lundering : they  go t possession o f 
gold by tak ing  it,  e ither as th e  spoils o f 
war or by robbing travellers on the  roads. 
I f  cash ran  ou t, they  raised m ore loans in  the  
hope o f  a com ing war or successful plunder. 
U ndoubtedly , th e  dem and fo r these new 
necessities had  helped tow ards expanding 
trade activ ities around th e  castles and on the 
m anors, as services were paid  fo r in g o ld ; on 
th e  o ther hand, th e  dem ands had created 
th e  very conditions in w hich th e  m oney
lenders were always w illing  to  take the  risk

o f lending th e ir  gold. A t a tim e when pro
ducing fo r the  m arket had  been unknow n, 
these financiers were th in k in g  exclusively in 
term s o f m oney: they  len t m oney to  m ake 
m ore m oney. T h e  rates o f  profit were prac
tically un lim ited , because th e  borrower 
contracted th e  loans w ith  an eye to  his fu 
tu re  spoils, and no difficulties ever arose in 
regard to  th e  rate o f in terest. In  principle, 
lending m oney a t in terest had  been proh i
b ited  by th e  C hurch, w hich may account 
for th e  fact th a t in  m ost o f  Europe, at 
the  beginning, th e  professional m oney
lenders (usurers), who were to  play such an 
im portan t role in  m edieval finances, re
cru ited  th e ir num bers from  the  non-C hris
tian  elem ents, m ostly  Jews and M oslem s. 
Soon th e ir  ranks were joined by th e  Lom 
bard bankers in  N o rth  Italy , where the  
early bourgeoisie had established its  way o f 
life. W herever financial com petition  m ade 
its appearance in  th e  psychological disguise 
o f  religious prejudice and succeeded in  oust
ing th e  Jews and M oslem s, banking tran s
actions fell in to  the  hands o f  the  Lom bard 
financiers.

O n  th e  whole, th ings were m uch the  
same in  E ngland: from  th e  year 1287, when 
Edw ard th e  Confessor’s Decree was enacted, 
u n til th e  days o f  Crom well (m iddle o f  the  
17th century), Jews were banned from  the  
country. In  Shakespeare’s tim e, a m erchant 
needing a loan w ould tu rn  either to  a Lom 
bard banker o r an English m oney-lender. 
O nly  a few years before th e  M erchant o f  
Venice was w ritten , th e  decree w hich 
had proh ib ited  in terest was annulled 
by th e  governm ent o f  Q ueen E lizabeth  I, 
on  th e  understanding th a t expanding Eng
lish  trade needed ready funds for invest
m ents. T rue, th is  legalized usury soon pro
duced th e  m ost glaring examples o f  extortion 
on th e  part o f  th e  m oney-lenders, and th e ir 
practices may have induced Shakespeare to  
bu ild  a play around th is  topic  in  his M er
chant o f  Venice. T he usurer, who len t his 
m oney fo r th e  purpose o f being repaid w ith  
m ore m oney, had no com m on in terest w ith
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the  m erchant, who was investing borrowed 
funds in  goods and selling those goods. The 
m erchant’s profits were h igh ly  dependent 
upon w hat in terest he had been compelled 
to  pay fo r a loan. A nd just like A ntonio  on 
the  R ialto  in  Venice, th e  London m erchant 
too w ould try  th rough  various manoeuvres to 
break down th e  rate o f  in terest on  th e  scene 
o f  h is operations, the  newly established 
Royal Exchange. O n th e  o ther hand, the 
London m oney-lenders, who advanced loans 
against collateral security, and th e  Shylocks 
in  all parts o f  E ngland d id  no t hesitate to 
ham string  th e  financially embarrassed m er
chants in  need o f  th e ir  loans. T h e  conflict 
o f  these opposing interests had been a char
acteristic feature o f  th e  E lizabethan pe
riod . T he fact th a t th e  scene o f  th e  p lo t is 
Venice and Shylock is represented as a Jew 
serves to  lend greater in terest to  the  story 
and to  add m ore exotic features to  i t .  T h at 
Shakespeare chose a Jew to  represent the  
usurer may have been due to  the  fact th a t 
M arlow, the  fam ous dram atist, who lost 
h is life in  a brawl in  1593 and probably 
influenced Shakespeare to  a greater extent 
th an  any o ther playw right, had, in  h is tra 
gedy, th e  Jew o f  M alta, chosen th e  m on
strous figure o f  a Jew, Barabbas, to  sym bolize 
the  excesses o f  avarice. M oreover, Shake-v 
speare may have sought to  penetrate the 
hum an depths o f  such a personality as Bar
abbas and so m ade Shylock a Jew. Surely i t  
is unreasonable to  speak o f  anti-Sem itic  or 
ph ilo -S em itic  tendencies in  E ngland around 
th e  tu rn  o f th e  16th century a t a tim e  when 
n o t a single Jew was in  th e  country. Eng
lish public  opin ion rem em bered only one 
Jew from  th e  recent past; in  fact, he was a 
christened Jew and had no th ing  to  do w ith  
financial transactions, being a well-known 
doctor o f  his tim e. R oderigo Lopez was an 
ill-fated  court physician who somehow be
came involved in  th e  unscrupulous and 
deadly strife  o f  the  contesting coteries at 
th e  court, and as a result was p u t to  death 
on a trum ped-up  charge. Soon after the  
execution h is innocence had been proved

beyond doubt. By no m eans can we accept 
the  figure o f  D octor Lopez as th e  original 
o f  Shylock, nor does his destiny bear any re
sem blance to  th a t  o f  th e  usurer in  Shake
speare’s play.

V ery likely, Shakespeare borrowed the 
p lo t o f  his dram a from  Giovanni F lorentino, 
whose collection o f  tales, pub lished  in  the  
16th century, also contained th e  inciden t o f 
th e  three  caskets. Conflicts around credits 
and loan contracts betw een th e  usurers 
(whose activities still constitu ted  pa rt and 
parcel o f  th e  feudal system) and th e  m er
chants (already heralding th e  new m ethods 
o f early capitalism ) were current in  14th- 
century N orthern  Italy .

T h e  type o f  medieval bonds which, in  
Italy , had gone ou t o f  practice already some 
two hundred  years ago, could in  England 
become th e  object o f  condem nation in  a 
play only in  th e  16th century. As long as the  
rules o f  th e  feudal system  subsisted, no t 
only d id  th e  feudal lords and kn igh ts de
pend on th e  usu rer’s services, b u t h is m ost 
absurd stipulations were accepted as a m atter 
o f  course. U nder a system  deficient in  ca
pita l, th e  usurer could no t have perform ed 
his transactions unless he  could lend  his 
m oney at exorbitant rates and i f  he had a 
guarantee o f  its  recoverability. W h ile  the 
usurer was openly treated  w ith  con tem pt fo r 
claim ing m ore m oney th an  he gave, the  
s tric t rules o f  feudal law protected  his claims. 
Above all, any reference to  in terest was ex
cluded (the L atin  fo r in terest is u s u r a ;  the  
H ungarian  equivalent fo r “usurious, in te 
rest” already since ancient tim es is : u z s o r a ) .  

Consequently, we find in  m edieval law p ro 
m issory notes th a t m ake no m ention  o f  th e  
sum  received, b u t only th e  am ount to  
be repaid and th e  da te  o f  repaym ent; fu r
ther, any facts bearing on th e  circumstances 
under w hich th e  loan transaction  had been 
effected could no t be exam ined in  court, i f  
legal action ensued from  a d ispu te. Once 
th e  deb tor ad m itted  to  having signed the  
prom issory note o r (in  th e  event o f  denial) 
his signature had been proved beyond doubt,

'
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the  law gave legal assistance to  th e  clai
m an t in  enforcing his righ ts. T h is k ind  of 
prom issory note was called a bond (in  La
t in :  c a m b iu m , in  Ita lian : c a m b io ) . O nly  the  
term s contained in  th e  bond were au thori
tative and executable to  th e  last letter. Since 
th e  in terest o f th e  ru ling  classes in  feudal 
society dem anded th a t th e  usurer have a 
legal r ig h t to  m ake good his claims, th u s 
enabling h im  to  provide funds fo r fu ture 
loans, even h is m ost absurd stipulations to  
insure paym ent in  th e  am ount and on the  
date specified were legally b ind ing  upon the  
deb tor. T h e  surety o f  a th ird  person could 
be stipu la ted  in  the  bond, and, in  case he 
too  failed to  pay, th e  creditor righ tfu lly  
could claim  th a t the  guaran tor’s hand be cut 
off. (In  H ungarian , th e  words “surety ,” 
“stand surety fo r ,” etc., are derived from  
th e  H ungarian  equivalent fo r “h an d .”) T he 
m ilder fo rm  o f  re to rtion  was th e  hum ilia
tion  o f  th e  failing deb to r by having his 
beard cu t off (unless th e  security involved 
someone else’s beard), o r he had to  endure 
the  sham e o f  being m ade to  stand on the  
stum p o f  a tree  in  public . (In  H ungarian , 
the  term  fo r “getting  ru in ed ” means lite r
ally “going on a s tu m p .”) T hese were th e  
current form s o f  re to rtion  against a debtor 
who failed to  repay his deb t according to  
th e  term s o f  th e  bond. Even bodily  m u tila 
tion  could be stipulated , and the  courts, 
n o t only in  medieval Venice, b u t during  
th e  English Renaissance as w ell, rendered 
legal assistance when th e  claim ant dem anded 
th e  cutting  o ff o f th e  deb to r’s hand or nose or 
ear. T h e  flow o f  ready capital w ould soon 
have dried  up  i f  th e  m oney-lender had no t 
taken fo r granted  th a t he could rely on the  
executive au thority  o f  th e  law, personified 
by th e  executioner and th e  hangm an. T h e  
Law o f  Exchange, w hich developed in to  a 
rig id  system  in  th e  M iddle  Ages, essentially 
was based on th e  r ig o r  c a m b ia l i s  (bond- 
rigour) whose basic principles corresponded 
perfectly to  the  juridical dem ands o f  a 
period when p roduction  fo r th e  m arket had 
as yet no t been in troduced . T h is  juridical

concept allowed for no o ther consideration 
than  rigorous adherence to  th e  wording o f 
contracts and prom issory notes and required 
th e ir execution to  th e  last letter. U nder 
R om an Law, th is  harsh legal concept was 
know n as iu s  s tr ic tu m  th roughout the  M iddle  
Ages and th e  Renaissance. T h e  “stric t law ” 
adversely affected th e  g row th o f  p roduction  
and im peded th e  developm ent o f  industries 
and trade. A m erchant whose m oney was 
invested in  the  goods carried by h is ships 
could no t take i t  fo r granted th a t th e  goods 
w ould reach p o rt on the  specified day or, i f  
they  d id , th a t  he  w ould be able to  sell 
them  at a profit.

Expanding trade practices m ade it  im 
perative th a t th e  m erchant be granted a 
respite, even at th e  cost o f  his paying a 
h igh  in terest for default o r a subsequent 
penalty. In  case th e  creditor w ould n o t agree 
to  delayed paym ent, th e  deb tor was allowed 
to  m eet h is liabilities by paying in  goods 
instead o f  m oney. M oney circulation means 
one th in g  fo r th e  m erchant and another for 
the  usurer. T h e  la tter gives h is m oney in  the  
expectation o f  getting  additional m oney for 
i t .  T h e  m erchant invests h is m oney in  g o ods; 
he sells his goods, and th e  m oney received 
is used fo r paying off debts, th e  rem ainder, 
fo r fu rth er investm ents. These activities 
o f  th e  m erchant, engendering a m oney-into- 
goods and goods-into-m oney circulation, 
gave a m ighty  im petus to  industries produc
ing the  goods, consequently, they were found 
beneficial fo r th e  econom y’s general ad
vancem ent. T hroughout th e  Renaissance 
trade served as th e  m ain incentive to  general 
progress, as opposed to  th e  purely m onetary 
transactions th a t characterized the  outdated  
economy o f  th e  feudal system, encum bered 
w ith  its  own iu s  s tr ic tu m . T he m erchant’s in 
terest called fo r a m ore equitable legal 
system  th a t w ould su b stitu te  fo r r ig o r  ca m 

b ia l i s  an exam ination o f  th e  in ten tion  o f 
laws and contracts and be m ore concerned 
w ith  th e  hum an elem ent in  a legal d ispute  
than  w ith  th e  le tter o f  th e  law — in short, 
a judiciary guided by th e  principles o f
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equity . In  the  nom enclature o f  R om an Law, 
th is  hum ane approach was term ed  ius 
aequum, as opposed to  th e  rig id  form alism  of 
ius strictum. T h e  M erchant Law, based on 
ius aequum, began to  take shape during  the  
Renaissance, replacing th e  medieval Ex
change Law based on ius strictum. In  m ost 
o f  Europe and in  England, particularly, 
where, despite established bourgeois ten 
dencies, m any feudal conditions prevailed, 
th e  m ajority  o f  civil law problem s arose 
around th e  issue o f  whether, in  deciding a 
given case, th e  court should use th e  p rin 
ciple o f ius strictum or ius aequum. T h is  is 
also th e  m oot p o in t in  Shakespeare’s M er
chant o f  Venice. T h e  p lo t concerns a b o n d : 
had  A ntonio’s ships reached p o rt on th e  spe
cified day and had  he been able to  tu rn  his 
goods in to  m oney, there  w ould have been 
no problem , no dram atic situation . In  daily 
life  too , sim ilar legal problem s m ay arise 
when default in  paym ent has no t been a 
w ilfu l act o f  th e  m erchant. T h e  Exchange 
Law, however, does n o t acknowledge an 
act o f  God as a vis maior, and in  considering 
a d isputed  case th e  principles o f  equity  are 
disregarded. T h e  usurer does no t th in k  in  
term s o f  goods, h is general a ttitu d e  is form ed 
to  su it th e  p a tte rn  o f  feudal conditions; 
i t  is in  h is in terest th a t claims such as 
Shylock’s should be acknowledged by the  
court. H erein  lies th e  play’s real signif
icance extending beyond th e  dram atic prob
lem  o f  the  p lo t. Shylock’s absurd, and in  
our eyes u tte rly  im possible, condition 
m ig h t have been instigated  by his personal 
vindictiveness, bu t, a t th e  same tim e, we 
are m ade aware o f  th e  historically  re tro 
grade concept o f  th e  money economy o f  th e  
English Renaissance. T h is  economy was 
h ighly  dependent upon the  activities o f  the  
English and Lom bard usurers, whose com
m on in terest required  th a t such claims be 
acknowledged by th e  courts. Instead  o f  a 
more reasonable stipu la tion , th e  dram atist 
chose th is  extrem e example to  illustra te  the  
inhum anity  inheren t in  ius strictum. Evi
dently , th e  dism issal o f  Shylock’s claim, an

application o f th e  principles o f  ius aequum 
in  deciding A nton io’s case, n o t only pro
tected  A ntonio, b u t also served th e  in terest 
o f  every shipping m erchant and o f  every 
English m erchant adventurer squeezed by 
th e  Lom bard usurers. A nd  in  th e  theatre, 
there  were— sittin g  or standing—the m er
chants and seafarers, th e  craftsm en who 
were producing goods fo r th e  m erchants, 
and th e  sh ipw rights who were bu ild ing  th e ir  
sh ips. A ll o f  th em  follow ed A nton io’s pre
dicam ent w ith  great com passion, hoping  for 
a legal subterfuge th a t w ould  save his life.

But w hat so rt o f  subterfuge m ig h t a 
fictitious V en e tian  court find, when the  
actual L o n d o n  court o f  the  Renaissance was 
faced w ith  fantastic  claim s perta in ing  to  
loan  and cred it operations, th e  prevailing 
lack o f  fu n d s having m ade loan transactions 
w ith  m oney-lenders indispensable fo r trade. 
Furtherm ore, foreign in terests, particularly  
D utch , French and  Ita lian , had  become so 
entangled  w ith  grow ing E nglish  trad e  th a t 
a tten tio n  had to  be paid  to  such claim s, legal 
o r  o therw ise.

A ntonio clearly h in ts  a t th is  in  his refer
ence to  th e  D uke’s possible objections. H e  
touches upon a prob lem  w hich  was m uch 
discussed in  Shakespeare’s L ondon:

T h e  duke can n o t deny th e  course o f  la w :
For th e  com m odity  th a t strangers have
W ith  us in  Venice, i f  i t  be denied,
’T w ill m uch  im peach th e  justice o f  the

s ta te ;
Since th a t th e  trad e  and profit o f  th e  city
C onsiste th  o f  all nations.

(III. 3)

O n ly  tw o generations later, in  C rom w ell’s 
days, d id  E nglish  trad e  gain such independ
ence th a t  foreigners ho ld in g  in terest in  Eng
lish  concerns were excluded by th e  N aviga
tio n  Act. In  Shakespeare’s tim e, un d er th e  
reign o f  Q ueen E lizabeth  I, foreign in terests 
still were m eticulously  p ro tected  by th e  Eng
lish  m erchant, irrespective o f h is own ad
vantage. T h is  apparent contradic tion  in in 
terests m ay give us a key to  A nton io’s H am 
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le t-like  hesita tion  in  h is  predicam ent, and 
th e  d u a lity  o f  in te rest characterizing Eng
lish  trad e  in  i ts  re la tions w ith  usury  capital 
m ay explain A n ton io ’s inclination  tow ards 
despondency. U ndoub ted ly , m any o f these 
m erchant-adventurers were m ore like p irates 
th an  were th e ir  bourgeois o r upper-m idd le- 
class successors, and there  was l ittle  sim ilarity  
betw een th em  and  th e  h igh -p rinc ip led  and 
resigned A nton io . N o r  were th e  educated 
young m en in  Shakespeare’s age usually  as 
philosophically  m inded  as H am le t, o r th e  
young w om en so consistently  active in  stand
ing up  against th e ir  tyrannical fathers as Ju lie t 
and Jessica. Even so, these characters are ty p 
ical representatives o f  certain  h istorically  
de term ined  tendencies and  a ttitu d es  th a t  
characterized th e ir  epoch. W e can find i t  in  
A ntonio’s resignation, fo r despite  his h a tred  
fo r Shylock and a tte m p t to  check th e  la tte r’s 
usurious practices—know ing as he does th a t 
usury  capital w ill n o t allow  a large-scale ex
pansion o f  his trad in g  business— he is, nev
ertheless, aware o f  h is dependency on Shy- 
lock’s m oney and m u st accept th e  usurer’s 
conditions fo r th e  loan. W h a t’s m ore, he is 
expected to  approve o f  th e  assistance th a t 
th e  law  gives Shylock in  m aking good his 
claim s. Should  A ntonio question  th e ir  legal
ity , he w ould  be acting against his own in 
terests as a businessm an. A ntonio represents 
th e  m an o f  th e  fu tu re , a forerunner, in  the  
guise o f  a V enetian  m erchant, o f th e  fu tu re  
E nglish  sh ipchandler aspiring  to  ru le th e  
seas; a t th e  same tim e, he s till  is harrassed 
by th e  aberrations o f  feudal m onetary po l
icy as yet unchallenged in  th e  sphere.

Shylock too  finds h im self in  an ambiguous 
situation . As far as h is financial activities 
go, he  can rely on th e  p ro tection  o f  th e  law, a 
p rotection  readily acceptable to  th e  m er
chants. O n  th e  o ther hand, these very m er
chants unrem itting ly  try  to  curta il his p ro
fits and to  b ring  about situations th a t ex
pose h im  to  constant hum iliations and a life 
o f  m oral ostracism . Y et Shylock depends 
fo r h is existence on  A ntonio, i.e ., on the 
m erchant class, fo r his connections w ith

traders and craftsm en offer h im  greater pro
fits than  those w ith  recklessly squandering 
noblem en such as Bassanio and h is k ind . 
C ontact w ith  th e  nobility  o ften  involved con
siderable risk  fo r th e  usurer, even danger to  
his life, b u t i t  had th e  great advantage th a t 
conditions o f  repaym ent were always ac
cepted, w ithou t any d ispu te  on th e  p a rt o f  
th e  borrower, who paid  in  gold acquired by 
p lunder. Nevertheless, in  contracting a loan 
w ith  th e  usurer, th e  m erchant was helping 
to  underm ine th e  system  o f  usury. T he usu
rer, on th e  o ther hand, d id  all he could to  
preserve th e  existing state  o f law as estab
lished by th e  feudal system . In  sta ting  his 
unreasonable b u t no t wholly im possible s ti
pu lation  Shylock was m otivated  by the  hope 
th a t A ntonio w ould fail to  pay his debt 
on th e  specified day, so th a t, pursuan t to  
iu s  s tr ic tu m ,  th e  m erchant w ould be a t his 
mercy and open to  any extortion , even the 
taking o f his life :

. .  .fo r, were he ou t o f Venice, I  can
m ake w hat m erchandise I  w ill.

(III. i)

Perhaps Shylock’s original aim  was to  
get rid  o f  th e  m erchant, who, in  h is desire 
to  free h im self from  th e  shackles o f  usury- 
capital, was a ttem p tin g  to  break down the  
exorbitant in terest rates and th u s provoked 
the  hatred o f  th e  usurer. Both m en have 
good reason to  hate each other. But A nto
n io ’s ha tred  is a m atte r o f  p rin c ip le : he hates 
Shylock as a usurer. H is  hatred  is conveyed 
in  his contem pt and in th e  hum iliations he 
makes Shylock suffer. Shylock’s hatred, how
ever, springs no t only from  th e  clash o f 
th e ir in terests. A m an held  up  to  public  
obloquy naturally  w ould respond w ith  an
tagonism  to  a society scorning his hum an 
dignity , b u t his hatred  becomes personal, be
ing directed prim arily  against the  person 
who m ost directly  and strik ingly  conveys 
the  adverse com m unity  feelings. A ntonio is 
th a t person; he is m ost consciously aware 
o f  the  p lig h t o f his fellow m erchants and 
gives voice to  th e ir sentim ents. In  th e  in 
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geniously drawn figures o f  A ntonio, a like
able and w ell-intentioned tradesm an, and 
Shylock, th e  revoltingly unscrupulous fi
nancier, the  d ram atist represents th e  con
flicting interests o f  th e  two form s o f capital 
— m erchant capital and capital accum ulated 
by usury—th a t were struggling fo r supre
macy in  th e  economic arena o f  16th-cen
tu ry  England. T rue, A ntonio represents th e  
fu tu re , bu t th e  juridical system  surviving 
from  the  past, still protected Shylock’s in 
terests. For th e  tim e being, i t  is in  A n to 
n io ’s in terest th a t i t  should pro tect the  
usurer. C oncurrently  new standards are be
g inning to  replace ou t-dated  form s, and the 
ideal o f  law, taking shape in  th e  m inds o f a 
bourgeoisie engaged in  laying the  founda
tions o f  a new econom ic system , is repre
sented by ins aequum. T his new concept does 
n o t exonerate th e  deb tor from  h is obliga
tion , b u t facilitates th e  granting  o f  a respite 
w ith  all the  h igh  costs o f  pro longation i t  in 
volves.

O ver all o f  Europe progressive trends 
had m ade them selves fe lt in  Renaissance 
jurisprudence by a sh ift from  rigor cambialis 
tow ards ins aequum, paving the  way fo r the  
developm ent o f  m ercantile law. Later when 
th e  bourgeoisie attained a leading role and 
m oney-for-m oney transactions were trans
form ed in to  banking operations, th e  Ex
change Law and th e  M ercantile  Law were 
synthetized  in to  an integrated  system . In  
th e  transition  period o f the  Renaissance the 
feudal Exchange Law em bodied in  th e  rigid 
principles o f  ius strictum represented an ou t
dated  concept, as against m ercantile law 
which, guided by th e  principles o f  ius aequum, 
po in ted  towards th e  unfold ing capitalism  
o f  th e  fu ture.

H ow  could th e  court m ake a satisfactory 
decision in  Shylock’s case, when, according 
to  existing law, th e  claim  m ade by the 
p la in tiff  was legally valid, b u t already called 
in to  question by a new concept o f  justice? 
Obviously, Shylock’s claim  led  th e  court 
in to  a legal deadlock. D ism issal o f  th e  case 
w ould have infringed th e  lawful righ ts o f

Shylock. O n  the  o ther hand, by sustain
ing his claim , and th u s  consenting to  An
to n io ’s death (pursuant to  prevailing legal 
provisions), th e  decision, fro m  an ideal as
pect o f  law, w ould am ount to  judicial m ur
der. T h is  situation  was typical n o t only 
in  th e  Renaissance, b u t is always evident 
in  tim es o f  transition , when in stitu tio n s o f  
th e  o ld  society resist any change in  form s, 
although productive forces ou tru n  produc
tio n  relations. H istorically  an analogous sit
uation  arises when existing rules fail to 
answer h igher standards o f  law dem anded 
by public  sen tim ent. In  th e  M erchant o f  
Venice the  legal concepts o f  feudalism  come 
in to  conflict w ith  new concepts tak ing  shape 
in  th e  m inds o f  th e  bourgeoisie. O ddly 
enough, i t  is Shylock, th e  usurer and Jew, 
who m aintains th e  outdated  principles o f  
th e  feudal system, while Arftonio, th e  no
blem an, represents bourgeois progress. T he 
resulting  tense situation  w ould necessarily 
end on a tragic chord b u t fo r th e  dram a
t is t ’s in ten tion  o f tu rn in g  th e  play in to  a 
comedy.

Rom eo and Ju liet die in  order to  bring 
hom e th e  cruelty o f  patriarchal tyranny to  
th e  spectator and reader, in  its  com plete im 
m orality  and inhum anity . H am le t falls vic
t im  to  his destiny  by being placed in  a situa
tio n  in  w hich th e  m oral code o f  m edieval 
life clashes w ith  a new m orality  and w ith  
th e  Baconian life  ideals. H is  death  th u s 
serves to  justify  h is actions and condem n his 
opponents. T he p lo t o f  th e  M erchant o f 
Venice leads tow ard  a sim ilar tragedy, since, 
in  th e  given circumstances, th e  court could 
have based its  judgem ent on th e  principles 
o f  ius strictum and consented to  A ntonio’s 
death. H ad  th is  course been taken, A nto
n io ’s tragic end w ould have been a strik ing  
dem onstration  o f  th e  cruelty and im m orality  
o f  ius strictum. T his conflict could have 
m eant the  end o f  Shylock, a typical repre
sentative o f  retrograde and reactionary ten
dencies, ju st as T ybault, th e  belligerent no
blem an and reckless advocate o f  anarchy 
and feud, loses h is life in  one o f  th e  m any
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duels fought in  Rom eo and Juliet, o r as, in  
H am let, C laudius, th e  em bodim ent o f  past 
sins, is m ade to  die. Y et th e  case o f  Shy- 
lock v. A ntonio  does n o t end in  disaster, 
because th e  sub-plo t o f Bassanio and Portia  
tu rn s th e  play in to  a comedy. However, th is  
is  no t a haphazard solu tion , ensuing from  
th e  structural dem ands o f  th e  dram a, b u t a 
deliberate one involving a basic idea th a t 
is connected w ith  considerations bordering 
on  th e  philosophy o f  law and actually de
term ines th e  com position o f  th e  play. These 
considerations, flowing from  his appraisal o f 
certain  rules o f  law, induced th e  d ram atis t 
to  carry h is case to  an extrem e. Shylock’s 
claim  before th e  court is unreasonable, al
m ost nonsensical, b u t n o t im possible: i t  
reflects feudalistic, legal concepts. T h e  dra
m atic  events are brought to  a climax by 
Portia’s in tervention, who, in  acknowledg
ing  Shylock’s claim  and by carrying to  excess 
th e  in terp reta tion  o f  existing rules, shows 
up  th e  perfect absurdity  o f  th is  claim . A nd 
there  th e  court is up against a legal im passe; 
a  second p lo t has to  be linked  u p  w ith  th e  
story  o f  th e  litigation . T he dram atis t has 
interspersed i t  w ith  a num ber o f  fabulous 
elem ents, perhaps to  lend greater p lausib ility  
to  Portia’s wholly unauthorized  appearance 
in  a V enetian court and to  give greater legal 
valid ity  to  her decision. Portia  comes in to  
th e  story stra igh t from  th e  w orld o f  fables. 
She steps ou t o f  th e  w ell-know n ta le -m o tif 
o f  th e  three caskets to  become Bassanio’s 
betro thed . T h is  background helps us accept 
th e  fact th a t th is  beautifu l, qu ick-w itted  
young wom an should be an expert ju ris t, 
well-versed in  philosophy o f  law and, there
fore, qualified as an em inent Padovan law 
professor in  a V enetian court o f  justice. (T he  
university o f  Padua was th en  one o f  th e  
strongholds o f  th e  principles o f  iu s  a eq u u tn .) 
Portia, disguised as a m an and helped by 
he r false docum ents, now appears in  V e
nice as young D octor Balthasar from  Padua 
U niversity . Im plausible as i t  may seem, and 
w holly inconsistent w ith  court procedure, 
Portia  is given a hearing by th e  C hief M a

gistrate, th e  Duke, who transfers to  her his 
rig h t to  decide Shylock’s case. T h is  infringe
m en t o f  th e  law on th e  part o f  th e  C hief 
M agistrate  is explained by th e  fact th a t the  
D uke m u st have been ju st as re luctan t as 
any o ther V enetian  judge to  handle such a 
case and render a judgm ent th a t w ould be 
according to  existing rules, b u t hardly con
sistent w ith  a  h igher conception o f  law. 
So Portia  a ttends to  th e  legal procedures in  
court. She shows herself a stickler to  th e  le t
te r  o f  th e  law and acknowledges Shylock’s 
claim  w ithou t d ispute. Indeed, she insists 
on  a literal in te rp reta tion  o f  th e  b o n d ’s 
stipu la tion , according to  w hich Shylock may 
cut ou t a pound  o f  flesh from  A ntonio’s 
body, no t barring  h is heart. However, he is 
en titled  to  have th e  flesh only. N o t a single 
drop o f  blood can he take, since the  bond 
contains no m ention  o f  blood. T h u s Portia, 
in  her adherence to  th e  principles o f  iu s  

s tr ic tu m , shows even greater rig id ity  th an  
Shylock him self. W hen  th e  usurer is w illing 
to  forgo th is  stipu la tion  and accept in  re
paym ent th e  sum  offered by Bassanio, Portia  
rigorously adheres to  th e  dictates o f  iu s  s tr ic 

tu m ,  declaring th a t Shylock had already re
nounced h is claim  to  th e  capital when he 
in te rrup ted  th e  proceedings w ith  h is in te r
jection and so had forfeited  h is claim  th rough  
his own words. W h at follow s next fu rth er 
illustrates th e  absurdity  o f  iu s  s tr ic tu m :  Portia  
draws th e  conclusion th a t Shylock’s claim  
involved m urderous in te n t and, w ith  a ju ri- 
dicial to u r  de  f o r c e ,  tu rn s p la in tiff  in to  de
fendant. T rue, she spares his life  by gran t
ing h im  pardon, b u t th e  sentence pro
nounced involves to ta l forfeiture. Y et even 
A ntonio disagrees w ith  her decision. H e  is 
too m uch o f  a hum an ist to  take Shylock’s 
m oney. H e  renounces im m ediately h is r ig h t
fu l share, contingent upon Shylock’s be
com ing a C hristian  and leaving h is wealth, 
in  legacy, to  his daughter and h is son-in-law , 
representatives o f  a new life philosophy.

So i t  is A ntonio who eventually acts upon 
th e  principles o f  equity  in  his fa ir a ttitu d e  
tow ards h is loathed opponent. T h is  is very
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im portan t, fo r A ntonio and Shylock are an
tagonists in  th e  dram a. P o rtia ’s interven
tio n  saves A ntonio , b u t  he r sentence, though  
i t  evokes ou r sym pathy, is fe lt to  be u n just. 
I u s  s tr ic tu m , true, is denounced by th e  clear 
reasoning o f  th e  pseudo-jurist, b u t her judge
m en t fails to  com ply w ith  th e  dictates o f  
equity  in  a m ore p rofound  sen se ; moreover, 
she applies a reversed iu s  s tr ic tu m  to  Shylock 
even where he  is in  th e  r ig h t.

Bourgeois hum an ism  th u s prevails over 
th e  rig id  form alism  o f  feudalistic  th ink ing , 
w hich succum bs to  rational reasoning. Shy
lock, together w ith  conservative legal doc- 
trinarian ism , is denounced, and A ntonio, 
whose actions are lim ited  in  th e  dram a b u t 
are always consequential, is set up  as th e  
ideal hero. In  fact, A nton io’s justification 
is th e  real to p ic  o f  th e  play. W ith  regard 
to  o th er d r a m a ti s  p erso n a e , Shakespeare pays 
fu ll tr ib u te  to  th e  fearless w om en who, in  
taking a stand against the  m oral code o f  th e  
past, do no t sh rink  from  deeds, as displayed 
in  Jessica’s p ro m p t action, and who use 
th e ir  w its, as dem onstrated  in  P ortia ’s fa
culty  fo r reasoning. In  the  ingeniously-draw n 
figure o f Shylock, th e  d ram atis t gives a deeply 
hum an and psychological explanation o f  his 
character, m aking us understand  th a t a m an 
cannot b u t respond w ith  ha tred  to  hatred . 
T hanks to  Shakespeare’s great a rt o f  char
acterization we sense in  h im  an authentic  
hum an beeing. T h e  loathsom e usurer is in 
vested w ith  hum an qualities th a t  evoke our 
sym pathy. How ever, Shylock’s figure has 
been greatly d isto rted  by a tendency to  use 
h im  as a means fo r anti-Sem itic  or philo-Se- 
m itic  propaganda. W rong  as i t  is to  in te rp ret 
th is  character as th e  “typical Jew ,” i t  is an 
equally grave m istake to  represent h im  as a 
decent and pathetic  figure. I t  is, conse
quently , just as erroneous to  exult, w ithou t 
reservation, a t P o rtia ’s decision—unaccept
able even to  A ntonio—as to  disagree wholly

w ith  Portia’s decision by declaring i t  an 
ou trig h t infringem ent o f th e  law. T he prob
lem  points to  a m ore general issue, one th a t 
is o f  far greater im portance: th e  conflict be
tw een the  established system  o f  law o f  a 
m oribund  society and a new and m ore prog
ressive conception o f law, already taking 
shape in  th e  public  m ind . I t  is ou t o f  th is  
conflict th a t th e  tragic and comic situations 
o f  th e  play arise. I f  the  established stand
ards o f  th e  old w orld prevail over th e  new 
ideals, th e  outcom e is inevitably tragic. But 
if, in  th e  lig h t o f  new standards, all o ld  
principles are shown to  be absurd, an in 
fringem ent o f  personal righ ts m ay result. 
Both possibilities involve certain m isfor
tunes, and yet i t  is th rough  these calamities 
th a t a new h u m an ity  begins to  assert itse lf 
against the  rigorous inhum anity  o f old stand
ards.

In  Shakespeare’s E ngland no less than  in 
th e  rest o f th e  C ontinen t during  th e  R enais
sance, m erchant capital was engaged in  con
stan t fights w ith  th e  capital o f th e  usurers. 
Such a conflict is presented in  Shakespeare’s 
M erchant o f  Venice. H isto ry  had progressed 
tow ards th e  standards o f  iu s  a eq u u m , p repar
ing th e  way for th e  developm ent o f  m ercan
tile  law. In  his im m ortal M erchant o f  Ve
nice, Shakespeare also con tribu ted  tow ards 
th is  end, though  he may have been unaware 
o f  th e  far-reaching legal im plications o f  his 
dram a. Yet i ts  very im m orta lity  lies in  th is 
deeper im plication . Shakespeare’s great a rt 
dem onstrates th a t historical advance inces
santly creates situations in w hich th e  p rin 
ciples o f th e  m oribund  past are opposed by 
th e  unfold ing ideas o f th e  fu ture. A tim e 
arrives when established b u t already ou t
dated rules, inseparable from  th e  needs o f 
everyday life, come in to  conflict w ith  a new, 
m ore progressive legal concept, already shap
ing in  the  m ind , though  no t, as yet, finding 
expression in  th e  laws.
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I N T R O D U C I N G  S H A K E S P E A R E  T O  H U N G A R Y *

by

J Á N O S  A R A N Y

H onourable Society! Following the suggestion of Mr. Anasztáz 
Tömöri, the undersigned Committee has been entrusted with 
the task of preparing for the next regular monthly session plans 
for publishing Shakespeare’s works and of submitting its pro
posals at the present session on how this is to be accomplished. Hence 

the Committee wishes to submit the result of its discussions as follows: 
First and foremost the question to be decided was how the Society 

should carry out the translation of the works, whether by finding and call
ing upon persons who are known to be able to do it or by issuing an appeal 
to writers of this country, so as to give the opportunity to all to test their 
abilities for this task, which is not at all an easy one. The first way would 
appear to be the more expedient, unless it were feared that the Society 
would not find a sufficient number of writers to achieve its purpose without 
set-backs; with the second it may be feared that the Society would be 
overwhelmed with so great a number of unsatisfactory translations that 
most of our time would be spent on reading and reviewing useless works. 
And yet the advantage of the second way, by which hitherto unknown 
talent might be discovered, has caused the Committee not to exlude the 
issuing of a public appeal; so it has been decided that the Committee 
shall recommend both ways with a view to recruiting good translators.

With respect to the principles on which the work of translation should 
be based, the Committee does not consider it expedient to impede the 
translators by lengthy, complicated instructions in advance. It would be 
enough to tell them to strive for a faithful translation with respect to form, 
material and contents alike by rendering blank verse in blank verse and 
lyric forms in lyrics but always bearing in mind that the idea, the strength 
and the flow of the language (particularly in declamation) should never be 
sacrificed to mere formal trifles. Accordingly the Society would not require

* A report to the Kisfaludy Society, October i860



the translator to render in rhymed form the ends of soliloquies or dia
logues—where with Shakespeare the blank verse becomes rhymed—nor al
ways to adhere to every line as if it had to be reflected mirror-like, or to 
render the lyrical parts in lyrics of the same number of syllables and the 
same pattern of ryhmes. But it would require adherence to the blank verse 
and possibly treatment according to the rules of prosody; it would demand, 
moreover, that in plays where rhymed forms are predominant (e.g., A Mid
summer Night’s Dream) the same forms should be followed in Hungarian. 
In general it would be the task of the judges to decide, within the limits 
of form outlined above, whether the translation possesses such internal 
value that some leniency should be exercised with respect to forms, or 
whether by stubbornly sticking to forms the translator had maimed the spir
it, in which case the work should be rejected. It is the desire of the Com
mittee that the rendering should not so much endeavour to satisfy the 
reader who, with the original Shakespeare in his hand, will compare the 
translation word by word but should rather be aimed at gratifying the 
reader who, not being versed in the English language, wishes to enjoy the 
beauties of this great poet in Hungarian; moreover, it should supply the 
stage, so lamentably wanting in good translations.*

Another question of importance is whether Shakespeare’s works should 
be handed over to the Hungarian reading public in their original form, 
with the indecent and not infrequently obscene parts they contain. The 
question is whether we want to have a complete Shakespeare or only 
a mutilated, deficient and emasculated one. It does credit to the Hunga
rian public that its sense of decency does not tolerate the artistic liberty 
which is often taken to be a mark of great writing, painting, etc. Besides, 
tender age, the circle of ladies and the drawing-room claim consideration. 
On the other hand, now that we want to publish Shakespeare, it is essen
tial not to publish his works in a mutilated form, because the Committee 
would but reluctantly approve of an incomplete translation. For the point 
is that not only some parts, five or six lines, would have to be left out; 
there are whole plays that would have to be either omitted entirely or 
else mutilated to such an extent that they would no longer be dramas. 
Shall we mention the comedy Measure for Measure? Although its moral 
tendency is good, the whole play takes place in an atmosphere of pleasures 
of the flesh and of brothels. Or the first act of King John, which cannot 
be left out lest the whole drama be spoilt? Therefore the Committee ad
vises the Society to follow the example of other nations, particularly of

4 To meet all the three requirements is the principal aim to be striven for, though this aim is almost 
impossible to achieve completely.
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Germany, having the works of Shakespeare translated in full, unmuti
lated, but to instruct the translators to try to render the indecent parts in 
milder forms and to omit scandal as much as possible.

In this connexion the question has been raised whether such plays as 
are presumably first works of the great poet and thus not quite worthy of 
his genius—for example, Titus Andronicus and Pericles—should be trans
lated or not. The Committee has agreed that for completeness’ sake all 
the plays that are included in the majority of the Shakespeare publica
tions as his works—and thus the above-mentioned ones too—shall be trans
lated. And in order that the public should buy them, the Committee is 
of the opinion that the works ought to be published in such a way that 
each booklet containing a famous play of Shakespeare’s should also contain 
a second-rate drama of his, thereby ensuring the sale of the latter too.

The Committee having considered the circumstance that certain works 
of Shakespeare’s have already been translated into Hungarian, has decid
ed that such of these translations as are good enough—unless a copyright 
binds them—should be revised, improved and included in the present 
publication. In general, the translators should be instructed not to refrain 
from availing themselves of the aid of translations that were made for the 
National Theatre some time ago; for they—although often incorrect and 
not faithful enough to the original—contain here and there so dramatic a 
language as to be beneficial to the new renderings.

It would also be desirable that the translations should be made from the 
best possible English Shakespeare publication and, for the sake of uniform
ity, all from the same one. For this purpose the Committee recommends 
the edition in English published at Elberfeld and available from the book
seller Friderichs, with a very good introduction and notes by Dr. Nikolaus 
Delius in German. (This publication has already been acquired by Mr. 
Tomori, who will certainly be glad to submit it for the purpose in ques
tion.) But the Committee does not prohibit, nay even desires, the trans
lators’ availing themselves of as many editions and German interpreta
tions as possible. I t would be sufficient to use only as much of the notes 
as is indispensable for the understanding of the text ,* the Committee would 
also recommend a short introduction to every play.

One of the most important questions is still to be solved: how the Com
mittee should perform its right and duty of judging, which has been 
entrusted to it for this enterprise. If it deems anybody worthy of being 
entrusted with the translation, will it not be wrong to criticise his work 
subsequently? Will the Committee be able to appoint from among its 
members as many critics as are needed to do the judging, particulary if
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some of the members—and perhaps just those who would be willing to 
criticise—will be themselves engaged in translating? And can the Commit
tee ask its members to do the work, which requires detailed comparisons 
and which takes days and weeks, and particularly to do it free of charge? 
Moreover, how many of the members will bring themselves to compare the 
original, line by line, letter by letter; to jot down the mistakes, the defi
ciencies, the less successful shades and a thousand other such little things; 
and, having done so, to point them out, to send them to the translator and, 
having received the corrections, to investigate them again? In view of these 
difficulties the Committee admits that this kind of criticism is almost unfea
sible. An easier way has to be found. So the Committee requests the Soci
ety to appoint three of its members who would either continually, or in 
turns for the separate plays, proceed with the judging jointly. They might 
meet, and one of them read the translation to the other two, who would 
follow the original or else a good German translation they had studied before; 
proceeding in this way they could continually exchange ideas. Although a 
mistake or two might be overlooked in this way, a general opinion could be 
formed whether the translation is good, satisfactory or definitely bad. Time 
and work could be saved and yet the decision could be agreed upon. Even 
if they wished to return the translation to the translator for correction, they 
could help him sufficiently by simply underlining parts that were less 
successful, by making notes on pages that were weaker and by giving advice 
in other ways.

This is what the Committee, in fulfilling its task, has deemed to be 
necessary to report on the case in question.

S H A K E S P E A R E ’S R I C H A R D  I I P

b y

S Á N D O R  P E T Ő F I

Shakespeare. Change his name into a mountain, and it will surpass 
the Himalayas; turn it into a sea and you will find it broader, and 
deeper than the Atlantic; convert it into a star, and it will outshine 
the sun itself.

It would seem as if Nature had once created a genius to be increased 
by interest year after year, and, having grown into enormous wealth with

* Written on the occasion of a “Benefit Performance” by Gábor Egressy on the stage of the Pest 
National Theatre, Febr. 13, 1847.
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the passage of millennia, this colossal spiritual endowment could crush the 
canopy of heaven with its weight and so fall into the poor hovel of a wool- 
trader in the little English town of Stratford at the very moment when 
that good man’s son William was to be born into the world, to inhale 
with his first breath that which showered down on him from heaven.

Much more could be added which might seem to be ridiculous exag
gerations; they aren’t, by far. Shakespeare himself is half of Creation.

Before his appearance the world was incomplete, and when creating him 
God said, “And behold him, oh men, from now on you shall never doubt 
of my existence and greatness, if ever you dared to doubt!”

Neither before nor after Shakespeare did a bird in flight or human mind 
soar higher. Pearls hidden in the ocean of the human heart were brought 
to light, the tallest flowers of imagination’s giant tree were picked—all by 
him. He robbed Nature of its beauty; we have been gleaning and gathering 
what was left for us by his whim or what he did not deign to take.

No feeling, no passion, no character can be found the image of which 
was not depicted by him in colours that do not lose their lustre with the 
flight of time or fade with passing years; he inherited the palette with 
which the colourful earth, the sparkling stars and the azure skies were 
painted and which shall remain unchanged in the millennia to come as they 
have been proved unchangeable during those that have elapsed.

Richard III in its entirety cannot be classed among Shakespeare’s most 
important plays; compared to his other works its sound is flat and one
sided . . . every act and almost every scene is loaded with curses and violent 
death. . .  the action itself is less interesting than, for example, that of 
Romeo and Juliet, and against Othello or Lear it lacks passion; however, 
in character painting this play ranges among the most amazing ones and 
is comparable to Coriolanus and Falstaff. Richard is the perfection of 
villainy. He does not stagger or sink gradually, nor does he step by chance 
upon a primrose path, but he simply makes the cool decision to turn 
into a scoundrel—with the casual gesture of putting on or taking off 
his coat. His aim is to rule; he fixes his eyes on this goal, regardless of 
means or measures, and he strides cheerfully towards his target, marches 
blithely towards his aim as if treading on sweet-smelling blooms and not 
on the corpses of his victims. This merriness, this gaiety, this humour 
surpasses in horror any knitted brows, gleaming eyes or grinding teeth; 
the smiling sea softly rocks and plays with sunbeams while wrecks of 
scattered ships wash in its waves. Yet the play has a scene whose great
ness and boldness was never equalled by Shakespeare, and even trying to 
follow the like would mean utter despair, sheer madness for anyone, except

4
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for the unlimited and all-pervasive force of his creative talent. It is the 
coffin scene in the first act.

Richard, in spite of his being deformed, lame, humpbacked and ugly, 
Richard the killer is able to persuade the lady, driven to despair by 
her husband’s death, to accept an engagement ring from him ; the widow, 
well aware that Richard is the one who has killed her husband, utters 
oaths and curses on the killer’s head, on the head of him who has appeared 
on the spot and whom she intends to stab. Richard hands her his own 
sword, saying: “Lo! here I lend thee this sharp-pointed sword.” The lady 
prepares to stab; Richard encourages her: “Nay, do not pause; for I did 
kill king Henry” ; the lady is about to stab ; „Nay, now dispatch,” says 
Richard; “ ’twas I that stabb’d young Edward, but 'twas thy heavenly face 
that set me on.” She lets fall the sword and before long accepts Richard’s 
ring. This scene is unrivalled in its grandiosity. It must have been conceived 
in a delirious moment, as otherwise even Shakespeare would not have dared 
to venture upon such a task.

Gábor Egressy made Richard III into a character expected of him, a char
acter to be expected only of him. Needless to state Egressy’s position 
among Hungarian actors; it has been established by the audience itself, 
thank God, though at long last; those ne’er-do-wells who dispute his 
precedence deserve less than words. They resemble a dispersed army, the 
rear of which falls back shooting their supplies of ammunition not to hit 
but to ease their burden and thus be readier to flee. Do you know what 
the difference is between Egressy and the other prominent actors?—all of 
them are excellent or mea pace wonderful in some genre. Egressy, however, 
has given wonderful and exquisite renderings in every genre. And it is 
versatility that is the standard of greatness in art as well as in poesy. 
This is why Shakespeare is greater in plays than Moliere; this is why 
Vörösmarty surpasses Victor Hugo in lyrical poetry and why Egressy is 
a greater actor than his contemporaries. While these are but single 
instruments, each is in himself an entire orchestra.

Richard III is one of Egressy’s most unforgettable, best performed char
acters. Even his features are worthy of a sculptor’s chisel, to be cut in 
marble for eternity. An awe-inspiring face with small eyes and a large 
hungry mouth. His eyes are charming flowers luring the victims, his mouth 
an infernal eddy devouring them. It is a veritable Anaconda-look ensnar
ing the bird into the snake’s mouth. Appearing in a dream this face would 
make your blood run cold before you awaken. And this is only the face 
and the mute smile. What if it laughs, what an inhuman sound, as if 
a rusty gate creaked or a tiger cleared his throat, a tiger with parched
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lips athirst for blood. His speech is broken, halting; he throws out words 
one by one as if spitting needles. I awaited with great curiosity the scene in 
the last act, when Richard starts from his dream after the appearance of the 
ghosts; I was afraid that Egressy would declame the monologue at the top 
of his voice, by which he could have won great—though mistaken—ac
clamations. My misgivings were superfluous, the more so as Egressy is not 
wont to sacrifice art for the sake of applause. Jumping out of bed he sprawled 
headlong; crawling a few feet he clutched a chair as if it were an ani
mate being capable of protecting him. Thus, in such a posture, half lying, 
he said or rather whispered the monologue, catching his breath now and then. 
What a fine thing to see this veritable rascal, he who had always trod on 
others’ heads, wallowing on the earth in fearful dejection, desperate, misera
ble, trembling like a snake trampled underfoot. The more does his rise 
to ultimate resolution come as a surprise, with his determination to rush 
into battle, that his death be as valient and expiatory as his life was loath
some. That was how it was conceived by Shakespeare, and so was it rendered 
by Gábor Egressy.

As for the receipts, they were so great that even Petrik or Reszler would 
not have asked for more. An exclusive audience, few in number, were 
present. Anyway, intelligence is needed to understand Shakespeare, and 
you cannot get that in salons. Should we thank Egressy that, although fully 
aware of the situation, he again chose a Shakespeare play for his benefit 
performance? Would Egressy be satisfied with mere thanks however ardent 
in the name of poesy and art? Let us leave it at that; it has been 
only too often repeated that you get “nothing for something.” For all the 
world’s thanks you cannot get a string to hang yourself with in your last 
despair.

S H A K E S P E A R E

by

D E Z S Ő  K O S Z T O L Á N Y I

People with no imagination usually see in him a demi-god. For my 
own part, I have ever since my young days tried to fix him in my 
mind in his corporeal reality. I find it a reassuring thought that 
this Infinite had its bounds, as we know from his portrait in the 
First Folio edition the dome-shaped, bald head, the reddish hair about the 

temples, the thin moustache, the tiny goatee, the starched ruff worn 
according to the fashion of the time.

4“
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I abhor romanticizing, idealizing, the highfalutin words that can inspire 
none but the dilettanti. My imagination, before setting to work, invariably 
has to be damped a bit, to be cooled. En route to London, I bought a 
copy of Elmer Edgar Stoll’s recently published Shakespeare Studies. I like 
the book. It places before me not the Apostle, not the Prophet, but the 
Writer-Craftsman who was compelled to tinker with plays at low cost, re
fashioning other people’s works—thirty-six of them—in order to make 
enough money to enable him, later on, to retire as a country squireling to 
his property, his mulberry trees, and marry off his two daughters, Susanne 
and Judith—the former to a doctor of some repute, the latter to a vintner. 
The fact that in the process he created masterpieces was his own private 
business. Of immortality and fame he was probably as ignorant as his con
temporaries; only present-day literary hacks dream about such things after 
they have written a book or two. Shakespeare, even in his will, only dis
posed of his beds and silver cups, when, shortly after the wedding of his 
second daughter, he died of raging (typhoid) fever at the age of fifty-two.

As I roam these streets, I look for him everywhere. There is no other 
reason why I should be wandering about in this foreign land. I am only 
mildly interested in its policies, its institutions and organizations. No more 
than in my own country do I know exactly who the ministers are. Everything 
that I see or hear I associate with him. This is the language he thought and 
wrote in. This is where the Globe Theatre once stood before it was burnt 
down—these same dank skies overarched it then. He would taste this same 
kind of bread and this same kind of fruit, and was surrounded by these 
ancient stone churches and door-handles. Yesterday, as I was crossing 
Russel Square on my way to my lodgings, I beheld through the mist the 
moon among crested clouds, his moon, which. . .  * At Covent Garden Sta
tion, a pot-bellied fellow got into the tube: bottle nose, shifty fish-eyes, 
seamen’s pendants in his ears—a perfect Falstaff who, in line with changed 
conditions, might in this latter day well be a huckster of sorts in the fruit 
market. The African who sauntered past me put me in mind of how Juliet 
hung upon the cheek of night “like a rich jewel in an Ethiop’s ear.” His 
way of looking at things reshaped the world, myself included. I was hoping 
that I might run into him somewhere.

I did meet him on three occasions—although I did not press for it, but 
waited till Life’s current should, accidentally and by some caprice, toss up 
memories of him. The first meeting occurred when I was selecting some 
socks at Selfridge’s. The assistant warmly recommended to me the “Shake-

* The Hungarian text continues with a short phrase in quotation marks, undoubtedly a translated 
Shakespeare citation.
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speare socks,” to which, according to local custom, a spool of cotton with a 
coloured portrait of the poet was attached. I bought a pair and put them on, 
and from then on, I walked upon that layer of wool as on some pedestal. The 
second time, he came to meet me at the British Museum. Opposite the Magna 
Charta, in front of a glass-plate-covered support, there milled a noisy group 
of schoolboys eight to ten years old; some of them were lifting up one of 
their fellows—a diminutive chap—so that he too should see what was under
neath the glass-plate. Shakespeare’s most authentic signature is preserved 
there—a time-browned signature he scribbled hastily as witness at the 
bottom of the record of some petty lawsuit on May xx, 1612, four years 
before his death. At our third meeting, I saw him in his cheap and grimy 
statue garb in Leicester Square, that important transfer station. The statue 
is piteously insignificant. Engraved below is his name and this legend: 
“There is no darkness but ignorance.” About the statue, among some flower 
beds, a number of Englishmen were sitting on chairs, smoking their pipes 
and browsing through the latest rugby scores or the current rates of ex
change in the Weekly Dispatch or the Daily Mirror. I stopped on the square. 
A pigeon was circling around the statue. Presently, it alighted on the statue’s 
head, spread itself out upon it and dozed off. Long I lingered there, but the 
bird did not fly away. The statue bore its presence with an indifference 
that was more complete even than the indifference of the dead. I read the 
inscription aloud. There is no darkness there, but something we do not 
know.

(1927)



SHAKESPEARE AND ARANY
b y

A L E X A N D E R  S I N C L A I R

“Shakespeare is a great H ungarian  po e t.” 
I  heard th is  rem ark  shortly  a fte r I came to  
H ungary . I t  s truck  m e as am using a t th e  
t im e ; bu t, after longer residence and  closer 
acquaintance w ith  th e  H ungarian  literary 
and theatrical scene, I  have come to  realise 
th a t, in  a sense, th is  apparent qu ip  can be 
taken  qu ite  seriously. I  am  now m ore con
scious o f  th e  extent to  w hich H ungary  has 
taken Shakespeare to  itse lf ; has assim ilated 
h im  in to  th e  national cu ltu ral heritage; so 
th a t  he has become, indeed, a great H u n 
garian poet.

T h e  H ungarian  w ord fo r naturalisation  
(nationalisation) is ‘m eghonosítás’ and th is , 
to  H ungarian  ears, m eans th e  naturalisation  
o f  Shakespeare. In  no o th er country  has a 
foreign poet a tta ined  such a place in  the 
hearts o f  th e  people as Shakespeare has in  
H ungary . I t  w ill be in teresting  to  examine 
th e  orig in  and grow th  o f  w hat th e  H ungari
ans them selves call th is  cu lt o f  Shakespeare.

N o  single reason can account fo r Shake
speare’s adoption  by H ungary , b u t one can 
d istingu ish  several co n tribu ting  factors. 
T hree  in  particu lar are im p o rta n t: (i) th e  
h igh  praise bestow ed upon  Shakespeare by 
leading H ungarian  w riters and literary  taste- 
m akers, (ii) th e  role o f  th e  H ungarian  th e 
a tre  and (iii) th e  w ork  o f  Shakespeare tran s
lato rs.

As regards (i), a lthough  i t  w ould  be pos
sible to  quote, I shall only lis t som e names.

György Bessenyei, leader o f  th e  great lite 
rary revival in  H ungary  in  th e  1770’s, who 
first drew  th e  a tten tio n  o f his countrym en 
to  Shakespeare; Ferenc Kazinczy, th e  great 
language reform er and  lite rary  d ic ta to r a t th e  
end o f  th e  18 th  century , who was th e  first 
transla to r o f  “ H a m le t” ; György Szerdahely, 
literary  aesthete and Professor a t Buda U n i
versity , au th o r o f  a eulogium  in  L atin  o f 
Shakespeare w hich is valid  today; Ferenc 
Kölcsey, who com posed th e  H ungarian  N a
tiona l A nthem  and expressed aston ishm ent 
a t Shakespeare’s genius; M ihály  Vörös
m arty, a m em ber o f  th e  pan theon  o f  H u n 
gary’s poet-gods, who declared th a t  a good 
transla tion  o f Shakespeare’s works was w orth  
h a lf  any n a tio n ’s lite ra tu re; Lajos Kossuth 
—-the great K ossuth h im self—who began a 
transla tion  o f  “ M acbeth” ; Sándor Petőfi, th e  
H ungarian  Burns, who w rote an  extravagant 
paean in  praise o f  Shakespeare, follow ed later 
by a whole h o st o f  o th er d istingu ished  
nam es. A ll o f  these w riters can be c ited  as 
having recom m ended Shakespeare to  th e ir  
countrym en.

Before passing to  m y m ain  them e, le t m e 
say a few words about th e  w ork done by th e  
th ea tre  in  b ringing Shakespeare before th e  
H ungarian  public . T h e  first serious effort to  
in troduce Shakespeare on  th e  H ungarian  
stage was m ade in  1790. T h e  idea was in i
tia ted  in  Kassa (now Kosice in  Czechoslovak
ia) and was launched  by Ferenc Kazinczy
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w ith  h is transla tion  o f  H am let. T h is  was 
m ade, however, in  prose and from  an altered 
G erm an version in  w hich th e  Prince does 
no t d ie a t th e  end. Popularisation o f Shake
speare also em anated fro m  Kolozsvár in  
Transylvania, and a com pany from  th is  tow n 
gave perform ances o f  ‘H a m le t’, ‘T h e  T am 
ing o f  th e  Shrew ’ and ‘M uch  Ado A bout 
N o th in g ’ in  th e  first decade o f  th e  ig th  cen
tu ry . These stro lling  com panies d id  yeoman 
work in  bringing Shakespeare in to  th e  public  
consciousness. T h is m ovem ent received new 
im petus in  1837 w ith  th e  establishm ent o f 
the  N ational T heatre in Pest. T he first Shake
speare play to  be perform ed in  th e  new 
N ational T h ea tre  was ‘T h e  T am ing  o f th e  
Shrew ’. T h e  leading p a rt was played by Ró
za Laborfalvi, the  great actress who became 
the  first wife o f  M ór Jókai, th e  fam ous nov
elist. Since th a t beginning Shakespeare has 
been a perennial favourite on  the  H ungarian  
stage and  all his plays have been acted here 
w ith  only a few m inor exceptions.

T he final and  im p o rtan t factor in  spread
ing th e  Shakespeare cu lt in  H ungary  was 
th e  transla tion  o f  Shakespeare’s plays in to  
H ungarian . T h e  first transla tion  (Rom eo and 
Juliet) appeared in  1786; i t  was by Sándor Kun 
Szabó and, like all the  early translations, was 
from  th e  G erm an. For several years, th e  work 
o f  transla ting  Shakespeare was left to  chance. 
I t  was n o t u n til from  about 1830 onw ards 
th a t co-ordinated efforts were m ade by sever
al literary  organisations w hich together 
played a great p a rt in transla ting  Shakespeare 
system atically. Tw o o f  these organisations 
are outstand ing—th e  H ungarian  Academy of 
Sciences and th e  K isfaludy L iterary Society. 
In  1831, th e  Academy exhorted  th e ir  m em 
bers in  a c ircular le tte r to  transla te  22 o f 
Shakespeare’s plays. In  th e  early 1850’s, th e  
w ork o f  transla tion  was continued un d er 
th e  sponsorship o f  th e  N a tional T heatre . 
But i t  was left to  th e  K isfaludy Society to 
bring  th e  work to  a successful conclusion. 
In  i8 6 0  Ferenc T o ld y  proposed th e  form a
tio n  o f  a Shakespeare C om m ittee, and as a 
resu lt o f  th e ir  efforts th e  first great ed ition

o f  Shakespeare’s plays in  H ungarian  was 
com pleted in  1871 and finally published  in 
19 volum es in  1878. T h e  w ork  done by th e  
K isfaludy Society la id  th e  solid  foundation  
on  w hich th e  H ungarian  thea tre  has b u ilt 
its  sp lend id  repu ta tion  fo r correct Shake
spearean in terpreta tion , h igh  standards o f  
acting and brilliance o f  stage settings.

T he m em bers o f  th is  first Shakespeare 
C om m ittee were Ede Szigligeti, th e  great 
actor-m anager and d ram atis t, M ó r Jókai, 
Károly Szász, Shakespeare transla to r, th e  
poets A ntal Csengery and M óric Lukács; 
and one who, together w ith  V örösm arty and 
Petőfi, fo rm s th e  great trium virate  o f  n a tio n 
ally venerated H ungarian  poets— J á n o s  A r a n y .

M ore th an  any o th er ind iv idual, János 
Arany has been responsible fo r popularising 
Shakespeare in  H ungary . H ence th e  allusive 
t itle  o f th is  article, th e  second p a rt o f  w hich 
w ill deal w ith  th e  achievem ent o f Arany in  
conveying to  his countrym en a tru e  reflection 
o f  Shakespeare’s genius.

A rany’s a tten tio n  was directed  to  Shake
speare a t an early age. W hen  only 19, he  le ft 
h is hom e in  N agyszalonta, now in  R um a
nia, to  jo in  a band o f  stro lling  thea tre  play
ers. B idding h im  goodbye, h is aged college 
m aster a t Debrecen, like o ld  Polonius to  
young Laertes, gave h im  som e p artin g  ad
vice: “ C sakS ekszp irt, Sekszpirt, d o m in e!” 
(S tick  to  Shakespeare, m y boy, and only 
Shakespeare!”). T hese w ords m u st have 
reechoed la te r in  A rany’s m em ory, when, 
early in  1840, his s till  do rm an t in te rest in  
Shakespeare drew  h im  to  study  English . De
scribing his first g ram m ar he  w rote: “I  tu rn ed  
over th e  pages. I  laughed a t th e  oddities o f  
th e  language. I  grappled  w ith  H a m le t’s soli
loquy (w hich every E nglish  gram m ar con
tains) a ll to  such purpose th a t  I fe lt urged 
to  compare Shakespeare in  G erm an w ith  th e  
orig inal. T h e  work was hard  b u t all th e  m ore 
challenging.” T h en  follow ed h is first efforts 
in  transla tion . “In  a Debrecen book m arket 
I picked up  cheap stereotyped editions o f 
King John and R ichard II—th e  finer works 
o f  th e  g reat m aster I was n o t able to  get. A nd
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soon King John began to  speak o u t in  H u n 
garian iam bics w hich I could lis ten  to  over 
and over.” Arany transla ted  only th ree  o f 
Shakespeare’s plays, “A M idsum m er N ig h t’s 
D ream ” , “ H a m le t” and  “King John” . I have 
often  wondered, perhaps ungraciously, “ W hy 
‘King John’?”—w hich has never been among 
th e  “ to p  ten .” Perhaps th e  explanation is 
qu ite  sim ply th a t to  begin w ith , King John 
was th e  only one he could get in  English.

Arany pursued his study  o f  E nglish to 
such good effect th a t  in  tw o or th ree  years 
he was able to  read i t  as w ell as he could 
read G erm an. H e  was never able to  speak 
English properly a lthough he d id  have for 
a sho rt tim e  a native E nglish tu to r. T here 
is an am using story surrounding th is  episode. 
T h e  E nglishm an was like  th e  eccentric type 
beloved by C ontinental caricaturists. H e  ap
peared on  th e  scene ju st a t th e  m om ent when 
Arany had procured from  somewhere a bo ttle  
o f  fine o ld  p lu m  brandy. T h e  Englishm an 
proposed to  Arany th a t  they  have language 
lessons together on  an exchange basis. Arany 
agreed. T h roughou t th e  lesson th e  b o ttle  lay 
on th e  table  betw een th em  and th e  English
m an partook o f  i t  liberally . (H e had  appro
priately  th e  lio n ’s share.) But w hen th e  bo ttle  
was finished, th e  E nglishm an said very 
calm ly: “ Do you know  w hat, M r. Arany? 
I ’ve been th in k in g . These exchange lessons 
are no t fa ir. Because I can learn H ungarian  
from  any T om , D ick or H a rry ; b u t  you can 
learn E nglish from  no one else except me. 
So I  give u p !”

Early in  1848 Arany tu rn ed  to  transla ting  
Shakespeare really seriously. For th is  his 
younger contem porary, th e  g reat Petőfi, m ust 
claim  some cred it. T h e  tw o young poets 
(Arany was th en  30 and Petőfi 25) had  be
come friends and  corresponded w ith  one 
another. O n  February 6, 1848, Arany w rote 
to  Petőfi: “I  hear you have transla ted  Corio- 
lanus. Poor fellow , you have m issed th e  boat. 
I  m yself have already transla ted  th e  whole 
o f  Shakespeare. . . ” Petőfi rep lied  w ith  no 
ind ica tion  th a t  he  had  seen th e  jo k e : “W e’re 
hard  a t w ork, V örösm arty and I transla ting

Shakespeare. In  a m o n th  I ’l l  finish Coriola- 
nus and V örösm arty “ Lear” . W here have 
you go t to  w ith  th e  “ M erry  W ives o f  
W in d so r” ? . . .  send m e soon a sam ple o f  
your King Jo h n .” A few days later, a lm ost 
certainly w ith  th e  connivance o f  Petőfi, a 
sta rtling  article by G ábor Egressy, a fam ous 
actor, appeared in  a Pest periodical. T he 
t i t le  was “A Proposal fo r th e  N atu ralisa tion  
o f  Shakespeare.” T h is  idea was no less th an  
th a t  Vörösm arty, Petőfi and Arany should  
com bine to  transla te  all o f  Shakespeare. Pe
tőfi w rote to  Arany in  M arch 1848; “ T h ey ’ve 
p rin ted  Coriolanus and here’s th e  title-page 
‘Shakespeare’s C ollected W orks by Arany, 
Petőfi and  V örösm arty’. So get on  w ith  i t .  
H ave King John and th e  M erry  W ives ready 
to  send when req u ired !” Arany was p ro m p t
ed  by th is  le tte r  and  by Egressy’s article  to 
take his Shakespeare transla ting  m uch more 
seriously.

A rany’s transla tions o f  Shakespeare are 
to u r s  de f o r c e  and, I  venture to  declare, 
as nearly perfect reflections o f  th e  original 
as is hum anly  possible. H is  preem inence is 
due to  his possessing th e  extraordinary com 
bination  o f  a ll th e  qualities o f  a great trans
lato r—thorough  knowledge o f  th e  original 
and h is own language (Arany was th e  greatest 
m aster o f  th e  H ungarian  language o f  all), a 
p rofound  sym pathy, understand ing  and  re
spect fo r his subject, and a great poetic genius. 
F rom  th e  beginning to  th e  end A rany m arches 
in  step w ith  Shakespeare and a t th e  same 
level—w hether i t  be th rough  th e  qu iet plains 
o f  b lank  verse; o r up  to  th e  heights o f  pure 
p oetry ; o r dow n to  th e  dep ths o f  prosaic 
pathos. I  cannot hope in  a sho rt space, and 
w ith o u t resort to  extended b ilingual illus
tra tio n s, to  give m ore th an  a few im pressions 
o f  A rany’s m astery.

U nlike  earlier a ttem p ts, A rany’s transla
tions fa ith fu lly  fo llow  th e  fo rm  and  m ood 
o f  th e  orig inal. T h is , as Arany h im self ad
m itted , cost h im —especially in  “ A M id 
sum m er N ig h t’s D ream ,” w hich calls fo r 
susta ined  poetic  effort— considerable ex
pense o f  tim e  and energy. “ H a m le t” gave
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h im  less trouble  perhaps because by tem 
peram ent Arany was m ore a ttu n ed  to  the  
sp ir it  o f  th e  greatest tragedy.

M ost readers w ill be unfam iliar w ith  
H ungarian  b u t w ill know  th a t i t  is a ph ilo 
logical curiosity incongruously im ported  in to  
C entral Europe from  South  Siberia. I t  w ould 
appear im possible to  achieve any sort o f  m ar
riage betw een th is  tru ly  foreign language and 
our ow n sweet E nglish tongue. Yet, m irac
ulously, Arany is able to  do th is . H ere are 
a few  exam ples taken  a lm ost a t random  
w hich m ay convey some idea o f  how  w on
derfu lly  th e  H ungarian  transla to r repro
duces th e  style, th e  sentence (even th e  syl
labic) leng th  and  manages to  tran sm it, su r
prisingly, a tru ly  golden echo.

L et me quote  first a few  lines from  th e  
p lacid  b lank  verse dialogue betw een H o 
ratio  and H am le t before th e  G host’s second 
appearance in  A ct I :

1 2 3 4 5
Is i t  a custom ?
1 2 3  4 5
H á t ez a szokás?
(W ell) (th is) (a) (custom )
1 2  3 4
Ay m arry  is ’t  
1 2 3 4

. E z ám  bizony
(Is) (really) (o f course)
I 2 3  4 5 6 7 8 9
But to  m y m in d  th o u g h  I am  native

10
h e r e . . .

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10 
De szerin tem  bár én honos vagyok 
(but) (in m y opinion) (though) (I) (native)

( a m ) . . .
A nd now th e  ted ious w ord spinning o f 

P o lon ius:

M y liege and m ad am . . . to  expostulate 
U ram ! K irá lyném . . . fe jtegetn i azt 
(M y  lo rd) (M y  queen) (to  expound) (that) 
W hy day is day, n ig h t n ig h t and tim e is tim e 
N ap  m ert nap s éj az  éj, idő idő

(day) (why) (day) (and) (n igh t) (the) (night)
(tim e) (tim e)

W ere no th in g  b u t to  waste n ig h t, day and
tim e

N ap  éj —  s időpazarlás volna csak 
(day) (n ight) (and) (tim e) (wasting) (would

be) (only)
T herefo re . . . I w ill be b rie f 
A z é r t . . .  R övid leszek 
(Therefore) (brief) (I shall be)

N ex t th e  three words o f  w ra th fu l revenge 
expectorated by Laertes (A ct IV , Scene 7). 
T h e  E nglish  w ords fa ll like bludgeon 
b lo w s:

‘T h u s d id d est th o u !’

T h e  H ungarian  like  dagger th ru s ts :

T e  te tte d  ezt!
(T hou) (d iddest) (th is)

S im ilar illu stra tio n s can be given to  
show how  fa ith fu lly  Aräny reflects, fo r in 
stance, th e  servile pream ble o f  th e  players 
p resenting  th e ir  royal com m and perfo rm 
ance (‘For us and  fo r our tragedy, e tc .’) ;  
th e  captious, m u tua  ly m ocking w ord ex
changes betw een H am le t and th e  Q ueen in  
A ct III, Scene 4 ; th e  ecstatic poetry  w hich 
follow s th e  G host’s appearance in  A ct I, 
Scene I :

But look  th e  m orn  in  russet m antle  c la d . .  .
D e ím  a reggel öltve b íborát
(bu t) (lo!) (the) (m orning) (clo thed) (in

scarlet)
Even in  such banal scenes as th e  am ateur 

dram atics in  “A  M idsum m er N ig h t’s 
D ream ” and th e  m ock-heroic play w ith in  the  
play in  “ H a m le t” , Arany, a lbeit he m ust 
have fo u n d  th e  going d ifficult, keeps a t th e  
same comic level as Shakespeare. O n ly  once 
can I detect h im  show ing signs o f  exaspera
tio n  or resignation . In  “ A M idsum m er 
N ig h t’s D ream ,” tow ards th e  end o f th e  last 
Act, th e  Prologue speaks these preposterous 
lin e s :—
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W hereat, w ith  blade, w ith  bloody blam eful

blade,
H e  bravely broached h is boiling bloody

breast

A rany strives m anfu lly  to  keep apace 
w ith :

M ártja  kem ény k ard já t kinos kebelében 
(plunges) (severe) (sw ord) (painful) (in  his

bosom)

I can im agine h im  saying “ T h a t w ill have 
to  d o ”— and I do n o t b lam e h im !

Arany was a great poet b u t in  transla ting  
Shakespeare he held  h im self in  restra in t and 
only seldom  presum ed to  im prove upon 
Shakespeare. In  th e  few cases he d id  so his 
in terpolations were felicitous and justified. 
For example, in  th e  first G host scene 
M arcellus says:

T h o u  a rt a scholar, speak to  i t  H oratio

A rany’s rendering  is “ T e  tu d sz  la tin u l” 
(T h o u  know est L atin) w hich shows m ore 
understand ing  th an  m ay appear, fo r in  Shake
speare’s days i t  was believed th a t  a super
natural being could  only be placated  or ex
orcised in  L atin . A gain w hen Laertes tells 
th e  King how  he w ould  wreak h is vengeance 
on  H am le t in  th e  w ords

T o  cu t h is th ro a t i ’ th e  church.
H á t nyakát szelem  (W hy, I w ill cu t his

th roat)
O ltá r  e lő tt is (B)efore th e  a lta r even)

T h is , to o , is a touch  o f genius .“ E v en o n th e  
a lta r steps” heightens th e  sacrilege o f  th e  
revenge, fo r i t  was here th a t fugitives and 
m alefactors could claim  asylum . Arany’s 
im provem ent also anticipates m ore naturally  
th e  K ing’s con tinuation :

N o  place indeed should  m urder sanc- 
tuarise

T h e  best know n o f  A rany’s in terpolations 
are w o rth  repeating here:

(i) (T o be o r n o t to  be) ‘th a t  is the
qu estio n ’—

“az i t t  a kérdés” ; ‘i t t ’ (here) is n o t in  
Shakespeare b u t th e  phrase reads w ell in 
H ungarian

(ii) H a m le t’s fam ous last w ords:

“T h e  rest is silence” , Arany transla tes as 
“A  többi n ém a  csend” ( ‘T h e  rest is dum b

silence’)

In  Polonius’s words “ T h a t’s g o o d !” ‘D u m b ’ 
‘p ro fo u n d ’ silence seems justifiable even in  
E nglish as i t  m akes even m ore dram atic the  
aw ful m om ent w hen “cracks a noble h eart” 
and w hen survivors and spectators stand  on 
th e  b rink  o f th e  abyss o f  N oth ingness in to  
w hich a ll th a t  was H am le t has p lunged.

I should  like  to  draw  a tten tio n  to  two 
o th er m om ents in  the  play  w hen A rany’s 
genius shines th rough . A t th e  grave scene, 
Laertes upbraids th e  p riest w ith  th e  w o rd s:

I  te ll thee, churlish  p riest 
A m in istering  angel shall m y sister be 
W hen  th o u  lie st how ling 

w hich Arany transla tes:—
De tu d d  meg, durva pap
Szolgáló angyal lesz húgom , m időn  te
O t t  len n  üvöltesz!

T h e  last phrase in  H ungarian  ( “ W hen th o u  
art how ling th ere  below ”) brings ou t m ore 
strik ing ly  th e  fu tu re  location o f  th e  ‘chur
lish  p ries t’ w ith  reference to  th e  fa ir O phe
lia.

A nd finally H a m le t’s soliloquy afte r see
ing  th e  1st Player b lanch and weep:

For H ecuba.
W h a t’s H ecuba to  h im  or he  to  H ecuba 
T h a t he shou ld  weep fo r her?

A rany shows h is trem endous understanding 
o f  th e  dram a in  h is a tten tio n  to  a de ta il like 
th is . “ For H ecuba” “ H ecubáért” is th e  l i
tera l equivalent b u t  “ E g y  H ecubáért” , ‘Egy’ 
an ad d itio n  b e littlin g  and disparaging, is 
th e  insp ired  transla tion  o f  a genius w h o  f e e l s  

as well as sim ply  understands.



SHAKESPEARE AND ARANY
As I rem arked earlier, Arany knew English 

w ell. W h at is m ore, he knew  Shakespearean 
E nglish .W ords like censure (judgm ent), fond  
(foolish), extravagant (wandering), le t (h in 
der), crescent (growing), conceit (im agina
tion), fancy (love) and voice (vote) w hich have 
undergone sem antic change Arany construed 
correctly in  th e ir  now archaic m eaning given 
in  brackets. For exam ple, Shakespeare uses 
th e  w ord ‘pregnan t’ tw ice in  H am le t, each 
tim e  w ith  a different m eaning, n e ither o f 
w hich is th e  usual one. Arany recognises th is  
and  translates “ th e  p regnant hinges o f  th e  
knee” as “hajlós térd e  kapcsai (‘T he flexible 
hinges o f  th e  knee’) and “ H ow  pregnant 
som etim es h is replies are” by “ M ily  ta lp ra 
ese ttek  a feleletei n é h a !” (‘H ow  quick  w itted  
h is replies som etim es a re!’) In  rendering  “ I 
m ust be id le ” as “ Bárgyúnak kell látszanom ” 
(T  m u st feign m adness’), Arany reveals a m e
ticu lous understand ing  b o th  o f  th e  language 
an d  o f  th e  play.

H e  was indeed fam ilia r w ith  th e  plays 
o f  Shakespeare w hich he  transla ted . H e  may 
even have acted in  th em . H e  certainly d i
rected  a p roduction  o f  “ A M idsum m er 
N ig h t’s D ream .” H am le t he clearly knew 
inside ou t. O ne can a lm ost feel th e  tran s
la to r living i t  th rough . In  the  p lay-w ith in- 
the-p lay  scene, Polonius m akes the  com m ent: 
"T h is  is too long” and H am le t re to rts :—  
“ I t  shall to  th e  barber’s w ith  your beard .” 
In  one o f  h is few  notes on  th e  play, Arany 
surm ises th a t  th is  apparently  inconsequen
tia l rem ark was p rom pted  by th e  o ld  C oun
sellor scratching his beard in  d isgust and 
boredom . T h is  fam iliarity  w ith  th e  play 
saves Arany from  m any p itfa lls .

Some o f  A rany’s transla tions o f  fam ous 
H am letian  phrases are especially felicitous 
and  b rillian t and, like th e  English originals, 
have passed in to  com m on currency in  th e  
spoken H ungarian  language o f  today, e.g. ‘ez 
a bökkenő’ ‘T h ere ’s th e  ru b ’ ; ‘kem ény po
roszló’ ‘Fell sergeant (D eath)’ ; ‘csipetnyi p o r’ 
‘quintessence o f  d u s t’ ; ‘hebehurgya’ ‘rash 
and bloody’ ; ‘heje h u ja  vér’ ‘heyday in  th e  
b lood’ ; ‘bóbás’ ‘m obled’ ; ‘tagbaszakadt pa-

rókás fe jű  fickó’ ‘periw igged-pated fe llow ’ ; 
‘pőcsik’ ‘waterfly’ ; ‘a h ivatalnak packázásai’ 
‘th e  insolence o f office’ ; ‘k izökkent az id ő ’ 
‘th e  tim e is o u t o f  jo in t’, etc.

Ju s t how  confidently Arany could  ac
com pany Shakespeare in  h is w ide range o f  
im agery often  com pressed tig h tly  in to  a few 
lines, is w ell illu stra ted  in  th e  fam ous soli
loquy :

T h u s conscience does m ake cowards o f
us all

A n d  th u s  th e  n a t iv e  h ue of r e s o lu tio n  

I s  s ic k l ie d  o ’e r  w i t h  th e  p a le  c a s t o j  th o u g h t.

Even a bo ld  tran s la to r w ould find the  
last tw o lines form idably  in tim id a tin g  (just 
th in k  o f  how  m any m etaphors there  are 
herein !); b u t  Arany m akes i t  look easy:

E kkép az  ö n tu d at
(In  th is  way) (the) (conscience)
Belőlünk m in d  gyávát csinál 
(in  us) (all) (coward) (makes)
S  a z _ e ls z á n ts á g  te rm é s ze te s  s z í n é t

(and) (the) (resolution) (natural) (colour)
A  g o n d o la t  h a lv á n y r a  b e te g ít i

(the) ( th ink ing) (to  paleness) (m akes sick)

I  should  like to  conclude these illu stra 
tions o f  A rany’s quality  as a transla to r w ith  
an invidious com parison. H ere is a w ell- 
know n passage from  “A M idsum m er 
N ig h t’s D ream ” :

I know  a bank where th e  w ild  thym e
blows

W here oxlips and th e  nodd ing  violet
grows

Q u ite  overcanopied w ith  luscious
w oodbine

W ith  sweet m usk  roses and w ith  eglantine 
T here  sleeps T itan ia  som etim e o f  th e

n igh t
L ulled  in  these flowers w ith  dances and

d eligh t

w hich th e  m uch praised  transla to r Schlegel 
renders in to  G erm an as fo llow s:

5 9
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Ich weiss ’nen H ü g e l wo m an Q uende

pflück t
W o aus dem  Gras V io l’ u n d  M asslieb

n ickt
W o d ich t gewölbt des G eisb latts ü p p ’ge

Schatten
M it H agedorn  u n d  m it Jasm in sich

gatten
D o rt ru h t  T itan ia  halbe N ächte  küh l 
A uf Blum en eingewiegt durch  T an z  and

Spiel
H ere  now is A rany’s version:

V an egy kies p a r t ho l kakukfü  nő 
(there is) (a) (pleasant) (bank) (where)

(w ild  thym e) (grows) 
H o l düs v irány t rukercz s ibolya sző 
(where) (rich) (blossom s) (daisy) (and)

(violet) (grows)
Fölötte  sűrű  lom bból m ennyezet 
(above) (dense) (w ith  woodbine) (cover) 
V adrózsa s gyönge jázm in  fog kezet 
(w ild  rose) (and) (slender) (jasmine)

(in tertw ine)
R ingatva o t t  szunnyad tánccal zenével 
(lulled) (there) (sleeps) (w ith  dance)

(w ith  music)
T itán ia  egy kissé m inden  éjjel.

(a) (little ) (every) (evening)
Is i t  possible no t to  grasp the  difference be
tw een th e  prosaic unlovely :

D o rt ru h t T itan ia  halbe N ächte  küh l 
A u f Blumen eingewiegt durch  T an z  and

Spiel
and th e  beau tifu l poetic :

R ingatva o t t  szunnyad tánccal zenével 
T itán ia  egy kissé m inden  éjjel, 

w hich far m ore reflects and reechoes the  
m agic o f  th e  o rig in a l:

T here  sleeps T itan ia  som etim e o f  the
n igh t

L ulled in  these flowers w ith  dances and
deligh t.

I t  seems w orth  re itera ting  th a t Arany 
(unlike  Schlegel) achieves th is  tru e  reflec
tio n  and golden echo in  a language to ta lly  
un rela ted  to  English.

I hope th a t th e  foregoing illu stra tions 
have served to  convince E nglish readers th a t, 
th an k s in  great m easure to  János Arany, 
Shakespeare is indeed  a great H ungarian  
p o e t; and th a t i t  is n o t perhaps such a fa r 
cry fro m  S tra tfo rd  on Avon to  N agyszalonta 
on th e  A lföld.

Arany has provided a sh in ing  exam ple to  
succeeding generations o f  H ungarian  trans
lato rs o f  Shakespeare. O ver th e  last century 
g ifted  w riters and poets such as József Lévay; 
Károly Szász; A rany’s own son László; M i
hály  Babits, th e  great 2 0 th  century p o é ta  d o c -  

tu s  and  hum anist who transla ted  “ T h e  T em 
p est” ; Dezső Kosztolányi, ano ther great poet 
and m aster o f  th e  H ungarian  language (“ Ro
m eo and  Ju lie t”) ;  M ilán  F üst (“ King L ear”); 
Lőrinc Szabó (M acbeth , As You Like I t, etc.) 
have undertaken  Shakespearean transla tion , 
using  th e  new H ungarian  poetic sty le. M any 
o f  th e  plays have been transla ted  several 
tim es— even those a lm ost sacrosanct w hich 
were done by A rany’s venerated contem po
raries V örösm arty (Julius Caesar, K ing Lear) 
and Petőfi (Coriolanus). Since th e  Kisfaludy 
ed ition  com pleted in  1878 several o th er com 
plete works o f  Shakespeare in  H ungarian  
transla tion  have been pub lished . T h e  final 
volum e o f  th e  la test o f  these appeared early 
in  1963, Like all its  predecessors th is  superb 
ed ition  by Európa P ublish ing  H ouse con
ta ins th e  A rany transla tions o f  ‘H a m le t’, 
‘A M idsum m er N ig h t’s D ream ’ and ‘King 
John’— a strik ing  tr ib u te  to  h is preem inence, 
as few have dared  and none has succeeded, 
even after th e  lapse o f  100 years, in  surpass
ing th e  work o f  th is  m aster transla to r o f 
Shakespeare.



ON STAGING SHAKESPEARE
S O M E  B E L A T E D  T H O U G H T S  O N  S H A K E S P E A R E *

b y

MILÁN FÜST

Shakespeare’s name has been my constant companion throughout my 
life. True, it no longer holds for me the topical interest it had in 
the old days—for instance, in my early youth, when I went to work 
for three full months trying to prove that his Cymbeline was written 

by someone else. Then I would think nothing of memorizing his works, 
in Hungarian and in English, and when I had come to believe that it was 
impossible to know and understand him better, I was still in for some 
surprises. Thus, with thirty years of Shakespeare study behind me, Koszto
lányi** rang me up one day and asked me the following question:

“About Hamlet,” he said. “Did you ever notice how majestic the King 
is in his first scene? How dignified the speech is that he addresses to his 
subjects?”

Indeed, in thirty years of study I hadn’t noticed it, for, until then, I had 
never paid any attention to the character of the King. I had not considered 
him worthy of attention—after all, he was the treacherous murderer in the 
story, and why bother with a treacherous murderer? I had never considered 
the following points:

How would a lesser playwright, not to say a poor one, portray a treach
erous murderer? At his very first entrance, shifty, sneaking, the picture of a 
villain, every inch repulsive and malicious. Not so Shakespeare. He was 
capable of showing the murderer, in his first scene, as splendid and majes
tic. In the same way he was able to introduce that famous chatterbox, 
Polonius, not as a silly old man but as a man who oozes the wisdom of age. 
The pieces of advice he gives as a send-off to his son, Laertes, may be said 
to be the worldly wisdom of a man full of years. For instance: “Be thou

* Talk presented on “Shakespeare Day,” April 27, 1962, at the Budapest Fészek Club of actors and 
writers.

** See pp. 51— 53 of this issue.
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familiar, but by no means vulgar,” he tells his son. Or “Give every man 
thy ear, but few thy voice; Take each man’s censure, but reserve thy judge
ment.” I seem to hear my mother; she used to teach me such things. Then, 
as the play proceeds, this sage is revealed for what he is—a champion 
chatterbox. As often in Shakespeare, we come to know the characters only 
in their denouement. For this reason I would suggest to the actor that he 
convey right at the outset what kind of man it is that we see before us. 
Loquaciousness can be recognized by certain distinguishing marks— jab
bering, lisping—and even the wise exhortations should be delivered in this 
manner; otherwise, if the actor adopted a normal emphasis, his words 
would blend with the other speeches and we should not have the faintest 
idea that the man before us is, in fact, an idiot who is nonetheless capable 
of a bit of cleverness.

That was only a digression. The real point I wish to make here is that, 
although Shakespeare no longer engages my attention as intensively as be
fore, some questions still occur to me now and then which I am at a loss to 
answer. Thus, I was wondering recently why Hamlet and Laertes leap into 
the grave to grapple—such a thing would not be done, even at the time. It 
is because Shakespeare is a pure dramatist who must always have intensive 
action. Action-less moments are not well borne. Another question that has 
been puzzling me of late concerns Hamlet’s letter to Ophelia. Why is it 
such a poor composition? I t’s like a grammar-school exercise. Would a man 
of such excellence write such bad poetry? An answer suggested itself after 
much speculation. Juxtapose to this one of the world’s finest love-poems—by, 
say, Sappho—and it will be seen that it goes ill with Hamlet. Why? Because 
we might conceive a loathing for him if he was so excellent a man—like the 
heroes in some of Jókai’s novels—as to be able even to write beautiful 
poetry. Another: Why does Hamlet start mocking his father’s Ghost in 
front of his friends as he gets them to swear that they will not make known 
what they have seen?

Ah, ha, boy! say’st thou so? art thou there, truepenny?
Come on—you hear this fellow in the cellarage—
Consent to swear. . .  •

Well said, old mole! canst work i’ the earth so fast?
A worthy pioneer!. . .

I always had a feeling that it was all right for him to speak this way. 
I only wondered why. At last I decided it is because he is anxious to hide



his emotion from his friends and loath to let them know what happened 
to him.

All these questions have arisen in my mind separately, disjointedly, with 
no particular circumstance to prompt them, and on various occasions, say, 
while I was sitting at dinner, or telephoning, or at night when I couldn’t 
sleep. In a word, it is no easier to stop being a Shakespeare addict than it is 
to give up, say, hashish. The “poison” lasts a lifetime.

Here I must confess that I think Shakespeare is misplaced in the theatre 
—paradoxical though such a thought may sound in connection with a writer 
who throughout his working life wrote for the stage. For my part, I find 
that sceneries and costumes—to say nothing of noisy music—detract from 
the real enjoyment. To me, Shakespeare is nothing if not the magic of his 
words, and all the accessories—noise and uproar, movement, colours—are 
detrimental to words. Even the tempo of acting is bad for them. Let us take 
an example. The Ghost says to Hamlet:

List, list, O, list!
If thou didst ever thy dear father love—

What would a lesser writer, or a bad one, make Hamlet answer to that? 
“How canst thou ask me that?” Or “How can you even suppose that I was 
so insensitive a son!” Or “How canst thou ask? Have I, perhaps, a heart 
of stone?” So far from speaking any of these words. Shakespeare’s Hamlet 
responds in two words, two heart-rending words that may make a reader cry 
out himself. To the Ghost’s “If thou didst ever thy dear father love,” 
Hamlet replies “O God!” That and nothing more. He could not have given 
a more beautiful reply. And I, on my mind’s stage, stop the scene for the 
moment of tears. But what happens on the stage? The actor, even the most 
excellent of his profession, is compelled to let these two words, like the 
rest, be carried on in the rolling flood of speech; we scarcely notice what he 
said, for the play proceeds. The sigh is lost in the flowing stream of the 
work. So is Hamlet’s final sigh: “The rest is silence.”

At the end of the great tragedy, these whispered words ought to produce 
an impression that there is nothing more. A heart is about to stop beating. 
Instead, on the stage, this sigh shares the fate of the other one. The same 
thing happens when Fortinbras commands:

Let four captains
Bear Hamlet, like a soldier, to the stage. . .
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To me, these words represent the height of funeral pomp. Yet is there an 
actor anywhere in the world who would be able to speak them the way they 
are spoken on the stage of my mind, so that they will move me to tears? 
Let us take yet another example. There are passages in his plays which I call 
“Shakespearean sonatas.” Such a one is Prospero’s farewell in The Tempest. 
Another is a passage from Hamlet:

Some say that ever ’gainst that season comes 
Wherein our Saviour’s birth is celebrated,
The bird of dawning singeth all night long;
And then, they say, no spirit can walk abroad;
The nights are wholesome; then no planets strike,
No fairy takes, nor witch hath power to charm,
So hallow’d and so gracious is the time.

Can you imagine a stage-manager in a real-life theatre who would order 
decrescendo for these “sonatas” and thus give the actor a chance to deviate 
from the tempo of the play and declaim these lines slowly, almost singing, 
to render their true flavour? In my inner theatre, no stage-manager would 
survive unless he did this. Furthermore, Hamlet isn’t a plain person—his is 
a colourful personality, for heaven’s sake. Hamlet has a hundred moods, but 
he is anything but serene. He is capable of a gamut of emotions from 
sobbing to jeering. He is inclined to seriousness and profound study; at the 
same time he is capricious and playful. And he likes the fine, vigorous 
flourish above all things. In addition, he is a charmeur of the first order, an 
extraordinarily likable fellow for all his brooding and sorrow—and that 
above all. But how can one bring all that into relief on the stage? I ’ll give 
you an example. He is with Rosenkrantz and Guildenstern when a flute is 
brought in at his request, and he turns to Guildenstern and says:

Will you play upon this pipe?
Guil. My lord, I cannot.
Ham. I pray you.
Guil. Believe me, I cannot.
Ham. I do beseech you.
Guil. I know no touch of it, my lord.
Ham. ’Tis as easy as lying: govern these ventages with your fingers and 

thumb, give it breath with your mouth, and it will discourse most eloquent 
music. Look you, these are the stops.

Guil. But these cannot I command to any utterance of harmony; I have 
not the skill.
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Ham. Why, look you now, how unworthy a thing you make of me. You 
would play upon me; you would seem to know my stops; you would pluck 
out the heart of my mystery; you would sound me from my lowest note to 
the top of my compass; and there is much music, excellent voice, in this 
little organ, yet cannot you make it speak. 'Sblood, do you think that I am 
easier to be played on than a pipe?. . .

I am no actor—I only mean to indicate a direction: this ought to be 
spoken with extreme passion, with ferocious, raging, savage hatred, with 
suddenly flaring, uncontrollable wrath. How could all that be conveyed in 
the theatre unless we’re prepared to see a production that lasts till two a.m. ?

Now let’s go on to the famous monologue in Act III, which begins with 
the words “To be, or not to be.” I must begin by saying that I think 
Miklós Gabor’s Hamlet to be a flawlessly excellent interpretation, perhaps 
the best I have seen in this country or anywhere else. He plays this most 
difficult of parts with remarkable lucidity and has an admirable delivery. 
And as for this monologue in Act III—it seems it could not be given 
otherwise. All the Hamlets take a position near the footlights and, con
ceiving of it as a noble task, declaim it like a poem, which is laudable in 
itself. But is this the way it would be performed on one’s inner stage? 
Heaven only knows how it really ought to be done, but I have never found 
it satisfactory in the theatre. Deep under the surface of this monologue there 
seems to be sobbing. The man speaking seems indeed within a short step of 
suicide. This monologue should be, at the very least, a meditation, in no 
way a recitation, however lucid and beautiful. This man is lacerating his 
own flesh, tearing his own life to bits. I might mention in passing that at 
the University we examined this monologue for a full six months and con
cluded that it may be considered one of the first evidences of infiltration into 
Europe of Hinduism and of oriental philosophies in general. In them the 
chief terror is a new life after death, and their basic prayer is “Grant me 
that I shall not have to live another life.” Western philosophies ask the very 
opposite: Christianity, and even Mohammedanism, dreams of the Here
after, of Paradise. Not so Hamlet. His monologue is the most outstanding 
manifestation of hatred for life. It gives expresssion, therefore, to a mul
titude of things, and one wonders if it is at all possible to render the mul
titude of emotions by means of a mere recital. This is a meditative mon
ologue, but is it possible to meditate at length on a stage? No. And on the 
stage of one’s imagination? There, yes.

We should not forget about those marvellous invocations in Hamlet, 
either. O f course, I cannot very well recite them even for myself; still, I 
must make an attempt here so as to draw attention to them. Horatio speaks:

65
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Stay, illusion!
If  thou hast any sound, or use of voice,
Speak to m e:
If there be any good thing to be done,
That may to thee do ease and grace to me,
Speak to me:
If  thou art privy to thy country’s fate,
Which happily foreknowing may avoid,
O! speak;
Or if thou hast uphoarded in thy life 
Extorted treasure in the womb of earth,
For which, they say, you spirits oft walk in death, 
Speak of it: stay, and speak!

And Hamlet, seeing the Ghost of his father:

Angels and ministers of grace defend us!
Be thou a spirit of health or goblin damn’d,
Bring with thee airs from heaven or blasts from hell,
Be thy intents wicked or charitable,
Thou com’st in such a questionable shape 
That I will speak to thee: I ’ll call thee Hamlet,
King, father; royal Dane, O! answer me:
Let me not burst in ignorance; but tell 
Why thy canoniz’d bones, hearsed in death,
Have burst their cerements. . .

And when, in the scene in his mother’s room, the Ghost reappears to 
him:

Save me, and hover o’er me with your wings,
You heavenly guards! What would your gracious figure?

How could all these thoughts and feelings be rendered properly on the 
stage, where, admittedly, the spoken word always flits by faster than one 
would wish?

Years ago, my students at the University reproached me very seriously for 
my failure to go and see Olivier’s splendid film of Hamlet. I replied, 
“I am told that this actor declaims the great monologue at some elevated 
point, amid the murmuring of the sea. That in itself seems to me prepos
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terous. Then he brutally shoves Ophelia away from him; furthermore, 
Ophelia’s dead body is said to be floating down the river among water- 
lilies. Heaven protect me from all that. Also from seeing Hamlet among 
pirates.” Hamlet’s drama is an artistic composition, and this composition 
does not admit of such romantic fillings. By employing spectacular devices, 
one may score a big box-office success but not win the appreciation of a 
Shakespeare connoisseur. Moreover, as I have said, the greatness of Shake
speare does not depend on props and costumes or the murmuring of the sea; 
it is based on his words, “if  thou didst ever thy dear father love,” the Ghost 
says to Hamlet, whereupon he exclaims: “O God!” It is based on that. 
Now how can you hear those words distinctly amid all that celluloid eye
wash? You can’t.

There is another, not insignificant, problem which concerns the direction 
of Shakespeare’s plays (as well as of other authors’ dramas in verse). Verse is 
made to be verse. Some thirty or forty years ago, however, the world got fed 
up with buskins and emotional performances, and the naturalistic theatre 
was born. We have by now become used to it, and stage-managers all over 
the world conform to the habit to the point of fatuity. I will give an exam
ple, which is relevant in two ways. Walking in the streets in Berlin one day 
I suddenly stopped. “Did Goethe think of this too? Did he think of 
everything?” I asked myself. I had remembered the following lines:

Leicht bei einander wohnen die Gedanken,
Aber hart im Raume stossen sich die Sachen.

That evening, I went to the local National Theatre, which billed 
Schiller’s verse-drama Wallensteins Tod. Remember that it is his brilliant 
artistry in the German langauge, his diction, that is Schiller’s greatest glory. 
Now that theatre gave a naturalistic production of this play: it was per
formed as if they were discussing a pudding or, say, seamstresses, or the 
domestic servant problem—in a word, trivial, everyday matters. I was just 
preparing to leave when one actor let out into the auditorium those two 
glorious lines that had impressed me so much:

Leicht bei einander wohnen die Gedanken,
Aber hart im Raume stossen sich die Sachen.

He spoke these lines as if he were remarking that his shoe pinched. My 
blood turned cold, for it occurred to me immediately that when poor 
Schiller had thought of them he must have felt that by those lines he was

67

5*



68

managing, just a little, to redeem the world. Then, when he was writing 
Wallenstein, he would have thought: “I ’ll put it in right here, for in just 
this way I shall indeed redeem the world.” And after all that had been done, 
here I came, a latter-day admirer and, after all, a man of letters, ignorant 
enough to ascribe this fine invention of Schiller’s to Goethe. On the other 
hand, does it matter? Do I, by doing so, wrong Schiller? No, because he 
stands too high to be wronged. This, then, is the first lesson to be drawn 
from this matter: that such is the price of being glorified after one’s death.

The second lesson is that it is a shame to perform verse-plays naturalis- 
tically. That is to say, this vogue must not be pursued thoughtlessly. Verse 
requires an atmosphere of its own on the stage. But how are we to reconcile 
this necessity with our ingrained demand for naturalism? That, precisely, 
is the question.

THE NEW HUNGARIAN QUARTERLY

LADY M A C B E T H —T H E  S T A G E - M A N A G E R ’S L E T T E R  
T O  T H E  A C T R E S S *

D ear Margit,
There is little new to say, yet I think it well to set down in 
writing the battle-targets of our weeks of intensive work and 
the results obtained so far. Perhaps it is not superfluous to 

discuss from the aesthetic angle how far you have actually come with your 
exciting and completely new interpretation, since the aim of this letter is 
to create full confidence.

Up to now Lady Macbeth has been played on the basis of a preconceived 
character pattern. The result was not Shakespearean realism but the type of 
romantic figure we wish to combat. “Ungovernable,” “wicked,” “eternal 
woman”—qualities such as these can be rendered only in generalities. From 
here it is only a step to creating not only the role but also the great trage
dienne—again only in general terms—as conceived up to now. This unreal
istic conception has given rise also to lack of understanding by critics and 
aesthetes. Lady Macbeth has been treated by some as a hideous witch, an

* Before the re-staging of Macbeth in the autumn of 1963, Tamás Major, stage-manager of the 
National Theatre, laid down his instructions in letters to the players. His letter to Margit Lukács, 
reproduced here in part, describes his conception of the role of Lady Macbeth.
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uncomplicated figure, even a fiend, because of their failure to notice the 
thrilling, colourful, magnificent figure Shakespeare moulded from Hol- 
inshed’s chronicle. Others again overlook the development of her character, 
which is also a consequence of the erroneous fundamental conception men
tioned above; this led Aurél Kárpáti to state in his Preface that the scene of 
madness was “unprepared.”

However, we know that Shakespeare’s aims were different. He selected 
eminent characters, like Othello or King Lear or Lady Macbeth, to become 
involved in a tragic conflict at the peak of their careers. Macbeth’s crime 
could be committed only by two people. At the beginning of the drama 
Lady Macbeth is an equal and worthy partner to a Macbeth who resembles 
Othello at the zenith of his success. She is a beautiful, clever, attractive 
woman, who loves her husband wholeheartedly and, beset by the ever- 
recurring inner conflict of woman, makes immense efforts to overcome 
ageing. Having satisfied her life’s desires and won success, she should have 
gone into harmonious retirement at their country residence, content to tend 
her garden and graft rose trees. Lady Macbeth is by nature unable to follow 
such a course. So far all has gone well, at the opening of the drama even 
better than might have been expected. The highest honours have been 
vested on her husband: “ . . .  and I have bought Golden opinions from all 
sorts of people, Which would be worn now in their newest gloss, Not cast 
aside so soon.”

That is what Lady Macbeth is unable to do. She cannot bask in triumph, 
particularly now that Macbeth has struck in her the chord whose vibrations 
she wanted to conceal even from herself: the idea of becoming king has come 
also to her husband. “The eternal woman” ! Of course, but this notion is 
personified in a schematic, accepted form. A Biblical ancestress, or a seclus- 
ive, sentimental, soft woman, an Eve who tempts Adam to sin. The dif
ference is that with us the “eternal woman” is not a starting point, not the 
staging of a general, accepted ideal, but an outcome. That Lady Macbeth is 
worthy of the epithet is not recognized from the very first through a known 
pattern; only later, at the end of the play, are we reminded by the various 
constituents of her behaviour of what the “eternal woman” may be. What 
is she really like? “So far I have lived with a general who hit every goal he 
set. Now the idea of royalty has come to my mind. He who is unable to 
get what he wants is not a man.” She can live only with a real man.

She is also “ungovernable,” but in what way?
In exploiting the possibility of making her husband a success.
In being at once ready for the task to be done.
In knowing that the opportunity must be seized, for it will never return.
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In being prepared to do anything for her husband.
In that Macbeth should see in her an ever-changing woman, with con

stantly new, unfamiliar traits.
Her resourcefulness is unlimited; she plays to the end.
She mocks and exalts.
She promises and threatens.
She instructs, ever astonishes, is ever different.
She doubts the manhood of Macbeth, and then praises him.
She is grateful to him for having done the deed, and she is ready to do a 

man’s work, for if they fail there is nothing to live for.
She is selfish for her husband.
Thus the greatness of Lady Macbeth is in her love, her helpfulness, her 

indomitable will. Her prayer, not to get rid of but to conjure up the 
witches that they might harden her, shows her greatness. This is her in
credible, dissonant, infernal prayer to stop up the gaps in her conscience. 
She is made still more powerful by her wisdom and ability to love. She 
is a past mistress of the art of playing games with a man and changing 
her colour like a chamelion (precisely what Macbeth is unable to do). The 
greatness of Lady Macbeth is seen also when she has reached her goal, the 
king has been murdered and she is faced with an unexpected crisis—in the 
scene where she volunteers to take the swords back to the place of the murder 
and then wonders that an old man should have so much blood.

Here a dam bursts, and the barriers to remorse are covered with blood. 
The formidable figure of Lady Macbeth stands up to the deluge. She can 
take it, as Macbeth will take it when he has to face hell. Her power of 
suggestion affects not only Macbeth but also herself, inducing her to per
severe in action: this is her greatest force. At the beginning of the play, 
unlike Macbeth, Lady Macbeth is the perfect mistress of action, activity, 
acting, directing, even stage management; she is capable not only of dis
simulating but also of mobilizing, and she can not only produce a “perform
ance” of exalted artistic level but also organize the whole with ingenuity.

Therefore the greatness of Lady Macbeth, like that of Macbeth himself, 
lies in her being always ready to attempt the impossible. It is by murder 
that she tries to restore lawful order—to right arbitrarily derailed time— 
to demand an order which is not due an usurper and murderer. The greatness 
of the part is further increased by the ability to make such absürd efforts.

Your sincerely 
T amás M ajor
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A N  A C T O R ’ S T H O U G H T S

by
M I K L Ó S  G Á B O R

I derived rap turous pleasure from  a recent 
re-reading o f  M easure fo r M easure, ar d  
th en , in trigued , I  took  u p  Professor M arcell 
Benedek’s book on Shakespeare to  see w hat 
he has to  say about th is  play.

“I t  belongs” , he w rites, “ to  th e  less 
m ature  works, though  recent criticism  is d is
posed to  find in  i t  th e  p rofoundest expres
sion o f  Shakespeare’s th o u g h ts . T h e  play is 
rife  w ith  im probabilities b o th  o f  a psycho
logical and  a logical n a tu re . T h e  borrow ed 
m otifs o f  th e  source m ateria l w ill a t o th er 
tim es supply  Shakespeare w ith  an oppor
tu n ity  to  hum anize  them , here they  seem 
to  be d o m in an t and conductive to  im pro 
b ab ilitie s.”

T h e  clash between th is  pronouncem ent 
an d  m y adm iration  is cause fo r  reflection. 
W e approach Shakespeare from  an angle 
q u ite  d ifferent from  th a t o f  our predeces
sors. W e seem to  have a d ifferent p ic tu re  o f  
th e  na ture  and  m in d  o f  m an, we en terta in  a 
d ifferen t view o f  a rt. M oreover, ours—it 
seems—is a m ore congenial p ictu re  th an  our 
fa th e rs’.

Now adays audiences generally revaluate 
Shakespeare’s d ram atic  pieces. Plays long 
classed am ong h is less m ature  productions 
(T itu s  A ndronicus) are now  having a suc
cessful come-back on th e  w orld ’s stages. T h e  
m ixture o f  burlesque and h igh  tragedy, 
poetry  and  sheer nonsense, dism issed by our 
predecessors as crude and in  bad taste , we 
consider one o f  Shakespeare’s greatest 
achievem ents. T he m usical comedy, Brecht— 
all s trik e  ou t fo r som ething sim ilar. And 
does n o t Beckett m ou ld  h is tragedies ou t 
o f  th e  w ildest, m ost absurd  hum our?

Personally, I  see no th in g  o f th e  ‘careless
ness’ im p u ted  to  Shakespeare in  M easure for 
M easure; i t  isn ’t  th a t  he fa iled  to  elaborate 
th is  sub ject-m atte r o r presented i t  too

m uch  in th e  raw as he  fo und  i t .  In m y op in
ion Shakespeare—just as m uch as his aud i
ence—took  th is  k in d  o f  trea tm en t fo r g ran t
ed and na tu ra l. T h e  character portrayal in  
M easure fo r M easure does n o t differ essen
tia lly  from  th a t  in  h is ind ispu tab le  m aster
pieces.

T h e  Angelo o f  M easure fo r M easure is 
no  T artu ffe, he does n o t a im  a t exposing 
hypocrisy, and  to  th a t extent Shakespeare is 
indeed  o u t o f  line  w ith  our com m on notions 
o f  psychology. But w ith  Shakespeare i t  is 
never a question  o f  exposure in  social o r psy
chological term s. Angelo’s sudden and u n 
reasonable change o f  heart is to ta lly  u n 
explained, and yet Shakespeare asks us to  
accept th e  happy ending as i f  no th in g  could 
be m ore natural and excusable. But is i t  ju st 
in  Angelo’s character and dram atic repre
sentation th a t we can find such apparently  
unresolved, unm otivated  contradictions?

“I  saw A ntonius and C leopatra th e  o ther 
day ,” an acquaintance to ld  m e, “and  I seem 
to  have got th e  hang o f  Shakespeare’s way 
o f  characterization. W h a t do I know o f  A n
tonius? W h a t o f  C leopatra? W h at w ill she 
do nex t?  W ill she betray A ntonius o r not? 
Is she really in  love w ith  h im ? A nd A nto 
nius—w ill he k ill  C leopatra o r k iss her? Eno- 
barbus, th e  cham pion o f  honour, tu rn s tra i
to r  w ith o u t th e  sligh test h in t o f  a fresh m o
tive . Caesar calls C leopatra a ‘trip le -tu rn ed  
w hore’ and  a stru m p et b u t pays tr ib u te  to  
her greatness even in  her death . A ll th e  char
acters are liable to  produce th e  m ost u n 
predictable and contradictory changes in  the  
course o f  th e  p lo t, and  do so w ith o u t any 
m o tiv a tio n ! Shakespeare keeps his stage 
people open b o th  to  th e  audience and  to  
each o th er. W ith in  a particu lar scene he 
generally does w ork w ith  a consum m ate 
sense o f  psychology, elaborated step by
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step, b u t when his hero comes on to  th e  stage 
in  th e  next scene he m ay w ell seem qu ite  a 
different person! W hat, despite th is , is the  
coherence o f his characters based upon? O n 
th e  acceptance o f  a certain  basic a ttitu d e . 
A ntonius, fo r instance, says o f  h im self th a t 
he is ‘th e  greatest prince o ’ t h ’ w o rld ’, and on 
th is  basis he can do w hatever he likes, w ith 
o u t rhym e or reason .”

l . H e ro e s  a n d  C lo w n s

I f  one reads Shakespeare’s d ram atic works 
one afte r th e  o ther, starting  from  King John 
and proceeding tow ards T h e  T em pest, one 
is gradually  overwhelm ed by a feeling th a t 
one is w atching an endless circus parade, a 
k in d  o f  pageant w ith  clowns and zanies, ac
robats, strong m en, equestriennes and freaks 
m arching to  d ru m  beats and tru m p e t blasts. 
O ne could say, in  a tone o f  h ighest adm ira
tion , th a t th is  dram atic  o eu vre  is a “gigantic 
m enagerie.”

Am ong these “ circus people” we can dis
tingu ish  tw o m ain  classes: those who get 
th e  slaps, th e  passive, lowly crowd o f clowns, 
gravediggers and such like, and  th e  h igher 
and m ore aristocratic  company o f  acrobats, 
v iolinists, beau tifu l equestriennes and  m a
gicians. I t  was on account o f  th is  d istinction  
th a t U pton  Sinclair censured Shakespeare 
fo r being “undem ocratic.” H e  fa iled  to  see 
th a t all o f  th em  were m em bers o f  very m uch 
th e  same troupe, th a t  H am le t was o f  a piece 
w ith  th e  gravedigger.

“In  th e  final analysis,” rem arked another 
friend  o f  m ine, “ Shakespeare’s vision is a 
popular one. H is  audiences were n o t m isled 
by th e  silk  and velvet, they  knew these 
people to  be ju st like  them selves. I f  anyone 
w ins in  th e  lo ttery , his clothes m ay change 
b u t  his o ld  se lf rem ains.”

Shakespeare’s clowns, these earthy figures, 
som etim es stum bling  on th e  fringe o f  tra 
gedy, rem ind  m e o f  Beckett’s and Ionesco’s 
creations. W ith  th e ir  quips and gags and 
repetitive antics they  represent th e  extreme, 
debased m isery o f  physical and spiritual

existence. T hey are like protozoa tossed p u r
poselessly abou t in  th e  w ater. Traces o f  the  
m ouldy  h um our and death  obsession o f  m e
dieval devils are s till  to  be fo und  in  them .

Yet, how  w ell H am le t and  th e  gravedigger 
understand  each o th e r’s language! For i t  is 
ju st as m uch tru e  th a t  Shakespeare creates 
his fools o u t o f  scraps o f  w isdom  (w itness 
th e  b rie f lec ture  on th e  physical sym ptom s 
o f  decay given by th e  gravedigger) as th a t  
h is wise m en  are, in  tu rn , com posed o f fo l
lies. T h e  greatness o f  H am le t, B rutus and 
Lear resides only h a lf  in  th e ir  superior in 
tellects and m in d s; we are always sensible o f  
th e ir  hopeless and terrib le  b lindness. W h at 
greater insanity  can one com m it th a n  to  stab  
Polonius to  death? W hen he believes Cassius, 
B rutus is a fool, w hen he doesn’t ,  he  is still 
a fool. W h at so rt is Cassius then?  A nd w hat 
is com m only called Lear’s “sen ility ,” is i t  
n o t th e  same foolishness in th e  dem i-god as 
we have seen in  th e  gravedigger?

O ne o f Shakespeare’s sources, th e  succinct 
P lu tarch , depicts h is heroes in  very m uch 
th e  same fashion. W h at should  one th in k  
o f  h is Caius M árcius? Is he  heroic? Is he a 
trib a l chief ru nn ing  am uck o u t o f  th e  pages 
o f  a W allace novel? Patrio t?  T raito r?  T y 
ran t?  A m an o f  th e  people? A successful ad
ven turer o r else a general o f  genius? A car- 
reerist or th e  saviour o f Rom e? Is no t h is 
apotheosis a fte r h is fa ll a burlesque? A nd i f  
he is so contradictory, so unpredic table  a 
character, w hy do I feel th a t  I know  h im  
from  to p  to  toe? I could, as i t  were, take h im  
in  m y hands, as I could a sta tu e tte—he is so 
very real and hew n in  th e  round—-and could 
laugh and cry on  h is shoulders because he is 
so m uch one w ith  m e! Just because he  is so 
crazily  u n p red ic tab le !

I t  is im possible to  psychoanalyse Shake
speare’s heroes; or, ra ther, th ey  can be so 
analysed a d  in f in i tu m ,  and  s till  th ere  ever re
m ains som ething unaccountable. B ut when 
we feel we know  n o th in g  about th em , no t 
even w hether they  are good or bad, w ise o r 
s tu p id , even th en  we apprehend th em  in 
th e ir  wholeness o f  being, unm istakab ly .
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Shakespeare does no t care to  draw  perm anent 
character tra its  in  harm ony w ith  w hat the  
laws o f  psychology or logic w ould prescribe ; 
he leaves w hat is dark  in  th e  dark . H am le t, 
in  a sense, rem ains a perennial m ystery .Yet 
we see h im  in  h is im m ediacy, body and 
so u l; and as we often  find i t  hard  to  conjure 
up  m entally  some particu lar feature o f  our 
m ost beloved relative, we nevertheless feel 
m ost unm istakably  w hat is m ost character
istic  o f  h im —th e  in tegrity  and wholeness 
o f  his personality . Shakespeare grasps the  
living as living, as th e  ever-changing m an, 
th e  p lay th ing  o f  fate . C om pared w ith  th is 
figure seen in  i ts  unified aliveness, th e  one 
analysed by psychology in to  “ characteristic” 
com ponents and th en  re-assem bled—how 
m any actors are b en t on  digging ju st th is  
o u t o f  Shakespeare’s creations—appears im 
m ovable, m echanical, cu t-and-dried  and ge
neralized .

H ow ever strange i t  m ay seem, Shake
speare is th e  only d ram atis t whose heroes 
are really born  and  really  die. T he ideal does 
n o t fade; type does n o t die. But H am le t is 
m ortal, every m om ent o f  his life ; born  o f  
tim e  and  prey to  tim e. H is  death  has an ir 
revocable finality about it, b u t i t  is also m ust 
natural, som ething in  th e  na ture  o f  th ings. 
I t  is ju st as m uch an indiv idual, inalianable 
p a rt o f  his being as his life, h is th robb ing  
heart and to rtu re d  m in d .

Art— Shakespeare’s a rt— is perhaps the  
only cognitive approach to  th e  particular, 
to  th e  ind iv idual.

z .  T h e  A p p e l la n ts

Polonius is self-repeating, predictable 
and therefore a ludicrous m arionette ; he 
rem ains th ro u g h o u t w hat he is. H am le t 
th rough  a thousand  tu rn s tries h ard  to  avoid 
th e  traps o f  h is own personality  and fate, he 
is ever experim enting w ith  a thousand  va
riations o f  h is own se lf in  o rder to  be free. 
I t  seems as i f  he were continually  striv ing  
to  deny h im self and his position , to  break 
ou t o f  h is se lf and a t last be able to  reveal

som ething to  us in  its  com plete candour, 
som ething th a t  has been h id d en  so far. T he 
whole m an is a continual, ceaseless appeal 
and  pro test against life  and  his own self.

Shakespeare’s heroes are “great” m en, b u t 
th e ir grvatness appears to  be only th e ir  re
solve and purpose, som ething to  strive for, 
w hile they  are entangled in  a hopeless 
struggle against th e ir  own changeableness 
and unpredictable hum anity , against th e  fact 
th a t they too are ju st like us and every o ther 
m em ber o f  th e  hum an  species. T hey  keep 
stum bling  and  falling , lie  and contradict 
them selves ju st because in  every situation  
they  keep struggling  tow ards a new one. In  
a sense i t  w ould be tru e  to  say th a t  every one 
o f  th e  plays is concerned w ith  a desperate 
struggle o f  th e  hero to  carry his ow n self 
forw ard, to  p in  i t  dow n in  adequate words 
and deeds, b u t th a t th e  a tte m p t m u st end 
in  fa ilure.

I t  is in  th is  ceaseless effort th a t  th e  hero’s 
greatness lies, n o t in  h is actual deeds. W ords 
ra ther th an  lig h tn ing -sw ift acts reveal th e  
greatness o f  h is passions. T h e  “generals” 
— Coriolanus, A ntonius, O the llo—are pro
tagonists in  the  dram a in so fa r as they  have 
th is  perverse tendency to  try  to  com prehend 
th e ir  tru e  selves in  th e ir  passions. T hey are 
m ade heroes n o t only by th e  greatness o f 
th e ir  passions b u t also by th e ir  extrem ely 
fine pow er o f  perceiving and analysing th e ir  
predicam ents. In  o th er w ords, th e ir  passions 
are revealed in  th e ir  perspicacity. T hey  are 
th e  ones who continually , in  every new suc
cessive stage o f  th e ir lives, ask them selves: 
“ W ho am  I th a t I feel th is? ”

3. T h e U n su sp e c tin g  P e r s is te r s

I can lit t le  m arvel a t th e  refusal o f  T o l
stoy (w ho, by th e  way, is a m an such as could 
have been penned by Shakespeare) to  un d er
stand  Lear. Probably few er people believe 
in  th e  o ld  k in g ’s trag ic  t r u th  th an  is com 
m only assum ed. N o r is i t  easy to  un d er
stand ju st w hat i t  is th a t touches us so deeply 
in  th is  play.
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Lear? A ty rann ical, cantankerous o ld  m an. 

Actors and psychoanalysts usually  m ake ou t 
a  case fo r h im  by saying th a t  he  is a great 
soul, a lbeit “senile .” But how  on  earth  can 
a n  o ld  m an in  h is dotage be m ade th e  hero 
o f  a tragedy? W h at is th e  t ru th  o f th is  fool
ish  o ld  Lear?

O u r affection fo r h im  and a ll h is  t ru th  
•can be shown, w hen all is said and done, to  
be m ere luxury, superfluous sentim entalism . 
T h e  play te lls  a ll o f  u s: “ O  reason n o t th e  
n e e d . . . "  H is  greatness consists in  his un 
sophisticated  freedom  from  suspicion, his 
obstinacy and im petuosity , or, i f  you like, 
his fa ta l senile infirm ity . As i f  th e  poet were 
ab o u t to  show how  m uch w isdom , m agni
ficence and agony there  are in  o ld  age, ju st 
as m uch, indeed, as there are in  Ju lie t’s youth  
a n d  love. In  th e  end h is decrepitude becomes 
in  our eyes th e  rich, overripe, m agnificent 
sta te  o f  th e  hum an  m in d . Lear’s tragic 
“ fa u lt” is identical w ith  h is virtue. W e m ust 
love h im  fo r th is  very fau lt, as we m u st love 
H a m le t fo r h is indecision.

Shakespeare dem ands o f  us w hat no one 
else does: sym pathy w ith  th e  lo t, th e  suf
ferings and th e  greatness o f o ld  m en in  th e ir 
infirm ities, an understand ing  th a t makes us 
o f  o u r own accord invest Lear w ith  a rig h t 
th a t is n o t h is. W e are com pelled to  look 
in to  th e  d ep th  o f  situations th a t we pass by 
impassively in  ordinary  life . W e are forced 
to  respond w ith  em otions deeper than  we 
com m only  possess. W ho does n o t under
s ta n d  Goneril in  real life? A nd is i t  no t th is  
very understand ing  th a t inspires so m uch 
awe and te rro r in  th e  face o f  th e  fact th a t  
m adness, ho rror and death  aw ait her a t th e  
end  o f  her life? A ll th a t  is needed is a Lear, 
a  senile Lear, who pays a tten tion , a t every 
m om ent o f  his life, ev en to th esm allestth in g s. 
Indeed, w hat trifling  causes these tragedies 
spring from ! A sto len  handkerch ief o r the 
quibble w hether a re tinue  o f  fifty  instead  
o f  a hun d red  knights should a tten d  th e  ab
d icated  k ing . B ut Lear goes m ad over th is  
trifle , fo r everything is closely interlocked 
w ith  everything else on th e  plane he inhab its.

Lear is u n ju st (as Ju liet, H am le t, Corio- 
lanus and th e  rest o f  th em  are a ll u n ju s t and 
prejudiced). But where do h is unw arran t
able p re ten tions in  th is  w orld, h is injustice 
and tyrannical capriciousness lead h im  in  th e  
end? T h is b lin d  selfishness o f  an o ld  m an, th is 
extrem e ind iv iduality  bordering  on crank
iness, gradually  becomes a touchstone. 
Lear’s character is open to  debate, b u t once 
he  has m ade th e  first foolish  step, his per
sonality  and  th e  varying a ttitu d es  to  i t  de
term ine  th e  value o f  everybody in  h is en
v ironm ent. W e have to  sit in  judgem ent 
over th e  sober laws o f  self-protection , and 
we cannot render justice only to  loyalty . 
T h a t  is th e  only th in g  we are sure o f  in  th is  
upheaval. Lear’s boundless claim  to  h is 
daughters’ loyalty  forces us to  bow ou r heads 
before b o th  fa ith fu lness and  filial aifection, 
m ore th an  th a t, before fairness and  chari
tableness and w hat proceeds fro m  them , th e  
h um an  and royal d ign ity  o f  Lear.

I t  is in  his love, his senility , h is extrem e 
iso lation , one could alm ost say: h is “m ost 
p rivate” m ode o f  existence, th a t  th e  hero 
ceases to  be "p riv ate .” I t  is  th ere  and  then  
th a t his sligh test gesture, m ood, m ost casual 
act become a t once pub lic  affairs fo r those 
a round h im —and likewise fo r h is audience. 
T h e  m ost captious tak ing  o f  offence by Lear 
th u s  assumes a m oral significance w ith o u t 
becom ing sym bolical.

4 . T h e  O r g a n is e r s  o f  S o c ie ty

W h at are R om eo and  Ju lie t after? T hey 
w ant to  love each other, no th in g  m ore. But 
th is  they  w ant single-m indedly  and  on a 
level o f  em otional in ten sity  where th e  w hole 
person fixes all a tten tio n  on  one th in g . T hey  
take love as seriously as Lear does filial g ra ti
tu d e . A nd w hat happens? T h e  tw o o f  them , 
w ho w ould g ladly  renounce th e  w orld  in  
w hat is a fte r all a passive passion and who 
w ould  abdicate th e ir  earth ly  th rone, a t once 
find swords po in ting  a t th e ir  breasts from  
all quarters. T h ey  m ake th e ir  defensive 
gesture spontaneously, th e ir  un w ittin g  han d s
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clu tch ing  weapons—w ith o u t fo r a m om ent 
ceasing to  analyse th e ir p lig h t— and gaze be
w ildered  a t th e  b lad e : i t  is d rip p in g  w ith  real 
b lo o d ! Both o f  th em  are H am lets, sw ord in 
h an d  and  th e  astonished cry on  th e ir  l ip s : 
“ T h e  p o in t envenom ’d  to o l T hen, venom , 
to  th y  w ork .” T hey them selves do n o t realize 
th a t  th e ir  perseverance, w hich claim s no th ing  
from  th e  w orld , th e ir  p e rsisten t w ill to  com 
prehend , is, in  fact, aggression against th e  
w orld  and  th a t  th e  w orld  has no choice b u t 
to  re ta lia te  w ith  aggression.

T h e  love o f  Rom eo and Ju lie t is enhanced 
by th e  fact th a t  i t  a t once forces th e  environ
m en t in to  a new  m ould . I t  is th is  love th a t 
calls in to  existence b o th  T y b a lt and  M ercu- 
t io , th o u g h  w ith o u t T y b alt and  M ercutio  
Rom eo and  Ju lie t cou ld  n o t exist e ither. 
T h is  “private  affair” becom es a public  one, 
ju s t  as R ich ard ’s o r M acbeth ’s am b ition . 
Shakespeare’s ch ief characters, w hether noble 
o r  depraved, H am le ts  o r M acbeths, are all 
o f  th e  type  th a t  by th e ir  struggles can bring  
in to  fe rm en t th e  society th ey  live in . I t  is 
n o t so m uch  th e ir  qualities as th is  pow er o f  
th e irs  to  create com m unities th a t  m akes 
heroes o f  Shakespeare’s “great” people. A ll 
o f  R ichard  I I ’s weakness and  depravity  is 
insufficient to  deprive h im  o f  th e  m agic o f  
a  heroic fa te . M acbeth  and  R ichard  are n o t 
villains b u t heroes. Beside H am le t th e  o th er 
hero is n o t Fortinbras o r H o ra tio  b u t  C lau
d iu s. ( “ ’T is  dangerous w hen th e  baser na ture  
com es Between th e  pass and  fe ll incensed 
p o in ts  o f  m igh ty  opposites.”) “D enm ark” 
is  H am le t and  C laudius and those w ho rally  
ro u n d  th em , one way o r th e  o ther.

D enm ark— or, fo r th a t  m atter, England—  
is  n o t only a po litica l en tity  in  these plays. 
D enm ark  fo r us is country, hom e, fam ily, 
school, betrayals, fa iths, double-dealings, 
loves, friendsh ips—all th e  co-ordinates be
tw een  w hich o u r life  is p layed ou t. A Shake
speare tragedy is th e  fo rm ula  o f  th e  develop
m en t and  d isin tegration  o f  th e  re la tionships 
w ith in  every k in d  o f  hum an  com m unity .

T h e  com m unity  always takes shape re
gu larly  and in  concrete de ta il around  th e

person o f  th e  hero, and  i t  collapses in  th e  
same way, usually  th ro u g h  th e  in stru m en 
ta lity  o f  some ou tside  force, b u t invariably 
as a re su lt o f  inner law s. T h e  carrion-crows 
are already on th e  tree  branches, ready to  
swoop dow n, w hen everything s ti ll  looks 
fu ll  o f  life , w hile  a t th e  m om ent o f  death  
th e  life  o f  th e  new  com m unity  begins to  
germ inate. Fortinbras comes to  bu ry  n o t only 
H am le t b u t a lm ost a ll th e  p lay’s m ain  char
acters. W ith  th e  fa ll o f  R ichard  th e  regim e 
th a t  was organized when he took  power to p 
ples. R ichm ond  is a hero only in  so fa r as he 
is R ichard ’s adversary, b u t  we w ithdraw  our 
in te rest fro m  h im  as soon as R ichard  is dead.

T o  approach Shakespeare’s characters in  
term s o f  psychology and th e  “laying-bare 
technique” o f  analyses is doom ed to  failure; 
w hat h is  plays p resent is n o t personal vices 
and conflicts b u t events on  w hich th e  fate  
o f  th e  com m unity  stands o r fa lls . T h a t 
is w hy h is heroes are m onum ental. Even 
th o u g h  th ey  be evil, even i f  they  receive th e ir  
ju st p u n ish m en t, they  a t a ll events have done 
som eth ing  fo r u s. T h ey  consequently  all 
com m and our respect. T h e  hero—however 
g u ilty  o r demoniac—  appears stupendous 
and  terrify in g , because he is p resented  as a 
form ative force in  th e  life  o f  o u r com 
m unity , a creative agent w ho is one o f  us.

In  th e  au d ito riu m  o f  Shakespeare’s th e 
atre  we are all one. I f  th e  g u ilty  recognizes 
h is ow n im age, like  C laudius d id  in  th e  
p lay-w ith in -the-p lay , he w ill reach th e  p o in t 
o f  p ra y in g ; he  w ill give o r t ry  to  give h im 
se lf up , and  by doing so share, even i f  tem 
porarily , our com m on fa te . Is  i t  n o t su r
prising th a t we who have experienced so m uch 
o f  ty ranny  can s till  feel abashed and terrified 
a t th e  fa te  o f  such m onsters as M acbeth?

T h e  aud ito rium  is th e  place to  feel re
sponsible fo r th e  fa te  o f  th e  hum an com 
m unity . I  m ourn  fo r th e  m an I have k illed , 
recognize m y se lf in  m y enem y and laugh a t  
th e  m an  I  revere. W hoever takes his seat a t 
a H a m le t perform ance su b m its h im self to  
th e  law , p rov ided  he subm its h im self to  the  
ty ranny  o f  art.



SHAKESPEARE ON THE STAGE TODAY*
by

O S S I A  T R I L L I N G

W riting over thirty years ago, one of the most distinguished 
theatrical directors and actors of the French theatre solved the 
problem of realism in the following words. This is what he 
said: “If we want to understand a play properly, we have to 
put it back into its own period, into its own style and into its own manner. 

Never before Shakespeare or since has the playhouse been organized in a 
way so vital, so conducive to free movement, to noble theatrical conventions, 
to the full involvement of the audience in the stage-action. Shakespeare took 
the Greek half-circle, which had its roots in the circular stage of Epidaurus 
with its perfect crystallization of the multiple contact between actor and 
audience, and magnified its original function into an instrument of perfec
tion. The Italian Renaissance took away his instrument and put in its place 
a wholly different one which converted a solid stage into a plane surface. 
Ever since your actor has ceased to grow within a realistic three-dimensional 
space. Instead the scale of what he does has grown progressively smaller. 
The loss of the Elizabethan playhouse with its peculiar lay-out is irrepar
able.” These were the words of Louis Jouvet, a pupil of Copeau.

It is essential to bear in mind that the playhouse of today, perspective 
illusion, this rectangular picture-frame of the proscenium arch, as it is 
called, with all the paraphernalia of the modern stage, and the auditorium 
with its boxes and circles, and everything that goes with them, come to us 
not from Shakespeare’s England, or Calderon’s Spain, nor even from 
Moliére’s France, but from Italy, where the architects, designers and 
machinery experts had the upper hand of the men of the theatre proper. 
This baroque theatre is still called le theatre a Vitalienne in France today. 
Let me quote what another great man of the theatre of today has to say on

* This text is part of a lecture given by the Author before university and other audiences in 
Europe.
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the subject. Sir Tyrone Guthrie, the foremost British director, many would 
say, today, wrote this some years ago: “Shakespeare will always have to be 
butchered so long as his work has to be produced in a sort of theatre for 
which the plays were not written, to which they are posivitely ill adapted: 
a sort of theatre designed for effects which are irrelevant to Shakespeare’s 
purpose and inimical to the kind of theatre which he sought.”

Let us remember that the theatre in England underwent an eclipse after 
the executing of Charles I. The two patent theatres, authorized by royal 
decree after the Restoration, after the return of the Court from France, that 
is, were built in the Italian manner. Shakespeare’s plays were no longer per
formed except in wholly unrecognizable adaptations. And when they did get 
as far as the stage they were encumbered in a decorative framework which 
had never been intended for them. In the place of the 17 theatres that were 
active in London in 1629, and by comparison in that same year there were 
only two theatres in Paris, in place of these 17 theatres, London had only 2, 
both modelled not on the Globe or the Swan, but on the Hotel de Bour
gogne or the Palais Royal, which in turn had been modelled on Italian 
prototypes. The “wooden O ,” the “cockpit” of the Chorus of Henry V, 
had disappeared. Instead of the audience’s imagination, to which Shake
speare’s style and realism make their appeal, you had the simulated per
spectives of the Italian theatre. Most of our directors today are fully aware 
of this stylistic contradiction. Unfortunately the greater part are obliged to 
stage their productions in old playhouses and on old-fashioned stages that 
cannot be adapted or only to a very limited degree. Despite this the tend
ency of 20th century stage production is all in the direction of a form that 
corresponds more and more closely to the requirements of the text and the 
author’s purpose. This formal reorientation, not to say theatrical revolution, 
has its roots in the English theatre at the end of the last century, and it has 
left its mark on the work of the most important directors throughout the 
world. I need only refer to the numerous open-air Shakespeare-produc- 
tions throughout Europe today.

Towards the end of the 19th century the performing of Shakespeare was a 
kind of ritual. Stock companies, as the provincial touring companies were 
called, used prompt copies in which every line and stage direction was 
standardized. The actors recited their parts in an artificially rhetorical man
ner. Actions and stage business was traditional. For years, if not for cen
turies, the gravedigger in Hamlet were played in the same unchanging way. 
He wore a whole series of waistcoats of different colours, and these he took 
off one after the other, just as in the famous music-hall sketch. The stage 
itself was smothered in scenery, or rather in painted canvas. Every change of
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scene given in the printed editions was faithfully adhered to, even if this 
meant keeping the audience waiting endlessly with a lowered front-curtain, 
while the set was changed. Incidentally, on the subject of the traditional 
playing of the roles, it is as well to remember that England has never had a 
National Theatre for the presentation of the classics in a particular “national 
style.” But despite the lack of a national acting style in this sense, England 
has never been without a Shakespearean tradition, of a sort, so that it is self- 
evident that in the wake of the formal revolution, a revolution in the style 
of performance was bound to follow. However, let us get back to the formal 
reformation.

It takes its departure from the theories and the practice of William Poel, 
actor and director, who lived from 185z to 1934. He made his debut as 
actor in 1876 and it is interesting to find his name in the cast of the famous 
production of Othello, at the Lyceum Theatre, which was noted for the 
overwhelmingly simulated naturalism of Shakespearean productions. In this 
particular production the part of Othello was played by Sir Henry Irving, 
that of Iago by Edwin Booth, and Desdemona by Ellen Terry. The year was 
1881. Ellen Terry, by the way, was the mother of the English designer 
Gordon Craig, author of “The Art of the Theatre,” who is still alive—he 
lives in a bungalow in Vence in the South of France—and who celebrated 
his 91st birthday on January 16 last. William Poel conceived the notion of 
putting on Hamlet with amateur actors in a small hall under conditions 
approximating to those of the Elizabethan theatre, and using the text of the 
First Quarto. For the first time in 300 years Londoners were able to see a 
play by Shakespeare performed without scenery, without cuts, and without 
a host of intervals and waits between the scenes. It is true that this first 
experiment was inspired by the earlier productions of Benjamin Webster, 
who had put on The Taming of the Shrew at the Theatre Royal in the 
Haymarket in 1844, without scenery. But in restoring the character of 
Fortinbras to the text, to take only one example, for at that time this key 
character was usually omitted altogether, he was laying the groundwork for 
a radical revolution in interpretation and production. In 1893 Poel put on 
Measure for Measure on a wooden platform, with a gallery running along 
the rear, and a transverse curtain, a technical device of which there is no 
record previously. Poel’s argument, despite the adverse criticism of the 
papers at the time, has been recognized and accepted today as the basis for 
all Shakespearean productions, although I regret that it is as often as not 
ignored. A bare stage, Poel used to say, lays demands on the imagination of 
the dramatist and the spectator alike. A production without scenery assists 
the spectator to concentrate his attention on the play: in this way the action
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of the play can acquire a sort of reality, in which the spectator can, so to 
speak, participate. To cut a long story short, Poel founded the “Elizabethan 
Stage Society” in 1895, put on Twelfth Night, followed by The Comedy of 
Errors, in the Hall of Gray’s Inn, where the play was first put on exactly 
300 years before, and by The Merchant of Venice, to which the role of the 
Prince of Aragon, which was always cut in those days, was restored. Another 
innovation was introduced into his production of John Milton’s Samson 
Agonistes. In this the Chorus made its entry along the centre gangway of the 
stalls. In connection with the restoration of the Prince of Aragon, take 
Marguerite Jamois’s production of The Merchant of Venice in Paris, with 
the troupes of Jean-Louis Barrault at the Théátre de France. I was very sorry 
to see that she had left out this character, who is indispensable to the proper 
balance of the comedy. I think that today this cut is absolutely unjustifiable. 
As for the proscenium arch itself, Poel never went as far as thinking of doing 
without it. This was to come much later. What mattered to him was fidel
ity to the original text. “We no longer spend three quarters of an hour,” he 
said of one of his productions, “watching an unresponsive front-curtain, 
while they change the sets backstage.” Five years ago I was in Bucharest and 
I went to see a production of King Lear at the Rumanian National Theatre. 
I spent half the evening staring at this unresponsive front-curtain while the 
sets were being changed. After the curtain came down I told the director 
about his fundemental mistake, and I was delighted to learn that for his next 
production, which happened to be The Tempest, and which he staged after 
a visit to Stratford, where he had seen a production of the play by Peter 
Brook, he had adopted a wholly modern approach. Poel and his pupil 
Granville Barker worked endlessly until the First World War, trying to 
bring their productions of Shakespeare up to date and doing away with the 
traditional melodramatic and declamatory way of acting which had prevailed 
until then. Simultaneously European directors were beginning to take up the 
same ideas. Granville Barker greatly admired and respected the work of 
Jacques Copeau along these lines, and as we all know, the tradition has since 
been handed down to Jouvet, whom I quoted earlier on, and more recently 
to Barrault and Vilar. Thanks to the two great English innovators, Shake
speare, on the English stage at any rate, is today performed with little or no 
cutting of the text, and certainly without transposing it, as was the normal 
practice before them. Today we play the text in the right order. And the 
stage business is married to the words of the text, from which it arises 
naturally and without all the traditional hocus-pocus which bore no relation 
at all to the dialogue.

In going back to the principles of the Shakespearean theatre, we are not
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trying to reproduce a Shakespearean production of Shakespeare’s own day. 
That would only be of interest to antiquarians. Besides we would not be 
able to do so if we wanted to, for we know too little about it. To tell the 
truth, what has happened is not a return to a theatre of the past but a step 
forward towards the theatre of the future. Nowadays we try to invest a 
character with a reality that is both profoundly convincing and up to date. 
This will depend as much on the individuality of the character as on the 
individuality of the director, or the actor. It often happens that in trying to 
be entirely faithful to the original intentions of the poet, the director will 
introduce into the action outrageous bits of stage business that can only be 
accounted for by his own lack of taste or balanced judgement. This may even 
occur in the case of the most experienced director. Take the case of Sir 
Tyrone Guthrie, whom I have already quoted. Ten years ago he put on 
Henry VIII at Stratford. He made his bishops wear red noses and stagger 
across the stage like drunken men, without the least justification in the 
dialogue. One English critic has explained these aberrations by saying that 
there are two Guthries. There is Mr. Guthrie the brilliant and imaginative 
director, who probably has no equal on the English-speaking stage today. 
And then there is Master Guthrie, the mischievous schoolboy with his un
controllable pranks. Be that as it may, it must be obvious to everybody that 
the difficulties of bringing a text up to date in terms of present-day psy
chology are innumerable. After all, Shakespeare’s dramas were written in 
the spirit of the Renaissance and if you try to stage them in a modern way 
you run the risk of coming up against irreconcilable contradictions. This 
is when the good taste of your director, your designer or your actor are so 
important, at least in maintaining a certain unity of style. Music can often 
be put to good use in preserving a unity of style and bridging certain stylistic 
contradictions. But the greatest obstacle to a unity of style is, of course, the 
shape of the theatre in which you are presenting your play. As long as you 
cannot adapt your shape to your needs, and that is the case with the vast 
majority of playhouses today, your hands are tied. And a production, no 
matter how ingeniously conceived or how faithfully planned, can never be 
more than a compromise, at best. That is why I am firmly convinced that 
every new theatre we build today must be adaptable in such a way that the 
stage can be projected out into the centre of the auditorium. If I had my 
way, I should do away with the proscenium arch altogether. If you want 
proof of my contention, go to see almost any one of the growing number of 
open-air productions of Shakespeare today, in a park, in an open-air theatre, 
in a public square, in a castle quadrangle, or a cathedral precinct. I am in
clined to think that this way of putting on Shakespeare today is not only
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one possible way among many others, but actually the ideal way of staging 
and understanding him.

I believe that the architects who are working on new theatrical projects 
are gradually coming round to understand the problem. This is certainly 
true of the United States and of Great Britain. And to a lesser degree of 
Germany. Thirty years ago a new theatre went up in Stratford on the site of 
the nineteenth-century theatre that had gone up in flames some years before. 
The architect was a young woman, who had won the commission in open 
competition; she had never worked on a theatre before in her life. The result 
can only be described as a scandal. The stage was set so far back that the 
actors seemed cut off from the audience by a gulf even wider than that of 
the superfluous orchestra-pit. For years actors were forced to perform on 
this ridiculous stage and nothing was done about it. The architect’s inepti
tude can be instanced in another detail. She had had the excellent idea of 
building a cyclorama at the rear of the stage, in the manner of the German 
theatres of the day. It was constructed of plaster, believed to be the ideal 
reflecting surface, and represented an immovable and rigid architectural 
feature on a stage that was in other respects well equipped in the way of 
moving platforms, lifts, and all the other machinery of the 20th-century 
theatre. Only after the finishing touches had been put to the whole building, 
was it found that no allowance had been made for bringing on the scenery 
from the nearby workshops. As a result a hole had to be cut along the base 
of the cyclorama and that is why those of you who have been there may have 
noticed a permanent scar, as it were, disfiguring the cyclorama which 
would otherwise have given you a perfectly realistic illusion of an 
unbroken sky. In 1951 the gulf between actor and audience was reduced. 
The orchestra-pit was done away with: after all this was a playhouse and 
not an opera-house. The balcony, or circle as we call it, was extended so 
that it now came down along each side of the blank auditorium walls as 
far as the stage. This helped to give the auditorium an intimacy which 
it had never had before. Since then this bond of intimacy has been 
strengthened even more.

Let us take a few examples of recent productions which illustrate some 
modern idea sin execution. In 1946 the English director, Michael Mac- 
Owan, made an attempt to give a unity of style to Macbeth in Stratford, by 
getting his designer to build him a single permanent setting for the play, 
on the stage at Stratford. The period selected was Jacobean, partly because 
that was when the play was written, and partly because this allowed the 
director to use a spacious Castle hallway with three acting-levels, according 
to tradition.

6
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I should like to return for a moment to the theory which presupposes the 
existence of an interior alcove underneath the rearward gallery of the Eliza
bethan stage; this theory has been discarded by most directors today. There 
are two outstanding arguments against it. In the first place it is, I think, 
undeniable that no playwright would place the most intimate scenes of his 
drama in that part of the stage which is the furthest removed from his au
dience. Dr. Leslie Hotson, the American professor, has even adopted the 
theory that the Elizabethan stage was “a stage in the round,” with the 
audience seated circumferentially all around it. Secondly, let us see what 
Bernard Miles, an experienced authority in Elizabethan production, has to 
say. Miles is the director of the new Mermaid Theatre in the City of Lon
don, which is unique for a London theatre in that it has no proscenium arch 
whatever and a raked auditorium that slopes straight down to stage level. 
Before the Mermaid was built, Miles had a travelling theatre, also called 
the Mermaid, which was built along the lines of an open Elizabethan stage, 
and he put on a large number of plays both by Shakespeare and by his 
contemporaries there. Whenever he has tried to stage the scenes in the inner 
recess, that are supposed to have been acted there, he has found that they are 
simply unplayable there. Unplayable, not only because the necessary con
tact has been severed, but for the technical reason that the structure of the 
stage, its proportions, and especially the sight-lines from the auditorium, 
make it impossible.

In 1951 the director at Stratford decided to celebrate the Festival of 
Britain by staging four of the chronicle plays throughout the season on a 
single permanent set. The plays chosen were Richard II, the two parts of 
Henry IV, and Henry V. The designer was Tanya Moiseiwitsch, who had 
often worked with Sir Tyrone Guthrie, and shared his ideas about Shake
spearean production. The setting represented the court, the Carter Inn, the 
town, the countryside, as required, and the acting areas were used according 
to a predetermined plan both for the battle-scenes and for the other, more 
peaceful ones. Everything might very well have been taking place inside a 
“wooden O ”. The main setting consisted of a large central wooden structure 
in plain unvarnished oak, placed midstage, with a platform at the top and 
a set of stairs leading round each side of it to the main stage. In the middle 
of the structure were two openings, which could be used as entrances or as an 
inner recess. The principle of the inner recess was, as you see, utilized on 
this occasion, but it was brought right downstage and as far forward as 
possible towards the audience. To change the scene, all that was needed 
was to lower from the flies different props and hangings, such as flags, dra
peries, and so on. With its three main acting-areas the performance of each
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of the plays was allowed to move forward in one uninterrupted flow. And, 
needless to say, there was no front curtain. In the production of Henry IV 
which Roger Planchon put on in Lyons some years ago and which his com
pany have performed in different cities of Europe, he put on both parts on 
successive nights, using the same technique of suggesting the scene by bring
ing on various symbolical scenic elements. Falstaff was splendidly played, 
by Jean Bouise, as a vicious old man, but all the same worthy of our love. 
When Prince Hal is crowned King Henry V, there is the famous scene in 
which he renounces his former friend in public. Henry appeared to be more 
than usually priggish and his conduct struck one as unjustifiably repellent 
for a man of honour. In the play there is a scene in which Prince Henry, 
to try out Falstaff, puts on a disguise and overhears the old man talking 
about him behind his back. This scene prepares us for the renunciation 
scene, the irony of which, however painful, is emphasized by the events of 
the earlier scene. Planchon admitted that by cutting the earlier scene al
together, as he did, he had left out an essential link in the story and thereby 
distorted it. This was just another example of the great care which directors 
must take when cutting the text of Shakespeare’s plays.

In order not to distort or to betray the intentions of the poet, the present- 
day director of Shakespeare must strike the ideal balance between the past 
and the present. For the most part this can be done by reducing the décor 
to a minimum while preserving the endless possibilities of visual participa
tion provided by the costumes and the properties. Everything is concentrated 
on the words of the text, which are cut as little as is humanly possible. In 
1956 the Hamlet at Stratford was acted on a stage that was almost entirely 
bare with only a huge circular surround of black velvet. I t reminded me 
strongly, especially in its use of the narrow beams of the powerful spotlights, 
of Vilar’s productions (of Don Juan) at the Palais de Chaillot in Paris. The 
essence of these productions was an impenetrable black background, elaborate 
and ornate costumes, and a highly charged atmosphere enhanced by the 
beams of light, while at the same time the entire responsibility of bringing 
out the subtleties of the text devolved on the actors. And, need I say it again? 
on an open stage, without any front curtain. For the past two years Stratford 
has had a new director, a young man called Peter Hall, whose ideas are pos
sibly even more radical still.

Mr. Hall had a new apron-stage constructed at Stratford which projects 
further than ever before into the auditorium. Unfortunately he has not been 
able to push it as far as he wants, so that he has had to give up the utmost 
possible degree of intimate contact, because if he pushed it any further, the 
occupants of the rear circle seats would not be able to see the players who are
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right downstage. This problem can only be resolved in one way. Short of 
having an entirely new theatre built in Stratford, Mr. Hall is proposing to 
gut the present auditorium completely and to build within its walls a single 
tier, sloping in a semi-circle down to the stage, which would jut out halfway 
into the auditorium. Meantime, the directors, young and not so young too, 
for that matter, are trying to find a way towards a new and satisfactory style 
of production. This often leads to the most unexpected results, possibly 
because audiences are always on the lookout for new solutions for their own 
sake. Since they know that Elizabethan actors were dressed in the costumes 
of their own day, and that actors throughout the ages were accustomed to 
dress in contemporary costumes, at least until the middle of the 19th cen
tury, why don’t they do the same today? they say, or something like it, 
at all events. That is why we have had As You Like It dressed in the period 
of Watteau, and very charmingly too, by the way; Henry V in Elizabethan 
doublets at the Old Vic, and last year in 20th century battledress at the 
Mermaid; Much Ado About Nothing set in Messina at the time of the 
Risorgimento; King Lear designed by a Japanese abstract sculptor; and 
Troilus and Cressida, in which Guthrie, excelling himself on this occasion, 
had the Trojans wearing the uniforms of (Central European) Uhlan lancers 
and Helen entertaining her guests at the grand piano. Are all these tricks 
justifiable? I leave the question unanswered. Sir Barry Jackson, who directed 
the Birmingham Theatre for half a century until his death last year, and 
who was the first post-war director at Stratford and really laid the 
foundations for its international reputation today, was the first British di
rector to put on Shakespeare in modern dress. In his Hamlet in the twenties 
Hamlet and Laertes fight a duel with revolvers, and the Prince of Denmark, 
immaculate in dinner jacket, is seen talking to Ophelia, resplendent in an 
evening gown.

Between 1953 and 1958, the Old Vic Theatre offered its patrons all the 
36 plays of Shakespeare that were published in the First Folio of 1623. The 
first of these was Hamlet. The company had already performed this play 
in the autumn during the Edinburgh Festival. Edinburgh has a hall, rather 
than a theatre proper, which belongs to the Church of Scotland and is known 
as the Assembly Hall, where the Old Vic and other troupes regularly per
form each year on its open stage. This is an elongated rectangle which pro
jects right into the auditorium, and the audience are seated on its three sides. 
Behind the stage two long galleries along each side of it on the back wall 
serve as additional entry and exit points for the players. The ground the 
actors have to cover is frequently enormous. It has even been suggested that 
the actors can be heard panting for breath as they come forward to speak
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their lines. But this is nothing exceptional. Three years ago I saw Barrault’s 
Hamlet performed in the Palais des Sports in Paris, in a stadium seating 
5,000, on an open platform stage. The distances were greater than those 
at Edinburgh. The audience sat entranced, hanging on the actors’ every 
word and gesture. You could have heard a pin drop. Here was another 
evidence, if one were needed, of the realistic conviction which the open- 
stage method of presentation lends to the works of Shakespeare. When the 
Old Vic Hamlet reached London, it underwent some radical alterations, be
cause the stage of the Old Vic is the old traditional type of stage, although 
it has a fairly wide apron-stage as well. What struck everyone most, was 
the setting provided by James Bailey the designer. He had a triumphal arch, 
set right down on the setting-line, where the front curtain would normally 
be, and parallel with it. All the action took place in front of this arch. In the 
first year all the plays of the repertoire were performed in this way: Hamlet, 
All’s Well That Ends Well, King John, Twelfth Night, Coriolanus and 
The Tempest. These are all very different kinds of drama, you will agree, 
but with a given number of props and scenic elements disposed in and around 
the archway, perfectly capable of being staged in one and the same essen
tially unchanging permanent setting.

For Othello, the director, Michael Benthall, used two actors, Richard 
Burton and John Neville, who exchanged the two principal roles of Othello 
and Iago. The setting consisted of a centrally placed circular disc, with a small 
number of draped hangings around it. To indicate a fresh scene, the audience 
saw various scenic elements come into play or being brought on as, for ex
ample, for the Council Chamber, which was indicated simply by a throne 
and large candle-holders and a huge red canopy lowered from the flies; this 
was replaced by a huge outstretched fishing-net to indicate the Port of 
Cyprus; for Othello’s palace, a centrally-placed bamboo structure, with a 
strong white light beating upon and through it to suggest the broiling sun ; 
and finally a bed with a single candle-holder and a canopy. Messiaen, the 
French translator of Shakespeare, asks somewhere, “The scenes follow upon 
one another so rapidly: how can Othello possibly believe in his wife’s adul
tery?” And many other critics have said that there was no time for her to 
have sinned, even had she wanted to. To this question there is an obvious 
answer: if the play is staged in the old-fashioned way, Desdemona will have 
more than enough time on her hands to lie with Cassio, and half the rest of 
the company as well. It is precisely because of this rapidity, because of the 
ingenious stringing together of the successive scenes, that Othello’s suspicions 
remain wholly convincing. Once the action is held up, even for a moment, 
all conviction goes by the board. Othello’s blind credulity and Iago’s
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devilish villainy are self-sufficient. Once the director gives you a moment’s 
respite in which to analyse the characters’ behaviour and their motives, he 
has handed you a double-edged weapon which may well undermine your 
willing suspension of disbelief, as it is called. One production of Othello I 
shall long remember was the one staged by the American actor, Orson 
Welles, in London some ten years ago or so. The action moved forward at 
an incredible pace, chiefly because of the enormous cuts in the text and the 
absolutely unbelievable transpositions. The whole production smacked of 
the technique of the film studio, which should not have been surprising, 
since Orson Welles was using the basic script of the film of Othello which 
he had already made. Continuity was obtained by the use of a fast-moving 
transverse curtain which was almost in continual movement. Orson Welles 
made a superb Othello, a huge black monster ensnared in the meshes of his 
own animal stupidity. He was a heavy, slow-moving and slow-witted brute, 
an interpretation that was only made believable by the omission of most of 
his most famous lyrical passages. When the first night came round, he had 
not yet rehearsed the final scene, and the last few minutes of the play were 
more or less improvised by the actors. In the event, Welles, about to snufF 
out Desdemona’s life, threw his huge bulk across the actress’s frail body on 
the bed—she was a tiny slender little thing—and it was all she could do to 
prevent herself from being smothered in dead earnest. This unfortunate in
cident, and similar errors of judgement, reinforce the argument that a di
rector who also wants to play the leading role in his own production, does 
so at his own peril.

One of the loveliest productions of Othello in Stratford in recent years 
was staged by Tony Richardson, when the American Negro singer, Paul 
Robeson, finally got his passport returned to him by the State Department 
and got permission to leave the United States. Originally billed to appear 
at Stratford in the role of Gower, the coloured singing Chorus of Pericles, 
Prince of Tyre, he finally made the journey to appear on a British stage in 
the role of the Moor of Venice for the second time in his career. The first 
occasion had been in the early thirties, in yet another memorable production. 
This Negro with his magnificent presence and his deep bass voice endowed 
Othello with the majesty of a lion and the spiritual strength of a primitive 
being. The production was full of happy inventions on the part of the di
rector, which only served to enhance the audience’s excitement. But he made 
one very unfortunate mistake in placing Desdemona’s bed in the final scene 
on a raised platform, to which a tiny circular staircase gave access. For, after 
smothering his wife up aloft, Othello comes down to the main forestage 
to finish the rest of the scene, and this made it necessary for both Emilia and
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Othello to crawl up the winding staircase to Desdemona’s side where they 
have to die: no amount of skilful playing on the part of the two actors could 
prevent the audience from bursting into laughter at this anticlimax. In 1961 
Peter Hall asked the Italian designer, Franco Zeffirelli, to Stratford to stage 
Othello there with the great Shakespearean actor, Sir John Gielgud, playing 
Othello for the first time in his distinguished career. Zeffirelli, a pupil of 
Luchino Visconti, had previously directed Romeo and Juliet at the Old Vic. 
This production had had an immensely popular success and is one of the 
plays with which a company from the Old Vic toured the United States and 
Europe two years ago. The most effective aspect of Zeffirelli’s Romeo and 
Juliet was its décor. This reproduced on stage in a typically Italian neo- 
realistic manner the streets of Verona with their fourteenth-century teddy- 
boys. This was the first time, by the way, that Zeffirelli had ever tackled a 
dramatic production: before that he had worked exclusively on the operatic 
stage. For Othello he used the same basic decorative conception, filling the 
stage with massive settings that recalled the canvases of Tintoretto or Vero
nese. But these massive sets simply swamped the stage: they swamped the 
actors, almost literally, on more than one occasion, and finally swamped 
the text. I t was a step backwards. The first night lasted more than four hours 
and a half, despite quite a bit of cutting. Perhaps the moral of this sad 
little story is, to paraphrase Mr. Thomas Rymer, the following: it is a 
caution to the managers of Shakespearean theatres to avoid employing Italian 
directors, if they do not want their Shakespeare to be massacred. Ian Bannen, 
who played Iago, is one of the most promising of the younger generation of 
British actors. He had already won his critical laurels earlier in the season 
as Hamlet. But his Iago was the very devil incarnate, not only when speaking 
his soliloquies, when he has to bare his soul to the audience, but throughout 
the entire tragedy, when speaking to Othello and the other characters. This 
makes nonsense of Othello’s repeated “Honest Iago!” and it certainly contra
dicts Iago’s own words: “I am not what I am.” Another consequence of this 
was that the audience lost very little sympathy either on Othello or even on 
Desdemona. And it is, of course, absolutely essential that the audience should 
experience sympathy with the victim of a conspiracy in a drama. There is a story 
told about a Shakespearean performance which well illustrates my point, I 
think. In a small middle-west town in America, a stock company are about 
to perform Othello for the first time. The saloon is packed to the roof. All 
tough cowboys! As Othello is about to strangle Desdemona, one of the 
cowboys draws his gun and shoots the actor on the spot. The manager of 
the company, horrified, draws his own gun and shoots the cowboy dead. 
The two dead men are buried in a common grave with the following in-
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scjription on the tombstone: “Here lie the perfect actor and the perfect 
spectator!”

Exactly 43 years ago, in Norwich, in the east of England, Nugent Monck 
built a theatre, the Maddermarket, for presenting Elizabethan plays and 
others, more or less in the style of the period. With its wooden beams, this 
was the only permanent Elizabethan-type theatre in the whole country, and 
it has survived because its actors are amateurs. Today there are several 
professional touring companies that use a marquee or tent and have an 
open stage where Shakespeare and even later authors are staged in the way 
I have described. Outside England, too, the idea is catching on. The pro
duction of Hamlet in Budapest which I saw last year made an attempt, so 
the director told me, to achieve continuity of action by the use of a project
ing forestage and self-changing scenery; though he admitted that the exe
cution of the sets proved too complicated and he was obliged to lower the 
curtain at times contrary to his original plan. Last year Sir Laurence Olivier 
opened the Chichester Festival Theatre, in southern England, with plays by 
Jacobean authors (rather than by Shakespeare, though Shakespeare is pro
mised for the 1964 fourth centenary celebrations). Both Shaw’s Saint Joan 
and Chekhov’s Uncle Vanya have been staged on its six-sided open stage 
with as much conviction as on the more usual proscenium-stage. Even at 
the Aldwych Theatre in London, with its replica of the protruding stage 
at Stratford, The Cherry Orchard was most successfully mounted by Michel 
Saint-Denis, with the intimate scenes played on the forestage, without 
recourse to the illusion of the missing fourth-wall to convey Chekhov’s 
characteristic psychological realism.

The first permanent theatre of this type was the Festival Theatre in 
Stratford, Ontario, in Canada, opened in 1954 by Sir Tyrone Guthrie as
sisted by his designer Tanya Moiseiwitsch (daughter of the famous pianist). 
Tented to begin with, it now has a permanent roof and has become the 
home of the annual Shakespeare Festival in Canada. A similar Festival 
Theatre has since been opened in Stratford, Connecticut, in the United 
States, and Tyrone Guthrie, whose theories and experience enable the 
Chichester theatre to take shape in its current popular form, has had a new 
theatre named after him in Minneapolis this year. It, too, is based on the 
open-stage principle and opened its doors in the summer of 1963 with 
Hamlet directed by him along these lines.

The new Civic Theatre in Nottingham, which is scheduled to begin 
working in the winter of 1963, has been constructed on a twofold principle. 
For the classics, the stage is fully open. The circular auditorium is drum
shaped and the actors will perform on a raised platform at one side, without
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proscenium arch or wings. For modern dramas, in the naturalistic con
vention, the rear wall can open up and, hey presto! you are in a traditional 
theatre with a peepshow stage. The British National Theatre to be, of 
which Sir Laurence Olivier has taken charge, and which is temporarily hous
ed inside the Old Vic Theatre, where it opened its first season with Hamlet 
on October 22, 1963 (on a compromise stage with only a minimal forestage 
available), is also to be designed in accordance with these principles and 
with only a single tier in the form of an amphitheatre for the spectators. 
Now, after four centuries, we are seeing the birth of a new type of play
house more in keeping with our manifold and multiple requirements. I do 
not think that we can be charged with having disregarded the rules. For, as 
always, it is the poet who has made them.
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QUOTING SHAKESPEARE 
IN HUNGARY

by

L ÁS ZLÓ O R S Z Á G H

O ne of many measures of an author’s enduring popularity is how 
many of his sayings and verbal coinages become household 
words or frequently used expressions in the speech and writings 
of those living in ages after him.

Shakespeare’s lasting fame is thus partly attested to by the great number 
and currency of quotations from his works in both literature and everyday 
life in English-speaking countries. Such well-known collections as the 
Oxford Dictionary of Quotations or the bulky volume of Bartlett’s Familiar 
Quotations list thousands of passages from his works as words and lines 
that occur constantly in contemporary English literary texts and even in 
the small talk of our day. Indeed, so deeply embedded have Shakespeare’s 
words become in English phraseology that quite frequently speakers are 
unaware of the fact that they are quoting him. There is a story, probably 
apocryphal but still credible, of an uneducated upstart who attended a per
formance of Hamlet for the first time in his life and found it boring, if 
not just a heap of plagiarisms, because of its being so full of sayings and 
stock phrases that were well known to him from common everyday talk.

The fact that some of Shakespeare’s lines are frequently quoted even by 
Hungarians (in Hungarian, of course), a people geographically so very 
distant from his homeland, and centuries after his time, is indisputable 
evidence of two things: one is that the way he put a thought was so apt, and 
so felicitously translated, that it caught on. The other is that the works 
of the poet are very frequently acted or read in translation in this country.

Towards the end of the 19th century the compiler of the first modern 
dictionary of Hungarian quotations, Béla Tóth, in his S^ájrul szájra listed 
28 Shakespearean passages that he regarded as part of the Hungarian stock 
of current quotations. This number may possibly be considered slightly 
exaggerated, for the most part because Tóth based his collection only on
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written sources and the talk of the most educated circles. Today, some 70 
years later, we are prepared to settle for a more modest number, especially 
if we take the talk of average educated Hungarians as our point of reference.

The greatest number of presently used quotations from Shakespeare is 
supplied by the tragedy Hamlet, as is true in England too. (The Oxford 
Dictionary of Quotations lists 316 such passages from that tragedy alone, 
some of them well over 10 lines long, which can, of course, scarcely be called 
frequently spoken quotations.) Perhaps the best-known, most frequently 
quoted passage in Hungary is

Lenni vagy nem lenni, eg îtt a kérdés, a slightly modified version of the transla
tion by János Arany of the famous line 

To be, or not to be: that is the question.
There is yet another line of that great soliloquy that has caught on here: 

A hivatalnak packágásai, 

the Hungarian version of

the insolence of office,

a term which in Hungary is used to condemn bureaucracy and which was 
an apt title for a book, published in Hungary a few years ago, attacking 
that unpleasant aspect of modern life.

Another frequently cited passage from Hamlet shares the fate of ever 
so many poetic lines, namely, the tendency to improve on the original ver
sion. The line

Something is in rotten the state of Denmark 
was rendered by János Arany in his meticulously accurate translation as

Rothadt ag_ államgépben valami.

Nowadays this is quoted in the more effective, though definitely coarser 
form of

Valami bűglik Dániában,

and is used to refer to rumours of shady deals.
Today, in the age of the emancipation of women, the line

Gyarlóság, asszony a neved!
in the original

Frailty, thy name is woman!

is less frequently heard in everyday talk, yet it remains one of the well- 
known passages of Shakespeare because the translator, Arany, used it in
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the motto of a famous poem of his, entitled A honvéd özvegye (“The Warrior’s 
Widow”), which comments on the unseemly haste with which the widow 
of the great Hungarian poet, Sándor Petőfi, who fell in the revolutionary 
war of 1849, married another man.

The words
Mit neki Hekuha!

in the original
What’s Hecuba to him,

are on the other hand often used by all sorts of persons to castigate someone’s 
negligent attitude and indolence. Similarly the line

in English
Őrültség, de van henne rendszer,

Though this be madness, yet there is method in it, 
is also fairly frequently heard.

It is not possible to determine how frequent or how widely current a 
quotation from, or a coinage by, any author is at a given moment. In the 
present writer’s view the following three passages from Hamlet are of de
finitely limited currency in Hungary nowadays, restricted to the writings 
rather than to the talk of the most educated circles:

and

Ó, azi én próféta lelkem!
O my prophetic soul!

a nem ismert tartomány, 
Melyhői nem tér meg utazó,

which is Hungarian for

The undiscover’d country from whose bourn 
No traveller returns,

and finally Hamlet’s allusive words

in English

Töhh dolgok vannak földön és egen 
Horatio, mintsem hölcselmetek 
Álmodni képes,

There are more things in heaven and earth,
Horatio,

Than are dreamt of in your philosophy.

The rest of the living Hungarian quotations amount quantitatively to



about as much as the ones from Hamlet, at least in the reading and listen
ing experience, over several decades, of the present writer.

From the last scene of Richard III come the words
egy országot egy lóért!

Hungarian for
my kingdom for a horse!

This again is slightly different from the versions found in the translations 
of both Ede Szigligeti (completed in 1866) and István Vas (published in 
1946). The “improved” version (literally, a country for a horse,) is used 
nowadays as a semi-jocular if not ironical reference to somebody’s desperate 
attempt to win a relatively insignificant advantage by jettisoning something 
of infinitely greater value.

Julius Caesar, a tragedy much read in Hungarian schools for the last 
60 or 70 years, in the translation of Mihály Vörösmarty, left its mark on 
the language with two expressions:

Temetni jöttem Caesart, nem dicsérni,
I come to bury Caesar not to praise him,

and the even more frequently quoted line
Philippine  ̂ találkozunk!,

in the original as
meet them at Philippi,

from Cassius’ words in line 224 of Act IV, scene 3.
When not used menacingly this latter quotation has a definitely jocular 

ring in Hungary nowadays. It generally means that “the two of us” will 
meet at the appointed place or when the showdown comes.

Juliet’s words in the second scene of the second act,
Ó Romeo, mért vagy te Romeo?
O Romeo, Romeo! wherefore art thou Romeo?

one hears relatively seldom. To a Hungarian it means: Why are you what 
you are; why can’t  you be somebody else?

The very names of Romeo and Juliet are proverbial in Hungary now, by 
far the best-known personages of Shakespeare, the symbols of ardent young 
love, the dashing young man, the demure and faithful yet unfortunate young 
woman. No other Shakespearean character has come to be so universally 
known by so many people of every class in this country in our days. Only 
Shylock, whose name stood for heartless extortion and the blackest usury, 
could, perhaps, have competed with them in the years before the war. But
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Shylock’s name is fast fading from public consciousness and from everyday 
language. The Merchant of Venice has not been staged in this country 
since the last war, and he is practically unknown to the younger generation.

O f all of Shakespeare’s works the title of only one has become detached 
from the play, so to say, to become a proverb, and that one is

sok hűhó semmiért,
in English, Much Ado About Nothing. The Hungarian title was created by 
the translator, László Arany, in 1876 and has since become proverbial, one 
of the standing phrases of the language. I t is used by millions of people who 
have never even heard of Shakespeare’s play.

The words of Iago to Othello,
A zöUszemű szörny,

the green-ey’d monster (in Act III, scene 3), the symbol of jealousy, are 
one of the best-known coinages of Shakespeare in Hungarian and serve, 
among many other instances of occurrence, as the title to one of the well- 
known short stories by the eminent early-20th-century Hungarian novelist, 
Géza Gárdonyi.

The colour adjective is noteworthy in this passage. In the English language 
envy (that archetypal human attitude of which jealousy is merely a special 
aspect) is traditionally associated with the colour adjective green, whereas in 
Hungarian it invariably goes with yellow. Thus the Shakespearean colour 
adjective adds a special piquancy to a Hungarian listener.

A Midsummer Night’s Dream provided our tongue with one quotation 
only, but its frequency of use compensates for the absence of many other 
memorable passages. That is

helyes a hőge's, oroszlán!
Arany’s ever-popular rendering of

Well roared, lion.
It is used in Hungary, as elsewhere, in mock admiration of somebody’s 
apt answer or clever remark.

All these Shakespearean passages are invariably quoted in this country 
in their Hungarian form. We must mention, last but not least, the only 
Shakespearean passage that has always been quoted in English in this country 
in the last hundred years or so. I t comes from Julius Caesar (Act III, scene 1, 
189). Not one person in ten thousand in Hungary knows that he is quoting 
a slightly "improved” Shakespearean passage, and that is nothing other than

last (hut) not least.
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SHAKESPEARE’S TWO CENTURIES 
ON THE HUNGARIAN STAGE

In  H ungary  th e  roots o f th e  Shakespeare 
cu lt go back to  th e  last decades o f  th e  18th 
century. T h e  first H ungarian  transla tion  o f  
a fragm ent fro m  R ichard  II, by  György 
Aranka, afte r W ieland , was published  in  
1785.

I t  is characteristic o f  th e  first period  o f 
acquaintance w ith  Shakespeare in  H ungary, 
w hich lasted  approxim ately u n til  th e  open
ing  o f  th e  Pest N a tional T h ea tre  (1837), 
th a t  th e  plays were transla ted  from  Germ an 
versions and n o t fro m  th e  original English 
tex t. T h e  young H ungarian  thea tre  lacked 
n o t only a perm anent hom e b u t also a reper
to ry  o f  original H ungarian  dram atic w orks; 
a t best, H ungarian  authors produced d idactic  
plays fo r educational purposes o r bookish 
dram as o f  literary  insp iration . H ungarian  
actors tu rn ed  fo r ideas to  th e  flourishing 
G erm an th ea tre  in  H ungary , p a rtly  because 
th e  la tte r  presented  th e  m ost successful 
plays o f  th e  period  and p a rtly  because com 
petition  had  y e t to  be developed in  i ts  own 
field.

As a resu lt o f  the  influence o f the  G erm an 
th ea tre  H ungarian  audiences soon grew fa
m ilia r w ith  th e  nam e o f  Shakespeare. U nder 
th e  im pact o f  social and  sty listic  forces, be
fore long H u ngary  became th e  scene o f  great 
appreciation o f  Shakespeare, w hich, while 
notew orthy by European standards, was re
garded as perfectly  na tura l by H ungarians.

A glance a t th e  Shakespeare program  o f  
th e  G erm an th ea tre  in  H ungary  reveals th a t

H am le t was p layed fo r th e  first tim e  in  
1776, R om eo and  Ju lie t and  O th e llo  in  
1783 and K ing Lear in  1786. F irs t n igh ts 
follow ed each o th er in  qu ick  succession ; 
m ost o f  Shakespeare’s plays, a t any ra te  th e  
m ost im p o rtan t ones, were presented  on  th e  
G erm an stage o f  H ungary  by  1793, th e  year 
o f  th e  first Shakespeare perform ance in  H u n 
garian. T here  can be no d o u b t abou t th e  m e
d iation  o f  G erm an acting . T h e  G erm an tex ts 
were badly  m u tila ted , abbreviated adapta
tions, reduced to  th e  effective, pow erful 
scenes. As a ru le  H u ngarian  com panies ac
qu ired  these versions and proceeded to  stage 
th e  plays, th e  originals o f  w hich were u tte rly  
unknow n to  th em , in  a  fo rm  adapted  to  
H ungarian  conditions. How ever, th is  fac t 
counted  fo r l it t le  w hen th e  m o st u rgen t 
needs had  to  be su p p lied ; th e  dem and fo r 
plays and good parts was satisfied fo r th e  
tim e  being. As evidenced by  th e  o ldest play
bills , H ungarian  actors liked  to  choose fo r 
th e ir  benefit perform ances th e  roles o f  R o
m eo, Lear, Shylock, R ichard  and  O thello .

Ferenc Kazinczy, th e  educator and gen
eral facto tum  o f  th e  new H ungarian  lite 
ra tu re , devoted m uch  a tten tio n  to  th e  th e 
atre . H e  consciously endeavoured to  enrich 
H u ngarian  literary  and dram atic language 
by first-rate in terp reta tions o f  w orks by em i
n en t w riters. W h ile  he  recognized th e  d i
dactic  influence o f  th e  stage, he  also knew  
a ll th e  d ifficulties o f  th e  young H ungarian  
theatre . T h e  developm ent o f  w ell-transla ted
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lite ra tu re  was th e  focal p o in t o f  h is literary  
program . H e  h im self was an active tran s
la to r o f  d ram atic works, and s ti ll  he too re
lied  on G erm an versions, w ishing m ost o f  
all to  set an exam ple by careful w ork o f  h igh  
quality . H is  transla tion  o f  H am le t appeared 
in  1790 and served as a stage copy for m any 
decades. A part from  th e  above-m entioned 
transla tion  o f  R ichard  II, in  o rder o f tim e 
his work was preceded only by a transla tion  
o f  Rom eo and Ju lie t pub lished  in  1786.

From  th e  end o f  th e  18th century Until 
th e  Pest N a tional T heatre  was opened, th e  
T ransylvanian tow n  Kolozsvár (now Cluj in  
Rum ania) played an im p o rtan t p a r t in  th e  
Shakespeare cu lt. T h e  transla tion  o f  R ichard 
II was by a T ransylvanian. T h e  excellent 
actors who were to  become th e  m em bers o f  
th e  N ational T heatre  were s till  perform ing 
as troupes o f  w andering players, fighting a 
heroic battle  fo r th e ir  existence as actors and 
fo r th e  H ungarian  language. A lm ost every 
one o f  th em  had  been to  Kolozsvár and was 
sooner o r later given a p a rt in  th e  first per
form ances o f  Shakespeare. H am le t (1794), 
O the llo  (1794) and a variant o f T h e  T am ing 
o f  the  Shrew under th e  t itle  o f  Gassner II  
(1880) were presented  first a t Kolozsvár, 
where R ichard II  (1804), King Lear (1811), 
M acbeth  (1 8 11), and R om eo and Ju lie t were 
produced soon afte r th e ir  Pest p r e m ie re s .  

A few plays were presented first at Pest or 
Buda, when th e  first organized com pany o f 
H ungarian players, headed by László Kele
m en, tr ied  to  gain a foo tho ld  in  the  capital 
in  th e  early 1790’s. T h is  company p u t  on 
Rom eo and Ju lie t in  1793 ; R ichard  III, in a 
form  adapted to  H ungarian  conditions, in 
1794; and O thello  and King Lear, also in  a 
fo rm  adapted to  H ungarian  conditions, in 
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W ith  th e  opening o f  th e  Pest N ational 

T heatre, th e  H ungarian  th ea tre  was given a 
perm anent, representative hom e. T h e  stru g 
gle fo r language reform  was over, and th e  
H ungarian  Academ y o f  Sciences became the  
official fo rum  fo r deciding questions o f th e  
H ungarian language. In  1831 M ihály  Vörös

m arty , th e  H ungarian  R om antic  poet and 
th e  first im p o rtan t dram a critic, subm itted  
a proposal to  th e  H ungarian  Academy of 
Sciences suggesting th a t  m em bers o f  th e  
Academy should  undertake to  transla te  and 
publish  a selection o f  Shakespeare's works. 
Since th is  proposal failed  to  produce the  
desired results , ten  years la te r V örösm arty 
took  up th e  subject again in  th e  colum ns o f 
th e  journal A th e n a e u m :  “ O ne good transla
tio n  o f  Shakespeare is equal in  value to  at 
least h a lf  o f b e lle tris 'ic  lite ra tu re .” N o t only 
as a leader o f literary  life  b u t also a critic  he 
watched th e  success o f adequately transla ted  
good works. V örösm arty always strove to  
prom ote th e  Shakespeare cu lt. In  th is  en
deavour he was helped by G ábor Egressy, one 
o f  th e  m o st em inent actors o f  th e  age.

T h is versatile a rtis t and  excellent th ea t
rical organizer also m ain tained , from  h is 
stage experience, th a ’- a first-rate com plete 
H ungarian  transla tion  o f Shakespeare should  
be m ade, in  o rder to  satisfy and appropri
ately deepen th e  increasing in te rest in  the  
great d ram a tis t’s w orks. Egressy h im self 
nam ed th e  th ree  best poets o f  h is age as th e  
m ost suitable fo r th e  task . In  1847 i t  seemed 
th a t th e  pro ject w ould  soon be carried ou t. 
V örösm arty, Arany and Petőfi agreed to 
produce a volum e o f  selections. U n fo rtu 
nately th e  undertak ing  came to  a s tan d still a t 
th e  very beginning. Petőfi’s short life  allowed 
h im  no m ore tim e  th an  to  transla te  Coriola- 
n u s; i t  was n o t u n til  1856 th a t  V örösm arty 
was able to  finish King L ear; and th e  tran s
lations o f  János Arany (H am let, A M id 
sum m er N ig h t’s D ream , and King John) 
appeared only in  th e  ’sixties. Perhaps every
th in g  w ould have taken  a d ifferent tu rn  had 
th e  suppression o f  th e  W ar o f Independence 
o f  X 848 no t in te rru p ted  w ork in th is  sphere 
as w ell as others.

T h e  theatre , however, rem ained fa ith fu l 
to  Shakespeare; series o f  new  transla tions 
were m ade to  cover everyday requirem ents. 
T h e  m ost g ratify ing  feature o f th is  develop
m ent was th e  grow ing num ber o f  transla tions 
based on th e  original E nglish tex t—w ithou t
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Scene from Romeo and J uliet, at the Budapest Vígszínház theatre. 
Stage Design by János Cselényi
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any support from  German versions, though  
they  were o ften  s till  w ritten  in  prose. S till, 
as com pared to  efforts in th e  in itia l decades, 
these products certainly advanced th e  cause 
o f Shakespeare. I t  was in  the  year o f  th e  three- 
h u n d red th  anniversary o f  Shakespeare’s 
b ir th , 1864, th a t  th e  undertak ing  d irected 
by th e  K isfaludy Society was in itia ted  un 
der th e  leadership o f János A rany; th e  objec
tive was to  produce a com plete Shakespeare 
in  H ungarian  by th e  end o f 1878. O f  th e  
translations included in  th is  collected ed ition  
only th e  works o f  th e  th ree  great classic poets 
and  those o f  László Arany have survived. 
T h e  activities o f these m en as translators es
tablished th e  im perative need o f  producing th e  
tru es t possible tex t and a t th e  same tim e 
fa ith fu lly  re taining form  w hen rendering 
foreign works. T hey  in itia ted  th e  th ird  pe
riod  o f  H ungarian  Shakespeare translations, 
w hich still continues. T h e  principal aim  and 
task  have been to  replace a good transla tion  
by a b e tte r one, to  exchange obsolete w ord
ing fo r m ore m odern language.

But w hat was th e  fate o f  th e  dram atic 
stage w hile translations w ent th rough  such 
a process o f  ferm entation? A brief survey 
shows th a t  from  th e  tim e  o f  th e  opening 
o f  th e  Pest N a tional T heatre  th e  num ber o f  
H ungarian Shakespeare perform ances grew 
by leaps and bounds. In  1838 th e  only p r e 

m i s e  was th a t  o f  King Lear, in  1839 H am 
let. Productions betw een 1840 and 1850 were: 
T he M erchant o f  Venice (1840), Coriolanus 
(1842), Julius Caesar (1842), O th e llo  (1842), 
R ichard  III (1843), M acbeth  (1843), Rom eo 
and Ju liet (1844) and th e  first pa rt o f H enry  
IV . T he years from  1850 to  i8 6 0  showed 
sim ilar activ ity : T im o n  o f  A thens (1852), 
Com edy o f  Errors (1853), T h e  M erry W ives 
o f  W indsor (1854) and T h e  T am ing  o f  th e  
Shrew (1855). T hereafter first n igh ts gradu
ally grew less freq u en t: A M idsum m er 
N ig h t’s D ream  was presented in  1864. T he 
W in te r’s T ale  in  1865 and H enry  V III in 
1867. T h e  p re m ie re  o f T h e  T em pest took 
place in  1874, th a t  o f M uch Ado A bout 
N o th in g  in  1876, th a t o f  T w e lfth  N ig h t in

1879. A look a t th e  lis t o f  perform ed works 
suffices to  convince th e  reader th a t  after th e  
m ost fam ous plays only a few attractive 
pieces were to  fo llow : Cym beline (1881), 
King John (1892), T ro ilu s and  Cressida 
(1900), th e  second p a rt o f  H enry  IV  (1916), 
As You L ike I t  (1918), R ichard  II (1925), 
M easure fo r M easure (1927), and A ll’s 
W ell T h a t Ends W ell (1940). T h u s th e  2 0 th  
century had  to  m ake up only fo r two im 
p ortan t om issions (As You Like I t  and A ll’s 
W ell T h a t Ends W ell), fo r th e  19 th  century 
had  done efficient work in  m aking known 
and popularizing  Shakespeare’s plays.

From  th e  last decade o f  th e  19th century 
u n til  th e  F irs t W o rld  W ar th e  Shakespeare 
cu lt grew m ore and m ore in  H ungarian  
tow ns. D uring  th e  years follow ing th e  F irst 
W o rld  W ar th is  enthusiasm  w aned in  an 
atm osphere o f  ceaseless econom ic crises; 
th e  Shakespeare cu lt was actually  confined 
alm ost exclusively to  th e  capital. D ata o f  
philological accuracy are no t available, b u t 
they  w ould hard ly  call fo r any essential 
change in  th e  final results to  be quoted  be
low, in  th e  draw ing up  o f  w hich events in 
tin y  villages alone have been disregarded. 
Any in form ation  th a t m ay s till  come to  lig h t 
w ill scarcely affect th e  first place o f  H am le t 
and th e  alm ost equally leading position  o f 
Rom eo and Ju liet. T he perm anent, v irtually  
unquenchable th irs t  o f  th e  public  fo r noble 
tales w ill lastingly  ensure th e  th ird  place o f 
A M idsum m er N ig h t’s D ream . A lthough 
one or another play m ay be given special 
preference fo r a decade or tw o, in  th e  long 
ru n  an order o f popularity  has come to  pre
vail w hich may be slightly  m odified b u t is 
unlikely  to  undergo a radical change—a les
son from  th e  m ore th an  200 years o f  hom age 
to  Shakespeare in  H ungary . Such special fa
vour was show n afrer th e  Second W orld  W ar 
to  T he T am ing  o f th e  Shrew, T w elfth  
N ig h t and As You Like I t .  T hese are come
dies and as such have had im m ense success 
on the  cu ltu ral program  m arked ou t fo r th e  
R ural S ta te  T heatre  and th e  ten  perm anent 
theatres in  th e  H ungarian  provinces. T h is

7



98 THE NEW HUNGARIAN QUARTERLY
explains why O thello  has fallen back be
h in d  T h e  T am ing  o f  th e  Shrew in  th e  past 
decade, no tw ithstanding th e  obviously h igh  
appreciation fo r th is  tragedy fe lt by Shake
speare’s adm irers.

T he follow ing figures give th e  num ber o f
perform ances o f  Shakespeare’s plays in  H u n 
gary, up  to  Ju ly  1962:

H am le t 1,050
Rom eo and Ju liet 875
A M idsum m er N ig h t’s D ream 601
T h e  T am ing  o f  th e  Shrew 586
O thello 4 9 4
T w elfth  N ig h t 463
M uch  Ado A bout N o th in g 294
R ichard  III 293
As You Like I t 289
King Lear 276
T h e  M erchant o f  Venice 262
M acbeth 209
A ntony and Cleopatra 177
Com edy o f  Errors U 7
Julius Caesar 130
T h e  T em pest 122
A ll’s W ell T h a t E nds W ell 118
T h e  M erry W ives o f  W indsor 106
H enry  IV  (parts l  and 2) 80
Coriolanus 78
T h e  W in te r’s Tale 46
H enry  V III *3
King John 20
T ro ilus and Cressida 19
T im o n  o f  A thens 18
Cym beline 11
R ichard  II 5
M easure fo r M easure 4
T w o G entlem en o f  Verona 3
H enry  V I i

Love’s Labour’s Lost, T itu s  A ndronicus, 
H enry  V  and Pericles have so far no t been 
perform ed in H ungary .

V ery few reliable data  have come down 
to  us about th e  style and artistic  level o f  the  
early period. In  all probability  the  perform 
ances were no t m uch superior to  am ateur 
efforts. C ontem porary records m ention  few

actors and  actresses fo r th e ir  m em orable 
achievements, paying tr ib u te  m ostly  to  M rs . 
Kántor, who was am ong th e  first and  best 
artists in  H ungary  to  play in  Shakespeare. 
T here  was hard ly  any team  w ork a t these 
perform ances, w hich were occasions fo r th e  
display o f ind iv idual excellence by an o u t
stand ing  actor or actress who declaim ed th e  
lines sentim entally . As fo r scenery, these 
com panies o f  stro lling  players had  to  be 
con ten t w ith  th e  sim plest devices; how 
ever, they  d id  th e ir  best to  provide splen
dour in  th e ir  costum ing.

In  the  past century th e  Shakespeare per
form ances a t th e  N a tional T h ea tre  have con
form ed in  style to  those o f  th e  contem porary 
European theatres. From  th e  reviews it  seems 
th a t th e  sentim ental, declam atory d ic tio n  
and  style o f  acting, w hich were so fashion
able a t th e  beginning, gradually  approached 
a m ore realistic  m ode o f  represen tation . 
Occasionally a great actor o r  actress w ould 
a lte r and reform  trad itio n s to  su it h is o r h e r  
ind iv idual appearance or inner co n stitu tio n . 
W ith  th e  passage o f  tim e  team  w ork became 
m ore un iform  and harm onious. By th e  end 
o f  th e  century, when th e  school o f  M ein in 
gen had m ade itse lf  strongly  fe lt a ll over 
Europe in  acting  and  in  th e  am bition  to  
p resent depressingly overdone realism  on th e  
stage, th is  tren d  found  adherents and follow 
ers also in  H ungary . T h e  Shakespeare aud i
ences w hich lived, th rilled , and  sym pa
th ized  w ith  th e  play, however, gradually  
dw indled , and were finally replaced by 
schools and m em bers o f  th e  educated in te l
ligentsia, where i t  was considered bon to n  t o  
know  th e  works o f  Shakespeare. T h is  led  to  
th e  academic, d idactic  style th a t  m arked the  
perform ances o f Shakespeare’s plays a t th e  
tu rn  o f  th e  century . T h e  dense, heavy a t
m osphere lif ted  only a fte r th e  F irs t W o rld  
W ar, in  th e  1920’s, in  response to  th e  w ork 
o f  Sándor Hevesi, th e  em inent stage-m ana
ger o f  th e  period, who developed a new con
cept. H e  tr ied  to  im ita te  th e  original Shake
spearean stage and to  in troduce a m ore 
voluble flow o f  speech and acting . In  th is
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new sty le, m o tio n  and tone became the  dom 
inating  elem ents. Sándor H evesi was gu id 
ed  chiefly by  aesthetic  and  theatrical-tech
nical considerations. H e  also la id  stress on 
hum an re la tio n sh ip s ; where he abbreviated 
th e  original tex t he s tru ck  o u t only w hat 
appeared to  h im  to  be too  obsolete, passages 
referring  to  pub lic  affairs th a t h ad  been to p 
ical in  th e  d is tan t past. O nly  one a ttem p t 
was m ade to  lend  Shakespeare political col
ou rin g : in  1942, w hen  A ndor Pünkösti 
staged H a m le t in  h is  ow n sm all theatre , 
th e  form er M adách T heatre , th e  political 
allusions in th e  play were given an anti-nazi 
em phasis w hich was com prehensible to in iti
a ted  persons.

T he past fifteen years have b rough t a re
m arkable upsw ing to  Shakespeare perform 
ances. In  th is  respect th e  N ational T heatre  
has retained its  lead ing  p o s it io n ; th e  greatest 
nu m b er o f  revivals have been staged there. 
T h e  perform ances are m arked by definite h is-

99
torical realism , a lively presentation o f m o
tio n  and d iction , spacious scenery and th e  en
deavour to  present tex ts w ith  th e  fewest pos
sible delections. Shakespeare’s plays s ti ll  af
fo rd  sp lendid  opportun ities for excellent en
sem bles and b rillian t ind iv idual perform 
ances. Such fam ous works as H am le t are 
given tw o or even three  casts. In  th e  past 
few years th e  veritable m onopoly o f the  N a 
tiona l T heatre  has ceased. Q u ite  a num ber 
o f  Budapest and provincial theatres have en
riched th e ir  program s by adding plays o f  
Shakespeare to  th e ir  repertory, no t only in  
order to  offer an em inent a rtis t opportun ity  
fo r letring  h is talen ts shine in  th e  classical 
style b u t also because th e  new, contem porary 
theatre-going public  m anifests an intense 
and healthy  in terest in  these works w hich 
have stood th e  test o f  several centuries. A 
well staged and w orth ily  acted Shakespeare 
dram a may s till  count on  resounding success 
in  H ungary .

E rzsébet  M o n o ri



THE HAMLET EXPERIENCE*
b y

E L E M É R  H A N K I S S

Literary works are n o t only products o f  
life  b u t also productive o f  life . T hey  are no t 
lifeless m irrors reflecting social o r psycho
logical conditions, b u t are also sources o f  
energy th a t are transform ing  and shaping 
m an and society. These are o ld  com m on
places, we know, and repeat th em  only be
cause literary  historians are fa r too fre
quently  un m in d fu l o f them .

W e selected Shakespeare’s H am le t for 
th e  purpose o f investigating th e  effect pro
duced by th is  tragedy on its  audience and 
critics since th e  tim e  Shakespeare w rote i t .  
O u r choice fe ll on  H am le t because he is one 
o f  those m eteor-like literary  heroes who im 
pressed no t only th e ir  own contem poraries, 
b u t have rem ained sources o f  lig h t and 
energy dow n th e  ages. Therefore, i f  we can 
record all those changing experiences th a t 
th e  tragedy produced in  th e  m inds o f  suc
cessive generations, we shall have a t our d is
posal, instead  o f a single, hom ogenous effect, 
a whole series o f  different experiences from  
w hich we m ay reconstruct th e  tragic im 
pact in  its  w hole com plexity.

W e hoped a t th e  same tim e  to  con tribu te  
by ou r studies to  contem porary H am le t c rit
icism , w hich since th e  beginning o f  th e  cen
tu ry  has deem ed i t  m ore and m ore necessary 
to  investigate th e  im pact o f  th e  tragedy upon 
its  audience, going even so fa r as to  suppose

* By courtesy of “Zagadnienia Rodzajów Lite- 
rackich”, Cracow, Poland.

th a t th e  clue to  th e  tragedy, to  th e  H am le t 
enigm a, is to  be sought in  th e  H am le t ex
perience o f people as m uch as in  th e  tragedy 
itse lf.

D uring  o u r investigations, we tried  to  
clear up th e  h isto ry  o f th e  H am le t experi
ence as reflected in  Shakespeare criticism  
and in  th e  stage-history o f  th e  play.

In  investigating th e  p resen t-day  effect o f 
th e  H am le t tragedy, we are in  th e  advanta
geous situation  o f having a t our disposal, be
yond our trad itio n a l sources (reviews and 
analyses, d iary notes and letters , sta tistica l 
data and personal confessions, book illu s
tra tio n s and stage-designs, and  so on), also 
a new  one, w hich m ay prove m ore abundan t 
in  results th an  any o f  th e  fo rm er ones. For 
we have th e  possib ility  o f  contacting th e  
reader or th e  spectator directly , p u ttin g  h im  
questions th a t  w ill induce h im  to  reveal and 
define his H am le t experience, and  even th e  
unconscious elem ents o f  it ,  i f  th e  question 
naire is su itably  prepared. W e have only to  
pursue th is  k in d  o f  investigation  and to  ex
ten d  i t  system atically to  all age-groups and 
social layers o f  o u r t im e ; in  th e  end our no
tio n  o f  th e  tw e n tie th  century  H am le t ex
perience w ill, presum ably, be m ore differen- 
ciated and au then tic  th an  th a t  concerning 
form er ages.

T h e  results h ith e rto  achieved by us are, 
unfortunately , very m odest. W e were able 
to  issue only 500 questionnaires and could



THE HAMLET EXPERIENCE i o i

circulate th em  only am ong arts studen ts o f 
th ree  H ungarian  universities. In  th is  way, 
th e  59 questionnaires we go t back du ly  filled 
in  ( th is  is about 12%  o f  th e  num ber d is tr i
bu ted) fu rn ish  us particu lars only regarding 
a few people, w ho belong, in  add itio n , to  
th e  sam e narrow  social group and are, m ore 
or less, o f  th e  same age. F rom  such data no 
sweeping conclusions can be draw n concern
ing contem porary  society in  general. W h at 
is m ore, th e  answers cannot be evaluated 
even as regards th is  sm all social group, as 
they  w ill get th e ir  real significance only when 
they  are checked against th e  answers and 
views o f  o th er social layers in  and ou tside  
H u ngary . But even i f  th e  final sum m ing  up 
o f  ou r facts and  figures m u st be  postponed, 
th is  first experim ental p o ll gave us th e  op
p o rtu n ity  o f  n o tin g  th e  inadequacies o f  our 
questionnaires and  o f  e laborating  th e  m eans 
and m ethods o f  evaluating and system atiz
ing th e  m ateria l w hich, as a resu lt o f  fu rth e r 
polls, w ill pour in— so we hope a t least— 
in  considerable quan tity .

The T e x t  o f  O u r  Q u estion n aire

(The figures and notes in brackets indicate 
the upshot of our experimental poll.)

Q uestion s re la tin g  to the respondent

I. A g e ........................(56 respondents between
18 and 30 years, 3 above 30)

II. S e x ...........................(22 men—37 women)
III. Education ............. (secondary school cer

tificate for all but three)
IV. Occupation .................. (arts students, with

the exception of three)
V. Some of your favourite books. . .

Q u estion s rela tin g  to H a m le t

1. How many times have you seen Hamlet?. . . 
(2—3 times on the average) W hen for the 
last time? . .  . (months or years before the 
poll, with the exception of one respondent 
who read it on the previous day)

2. How old is Hamlet in your opinion?. .  . 
(37 votes for 23—28 years, and only one 
for less than 20)

3. Who is more sympathetic? Hamlet or R o 
meo? Hamlet or Othello? Hamlet or Faust? 
Ham let or Don Juan? Ham let or Don 
Quijote? Hamlet or Adam in Imre Madách’s

play, * Hamlet or Monte Cristo? (For results 
see text)

4. Do you think Hamlet is weary of life? If you 
do, please give reasons.. .  (39 Yes—16 No)

5. There are experts who affirm that Hamlet 
has really gone mad. Others believe he only 
feigns madness. Which of these two opini
ons do you think is nearer the tru th ? .. .  
(He is mad: 29—He is only feigning: 15)

6. Why does he defer revenge?. . .  (See text)
7. W hat is his chief characteristic? Intelligence? 

(15) Agressivity? (10) Scepticism? (21) 
Melancholy? (10) Love of truth? (29) 
Irresolution? (19) Possessed of high and 
noble demands? (9) Indifference? (O) Or?. . .

8. Some people say that it would be better if 
Hamlet survived at the end of the tragedy. 
Do you agree or disagree with this?. . .  
( l  Yes—I Yes and No—57 No)

9. Are there any people like Hamlet in your 
environment? . .  .(27 Yes—21 No) Would 
you like it if many Hamlet-like people lived 
among u s? .. .  (15 Yes—7 Yes and No— 
29 No)

10. Is Hamlet master of his fate, or is he the 
pawn of greater powers? (Master: 19— 
Both : 14—Victim : 20)

XI. There are good reasons for thinking that 
Hamlet is a neurotic. If  he is, then average 
healthy men such as we are, have little to do 
with him. Do you agree or disagree with 
th is? .. .  (8 Yes—44 No)

12. Is Hamlet a moral man? (55 Yes—4 respon
dents did not answer) Is he selfish (7) or 
unselfish (36)? (He is both: 8)

13. Do you feel pity for him (43) or do you think 
rather that he deserved his fate? (8)

14. Which is the most impressive scene in the 
drama? (The great monologue: 9: the closet 
scene: 7 ; the mousetrap scene: 4 ; the mad 
Ophelia: 4 ; the death of Ophelia: 3; the 
gravedigger scene: 3; etc.)

15. Which of the following two statements do 
you consider nearer the tru th : The causes of 
Hamlet’s defeat are to be sought
a) in himself, so that he is the victim of 
himself;
h) in outside circumstances, i.e., he is the 
victim of society.
(In himself: 11—Both: 20—Society: 26)

16. May we look upon him as a paragon?... 
(24 Yes—18: In some respects—13 No). 
We may, because he i s . . .  We may not, 
because he is . . .  (For results see text)

17. May we generalize his tragedy? May we 
consider it as the symbol of human destiny 
in general?.. .  (13 Yes—43 No)

4 Hungarian playwright ’in the 19th century
who wrote "The Tragedy of Man.”
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18. Some people regard him as the type of me

ditating, sophisticated and desperate mod
ern man. Do you agree with th is ? ... (20 27.
Yes—36 No)

19. Would you like to resemble him in some
thing? . . .
(Only 12 absolute refusals; see also text)

20. W hat is his real aim and purpose? To take 
revenge? (16) To correct the world? (15) 
seize power? (3 votes) To attain self-knowl- 
edge? (5) To overcome hopelessness? (4)
To find the meaning and sense of life? (28)

21. Is there anything that you do not understand a)
in the play? (54 respondents have no prob
lems at all, 2 respondents do not under
stand Hamlet’s behaviour towards Ophelia; — 
another writes that Hamlet’s madness is 
problematic; according to one, Hamlet’s real 
aim and purpose is uncertain) —

22. Hearing Hamlet’s name, what is your first
thought? The dreariness of life? (2) Medi
tation? (29) Ophelia? (2) Death? (2) One of 
your acquaintances? (7) Human destiny? — 
(3) You yourself? (O) The necessity of 
struggling? (9) O r . . .  —

23. W hat fault do you find with Hamlet? 
(None: 26. Irresolution, weak will: 2. Re- — 
vengefulness: 2. Cynicism: 1. Behaviour 
towards Ophelia: 1.)

24. W hat is the cause of Hamlet’s tragic fall? — 
(Weak w ill: I . Cruel society: 11. Loneliness:
7. Love of tru th : 3. Murder: 2.) —

25. Do you remember the last scene of the 
tragedy, the marching in of Fortinbras? — 
There are theatres which produce the tragedy b) 
without this final scene. Do you approve
or disapprove of this? (Disapprove: 41. 
Approve: 16.) Some characteristic answers: —

— It is important, but I do not think that this 
new world will bring much good to people. —

— This is the most beautiful scene. Belief in 
the future. But it is a commonplace one.

— This is only eye-wash for the audience. —
— It is important, because it makes us under

stand that Ham let’s tragedy is not that of — 
all of mankind.

— It  is important only for those who instead of
trying to find the substance of the tragedy — 
are eager to find and to smuggle in optimism 
everywhere (I am an optimist!!!) —

— It is important, but this scene in itself does
not much change the atmosphere of the play — 
and does not give any real answer to our c) 
problems. —

— Hamlet is dead. W hat do I care about any
thing else! —

26. W hat is the general atmosphere and the final 
effect of the tragedy? Is it

reassuring (8) — or — upsetting? (23) —
comfort ing (7) — or — distressing? (1)

uplifting (27) — or — depressing? (15) 
fortifying (12) — or disheartening (6) 

W hat is the essence of Hamlet’s tragedy? 
W hat kind of truth, what kind of human 
fate is symbolized by it? Underscore an
swers you agree with and blot out those that 
are, to your mind, utterly unacceptable. 
(This was a multiple-choice question with 
20 preformulated answers. Instead of their 
original sequence, we give these answers in 
order of importance, i.e., according to the 
number of votes cast.)
Answers that got the greatest number of 
positive votes (positive here meaning that 
respondents agreed with these alternatives): 
It is the tragedy of a man who does not to
lerate lies, foulness and compromise (Posi
tive: 29; negative: 1);
The tragedy of a man, who has greater and 
nobler demands on life than average people 
and strives for perfection in everything 
( + 2 5 ;  — o);
The tragedy of a man who breaks down 
under an unbearable load ( + 1 7 ;  — 7); 
The tragedy of human loneliness ( + 1 7 ;
— i);
The tragedy of a man who reflects too much 
and is, consequently, unable to act ( + 1 6 ;
— 9);
The tragedy of over-conscientiousness ( +  13;
— 3);
The tragedy of the outsider who has come 
into conflict with his society ( + 1 3 ;  — 5); 
The tragedy of over-sensibility ( +  12; — 3); 
Answers that got the greatest number of 
negative votes in testimony of their disagree

ment:
I t  is the tragedy of the merciless, self-cen
tered man (— 40; +  o);
The tragedy of a man who is weak-willed 
und unable to make up his m ind (— 20; 
+  8);
The tragedy of the revengeful, unforgiving 
man (— 20; +  6);
The tragedy of common human destiny, 
that of the futility of all human activity 
(— 15 : + 3):
The tragedy of the faithless, sceptical man 
(— 14; + 2 ) ;
The tragedy and martyrdom of a man who 
fights for social progress (— 13; +  6);
The tragedy of genius (— 10; +  7); 
Indifferent answers that got only few votes: 
I t  is the tragedy of the idealist who craves 
for unattainable ideals ( +  8 ; — 9);
The tragedy of one who has lost his con
fidence in man and his faith in life ( +  8;
— 7);
The tragedy of one who has realized the 
antithesis between his own aspiration to the
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infinite, and the finiteness of human exist
ence ( +  7; — 7);

—  The tragedy of a victim of reckless and in
scrutable Fate ( +  7 ; — 6);

—  The tragedy of a man who has grown dis
gusted with the horrors of life ( +  3; — 7);

28. W hat is the lesson of the tragedy, if any? 
(This, too, was a multiple-choice question)

a) Answers that got the greatest number of
positive votes:

— Even if  defeated, struggling man is great, 
noble and admirable ( +  38; — 1);

— Action is needed, not meditation. Let us 
defeat hopelessness ( +  28; — 2):

— In the end, truth triumphs over everything
(+  17s — 7);

— I believe in life, because there are people 
like Hamlet among us who make life worth 
living ( +  11; — 7).

b) Answers that got the greatest number of
negative votes:

— Hamlet is the victim of dark and bygone 
days. We have overcome these problems 
(— 20; +  6);

— Evil and wickedness are for ever triumphant. 
Nothing can be done about i t (— 19; + 2 )  ;

— Life is hopeless and painful: resignation is 
the only solution (— 13; - f  2);

— Love is more important than truth. Instead 
of calling people to account, one should love 
them (— 10; +  4).

c) Indifferent answers that got only few votes:
— Let us live more courageously with greater 

and nobler demands than we have done 
hitherto ( +  9; — 4);

— Let us create order and harmony in the chaos 
of life ( +  9; — i);

— Common sense and strong will overcome all 
obstacles ( +  9 ; — 7);

— Pessimism and scepticism lead inevitably 
to destruction ( +  8; — 3);

— Life consist of a series o f concessions. You 
have to resign yourself to this ( + 8 ;  — 9);

— He who transgresses the limits of morality 
has to pay the penalty ( +  7 ; — 4);

— Life is the supreme good in this world. You 
must not sacrifice it for abstract ideals( +  6; 
— 7 );

— Man is weak in himself, he has to rely on 
greater powers ( +  2 ; — 9);

— Do not perturb the unknown depths of life 
(+  2 ; — 7).

In  th e  first and  general p a r t o f  our ques
tionnaire  we asked fo r som e personal da ta  on 
th e  respondents in  o rder to  be able, when 
th e  tim e  comes, to  m ake a ll necessary break
dow ns. T h e  second and  m ain  p a rt o f  th e  
questionnaire deals w ith  th e  tragedy itse lf.

In  try in g  to  determ ine th e  H am le t experi
ence o f  ou r respondents, we analysed th e  
answers and  arranged th em  in  th e  follow ing 
g ro u p s:

1. In ten sity  o f  th e  tragic im pact.
2. Positive o r negative na ture  o f th e  im 

pact.
3. T ren d  and  con ten t o f  th e  im pact.
4 . F inal evolution and  perm anence o f 

th e  experience.

I . I n te n s i ty  o f  th e  im p a c t

I ts  num erical m easurem ent is scarcely 
possible as we have no voltm eters and  am 
m eters fo r m easuring th e  tension  and  in ten 
sity  o f  hum an  feelings and  reactions. Ex
perience has, however, a large scale o f  in 
tensity  ranging from  indifference th rough  
sym pathy and adm iration  to  em otional ecs
tasy.

T h e  best source o f  intensity-gauging is, 
in th is  case, th e  style and character o f th e  
answers. M ere  yes-or-no answers, fo r in 
stance, o r  those given only by  underlin ing  
prefabricated responses, denote, in  general, 
a shallow  experience. Q ualified answers, on 
th e  contrary, indicate a deeper im pact, and 
th e ir  vehem ence o r m oderateness, th e ir  in 
dicative, d ispu tative  o r im perative character 
is a sure guide to  th e  in tensity  o f  th e  tragic 
experience. T h e  results achieved in  th is  way 
may be validated by analysing th e  contra
d ictions betw een different answers o f  the  
same person. Form al contradictions, incon
sistencies o r logical lapses betray th a t  th e  
experience was n o t deep enough, so th a t  
th e  respondent gave to  every question  the  
first answer th a t  happened to  cross his 
m in d . As, fo r instance, he who under
scored first th a t  “ H am le t is m aster o f  his 
own fa te” (Q uestion  io ), b u t som e lines 
below, w ith o u t giving any reason fo r his 
change o f  opinion, underlined  th e  answer 
th a t  H am le t is th e  v ictim  o f  society (Q ues
tio n  15). T hose contradictions on th e  o ther 
hand  th a t  reflect th e  deep antitheses o f  life 
are likely  to  be th e  p roducts o f  a strong
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tragic im pact. A nother young m an, fo r 
instance, gave th e  follow ing answer to 
th e  la tte r question : “ H am le t is th e  v ictim  
bo th  o f  h im self and o f  society. Am ong other 
social circum stances he w ould n o t have gone 
under, b u t he w ould  n o t have been born 
e ith e r.” H is  fu rth e r answers have th e  same 
an tithetical character, so th a t  we get m ore and 
m ore convinced o f  th e  exceptional in tensity  o f  
h is  experience. H e  w rites, e.g.: “I t  is tru e  
th a t  m an is weak in  h im self, b u t he should  
confide his destiny  to  greater powers only 
w hen those powers are ju s t and hum ane” 
(Q uestion  28). O r elsew here: “ D on’t  m e
d ita te  bu t actl T h is  is a very good m otto , i f  
you have th e  possib ility  o f  acting a t a ll” 
(Q uestion 28).

T h e  in tensity  o f  th e  experience depends 
in  som e way or o th er on  th e  degree to  w hich 
people id en tify  them selves w ith  th e  tragic 
hero. I f  som ebody unreservedly m akes com
m on cause w ith  th e  hero, he is likely to  
have undergone a deep tragic experience and 
v ic e  v e r s a . T h is  in terrela tion  o f in tensity  and 
sense o f  com m unity  is im po rtan t for us, 
because th e  degree o f identification may be 
sta ted  in  sta tistica l figures. Q uestions 9, 16 
and  19 are diagnostic o f  one’s identifica
tio n  or non-identification w ith  th e  hero. 
T h e  resu lt o f  ou r sam ple po ll was t h is :

Identification: 40  pe r cent
N eu tra l: 20  per cent
N on-identification: 40  per cent

T h is  proportion  is likely  to  vary accord
ing to  different social groups, and so i t  is, 
or m ay be, characteristic o f  th em . By analys
ing  some fu rth er questions and answers 
(N os. I I ,  13, 25) we m ay validate our 
results. T hose respondents, for instance, 
who have become one w ith  H am let, gener
ally do n o t take h im  fo r a fool, and th e  
m ajority  o f  th em  judge th e  Fortinbras-scene 
as superfluous. T h u s one o f  th e  girls w rite s : 
“I  even do no t rem em ber th is  scene. 
H am le t is dead, w hat do I  care about any
th in g  th a t m ay happen afterw ards!”

2. P o s i t iv e  o r  n e g a tiv e  n a tu r e  o f  th e im p a c t

W e call th e  tragic im pact positive or ne
gative according to  w hether i t  is s tim u la t
ing or depressing. I t  is positive i f  i t  en
hances th e  v ita l energies o f  m an, and  nega
tive in  th e  opposite case. A nalysing several 
questions o f  ou r paper (Q uestions 7, 9, 16, 
22, 25—28), we find th a t th e  u ltim ate  and 
to ta l effect o f  th e  H am let-tragedy  on our 
respondents was as fo llow s:

Positive N eu tra l N egative 
35 pe r cent 30 per cent 35 pe r cent

T h is  p roportion  corresponds, m ore or 
less, to  th a t o f  self-identification (see above), 
so th a t we m ay be driven to  th e  conclusion 
th a t the  positive o r negative character o f  
th e  tragic effect depends som ehow—and 
am ong o th er factors— on th e  in tensity  o f  
th e  experience. Perhaps those who have th e  
chance or th e  courage o f enduring  th e  trag 
ic im pact in  i ts  to ta lity  come ou t o f  th is  
dangerous adventure renewed and regener
ated. A nd th ough  they have experienced 
th e  s tirring  and  up se ttin g  forces o f  th e  
im pact, they  feel i t  in  th e  last reso rt to  be 
u p lifting  and fortify ing , and alm ost never 
depressing or disheartening as is often  th e  
case w ith  those who—ou t o f  d is tru st or 
anxiety—keep aloof, in  advance, from  th e  
tragic effect, o r become im m ersed in  i t  
only w ith  anxious circum spection (see Q ues
tio n  26).

I t  w ould  be very im p o rtan t to  know 
those psychological and social factors th a t 
influence th e  in tensity  and th e  na ture  o f  the  
tragic im pact. I t  is s till  a m a tte r  o f  conjec
tu re , b u t i t  is m ore th an  probable th a t  th e  
H am le t cu lt w ill ru n  h igh  in  transition  
periods, i.e ., in  nations going th rough  a 
critical tim e and  in  social layers th a t  are 
struggling against th e  o ld  and fo r a new 
social order. As, fo r instance, a t th e  tu rn  
o f  th e  18th century, from  H erder to  th e  
generation o f V ic to r H ugo. O n  th e  contrary, 
un troubled  and static  epochs and prevailing
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conservative layers have been biased against 
H am le t in  th e  m ajority  o f  cases. H e  was 
considered a subversive, undesirable m an, 
w ith  m ore fau lts  th an  virtues, in  th e  m id 
eigh teen th  century  as w ell as in  th e  second 
h a lf  o f  th e  1 9 th ; and he was trea ted  in  th e  
same negative way by energetic social groups 
push ing  tow ard  safe and w ell-know n 
objectives, as fo r exam ple th e  H egelians or 
th e  partisans o f  th e  J u n g e s  D e u ts c h la n d  move
m en t, w hile  irresolu te people, s till  seek
ing and  only surm ising  th e ir  way o u t o f  an 
unbearable present, fe lt a ttrac ted  tow ards 
H am le t’s m ysterious w orld  and his m ed i
ta tin g  sp irit fu ll o f  strange and unappeas
able nostalgia.

I f  th e  exact role o f  these social and  psy
chological factors is s till  unknow n to  us, 
we can, on  th e  o ther hand , state  w ith  cer
ta in ty  th a t  th e  tragic effect is always a re
ciprocal m echanism : i t  is n o t an  action 
b u t  an  in teraction . T h e  positive o r nega
tive  na ture  o f  th e  final experience is always 
th e re su lto fa  struggle th a t  isg o in g o n  betw een 
tw o centres o f  energy, i.e ., betw een th e  
tragic im pact and th e  hum an  m ind . T h is 
fight m ay ru n  several courses. I t  m ay hap
pen th a t  th e  tragic effect does no t a t all 
d ivert th e  v ita l drive o f  people from  its  nor
m al course, and  i t  m ay also happen th a t i t  
restrains o r stim ulates th e ir  dynam ism , 
breaks i t  o r gives i t  a new direction .

T h e  diversity  in  th e  progress and issue o f 
th is  conflict is so great th a t  i f  we w ant to  
obtain  resu lts th a t are clearly diagnostic 
and can be sta tistica lly  evaluated, we have 
to  system atize th e  m ateria l and concen
tra te  i t  in  som e w ell-defined typical cases. 
T h ough  we have s till  very l it t le  m aterial at 
our disposal, we have m ade an a tte m p t at 
establishing some o f  th e  m ain  types o f  tra 
gic action  and reaction.

a. N o  r e a l  e x p e rien ce : In d iffe re n c e .

T h is  type o f respondent is n o t im 
pressed by H am le t a t all, so th a t his 
vital dynam ism  does n o t deviate from

its  norm al course. H e  takes cognizance o f  
H a m le t’s fau lts  and v irtues calm ly, w ith o u t 
th e  least em otional o r in te llectual reaction. 
H e states categorically th a t  H am le t is no t 
a  m an  o f  our days, and  so he th in k s  he 
has no th ing  to  do personally w ith  th e  whole 
problem .

b. N o  r e a l  ex p e rien ce : E m o t io n a l r e fu sa l

o f  th e  e x p e r ie n c e .

H e, too, is biased against H am le t b u t he is 
n o t strong enough to  pass h im  by ind ifferen t
ly : he  ho lds back from  h im  w ith  a feeling o f 
horror. “ L ife w ould  be a series o f  traged ies,” 
he w rites, “ i f  m any people w ould be like  
H a m le t.” I t  is rem arkable th a t  our fo rm er 
respondent (a), fo r w hom  H am le t’s w orld  was 
com pletely strange, could call i t  reassur
ing (those who have experienced a strong 
tragic  effect never feel i t  reassuring), w hile 
th is  one already touched  by th e  tragic 
atm osphere o f  th e  play, calls i t  depressing and 
consequently  endeavours to  get r id  o f  i t .

c. N o  r e a l  e x p e rien ce : I n te l le c tu a l  r e fu s a l .

Being anxious about h is peace o f  m in d  
and sense o f security, he tu rn s a deaf 
ear to  everything th a t  has o r m ig h t have 
any connection w ith  H am le t. A lo t o f 
questions he does n o t answer a t all, 
and  honours o thers w ith  a laconical yes or 
no. Lest he should  get entangled  in  the  
lab y rin th  o f  H am le t’s w orld, he does no t 
even form ulate  h is th o u g h ts  and feelings. 
Instead  o f  answering, he w rites “Ask F reu d .” 
O r he refers us in  th e  same off-hand m an
ner to  Schopenhauer.

d . N o  r e a l  ex p e rie n c e : M o r a l  r e fu s a l .

H e is already on th e  way to  being 
a ttrac ted  in to  H am le t’s gloom y w orld . 
H e  feels H am le t’s solitude, resignation and 
d isillusionm ent as his own, b u t he suddenly 
recoils upon  realizing th a t  H a m le t’s b lank  
despair differs from  h is ow n b itte r  m elan
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choly . F inally, in  o rder to  break a ll links 
betw een H am le t and  h im self, he quickly 
lines up  a score o f  m oral objections against 
th e  hero.

e . N e g a t iv e  e x p e rien ce ,

b u t  u n b ro k en  v i t a l  im p u ls io n .

In  ou r experim ental po ll, th is  was one o f 
th e  m ost frequent types. Sym pathy and ad
m ira tion  a ttrac t h im  to  H am let, he discovers 
in  h im  a lo t o f  values, he is even m oved 
by h is tragic defeat, b u t  h is ow n dynam ism  is 
n o t broken by th is  experience. H e  does n o t 
iden tify  h im self w ith  H am le t and  does no t 
become involved in  th e  m esh o f  h is enig
m atic  destiny. H e  m akes i t  clear th a t  th is  
tragedy m ay and m u st no t be generalized. 
L ooking fo r th e  lessons o f  th e  dram a, he 
underscores in  th e  2 7 th  and 2 8 th  questions 
a ll active, op tim istic  answers. A nd finally, 
by th ree  exclam ation m arks, he  lays a par
ticu lar stress on th e  appeal: “A ction is needed, 
n o t m e d ita tio n !!!”

f. N e g a t iv e  e x p e r ie n c e . V i t a l  f o r c e s  w e l l - n ig h

s u c c u m b in g .

T h is  case is in  m any respects sim 
ila r to  th e  form er, b u t th e  v ita l drive is no t 
strong  enough, so th a t  th e  respondent finds i t  
h a rd  to  break o u t o f  th e  m agic circle o f  th e  
tragedy. Being aware o f  h is weakness, he 
accepts H am le t in  advance w ith  greater 
reserve th an  th e  form er, b u t he  constantly  
betrays th a t he feels a certain  com m unity  
o f  fa te  w ith  h im . A t las t he  succeeds in  shak
ing  off th is  uneasy and  frigh ten ing  experi
ence and on reaching th e  las t question  
underscores th ree  active and  stim u la tin g  
answers. But his underscoring  is fa in t and 
fades away betw een th e  lin e s ; th ey  do no t 
give th e  im pression  o f  firm  conviction.

g. N e g a t iv e  e x p e r ie n c e  a n d  in v o lu n ta r y  accep

ta n ce  th ereo f.

T h is  is one o f  ou r senior subjects. 
H e  is 32 years o ld . H is  a ttitu d e  is

m ore forced and  n o t as dynam ic as th a t  
o f th e  younger ones. H e  confesses th a t  he 
has som ething in  com m on w ith  H am le t, 
b u t  he  knows th a t  th is  is to  h is disadvan
tage. R eality  and  inclination  have already 
diverged in  h im  m ore th an  in  th e  o thers. 
Younger respondents are s till  able, in  th e  
ardour o f  a great passion a t least, to  break 
o u t o f  th e ir  desperation. In  h im , on  th e  
contrary, every occasionally hopefu l voice 
is choked by b itte r  cynicism . H ope  is m ere 
illu sion . A nd th e  final lesson he draw s from  
th e  p lay  is n o t a balanced sta tem en t, b u t 
an illusory postu late th a t  w ill, he  knows very 
well, hard ly  be  fu lfilled : “ Good m u st be 
triu m p h an t in  th e  w orld  i f  you w ant life  
to  be beau tifu l and  w orth  liv ing .”

h . N e g a tiv e  ex p e rien ce

a n d  u n su ccessfu l f ig h t  a g a in s t  i t .

H ere  we m ay follow , step by step, th e  
struggle o f  a young m an against th e  tragic 
im pact. H e  feels draw n tow ard  H am le t, 
b u t  he  does n o t w ant to  share th e  despera
tio n  and the  tragic fate o f  th e  hero. H e  tu rn s 
h is back, again and  again, b u t  is attracted , 
over and  over again, in to  H a m le t’s w orld . 
H e  denies, criticizes o r ignores h im  in  
succession, he  feigns indifference and  th e  
next m om ent s ta rts  a b itte r  a ttack  on  h im , 
b u t  all in  vain : he keeps g e tting  un d er h is 
influence and is swallowed u p  by th e  waves 
o f  despair. T h is  struggle continues w ith  
varying success to  th e  las t item  on th e  
questionnaire.

i. P o s i t i v e  ex p e rien ce ,

b u t  no r e a l in fiu en ce .

H e  regards H am le t as a noble and coura
geous sp irit, who prefers justice and  tru th  
above all and lives fo r th e  reform ation  o f  the  
w orld . But all th is  m eans no personal ex
perience for th e  respondent. H e  does n o t need 
H a m le t’s energies. H e  does n o t look  upon 
h im  as an ideal, fo r he  is rush ing  ahead, sure 
o f  h is own streng th .
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. P o s i t iv e  e x p e rie n c e . I n te l le c tu a l  a t t i tu d e .

T h e  tragedy does n o t pervade h im . H e  re
m ains, fro m  first to  last, a cool observer, 
tax ing th e  play fo r a logical prob lem  th a t  is 
to  be solved. H am le t does n o t fascinate h im . 
H e  coolly deliberates h is good and bad 
qualities. H e  is capable o f  subtle  d istinc
tio n s : “ T here  is only a surface sim ilarity  
betw een H am le t and  m odern  m an ,” he 
w rites, “ as th e  springs o f  th e ir  irreso lu tion  
are  d ifferen t. H am le t wavers because he 
sees too  m uch o f  life , w hile  m odern  m an  is 
only w eak-w illed .” T h e  respondent is no t a 
m an  o f  m oods. H e  does n o t reject H am le t 
com pletely and does n o t idealize h im  
e ither. A ll th in g s  considered, he believes 
th a t th e  social stand ing  o f  persons like 
H am le t is n o t very great, b u t such m en are 
absolutely needed: th ey  are “he conscience 
o f  th e  com m unity .

k . P o s i t i v e  e x p e r ie n c e . S y m p a th y .

H e feels a deep affection fo r H am le t b u t 
does n o t becom e one w ith  h im . H is  experi
ence is strong and personal, his sym pathy 
deep and sincere. But th is  is only a ttrac tion  
a n d  n o t identification . As he states h im se lf: 
“ H am le t is n o t th e  sym bol o f  ou r own 
destiny , th o u g h  a th in k in g  person always 
finds h im  congenial.” N o te  th is :  Congen
iality , n o t identification. O n ly  fellow  sp irit, 
n o t fellow  sufferer.

l . P o s i t i v e  e x p e rie n c e . A d m ir a t io n .

She adm ires H am le t w ith o u t reserve. 
M oral greatness and firmness o f  purpose char
acterize h im . H am le t is n o t an average m an, 
because he  is able to  deny h im se lf in  th e  in te r
e s t  o f  a h igher objective. W h at is m ore, he has 
th e  stren g th  to  renounce O phelia  and love 
itse lf. T h e  stu d en t g irl w ho w rites these 
lines is so astonished and bew itched by th is  
sacrifice th a t  she feels herself com pelled to  
express he r adm iration , once m ore, on  th e  
verso o f  th e  questionnaire.

m . T o ta l  e x p e rie n c e . E c s ta s y .

T h is  is n o t sym pathy or adm iration  any 
m ore, b u t com plete and  ecstatic id en ti
fication. “ I  do n o t w ant to  be sim ilar to  
H am le t, b u t  I  cannot help  i t , ” she w rites. 
“ You cannot im ita te  h im . H e  is th e  des
tin y  o f  deep-feeling people .” She makes 
com m on cause w ith  H am le t in  his so litude 
and despair, an d  i f  they  are able a t last to  
rise up  fro m  th e  dep ths o f  desperation, th is  
is due to  a certain  insurgen t defiance and 
to  a noble pa thos o f  freely accepting th e ir  
tragic fa te . W h eth er H am le t is neurotic  or 
m entally  ill?  “ Yes, he is, i f  being ill  is to  
m ed itate  upon th ings th a t  are self-evident 
to  others, o r to  hesitate  w hen another w ould 
draw  h is dagger, o r to  renounce a great 
em otion  and  accept loneliness and despair.”

3. T r e n d  a n d  c o n te n t o f  th e  tr a g ic  im p a c t

Beyond its  being positive o r negative, 
attractive  o r repulsive, we have to  determ ine 
also th e  exact d irection  and  conten t o f  th e  
tragic im pact. H ere we have to  sum  up, 
first o f  all, those questions (N os. 7 , 16, 
19, 24 , 27 , 28) and  answers th a t  betray 
w hat people consider valuable o r valueless, 
a ttractive  o r repulsive in  H a m le t’s char
acter. T h e  score o f  ou r sam ple p o ll was 
th is :

P o s i t i v e ,  a t t r a c t iv e  f e a tu r e s

Love o f  t r u th  65

H u m an ity , m orality  3 5

Intelligence 3 3

H ig h  and noble dem ands 14

Consistency in  princip les 14

N e g a t iv e ,  r e p u ls iv e  f e a t u r e s

M edita tion , irresolu tion , weak w ill 80
Scepticism  32
M elancholy I o

Cowardice 3
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T h is  scale o f  values, in  a ll probability , 

changes according to  variables, such as age, 
social status, historical period, etc. I t  is con
ceivable, fo r instance, th a t love o f  tru th , in te l
ligence and noble dem ands are th e  greatest 
values o f  life only for th is  younger generation. 
T h e  fact th a t  tw o o f  o u r th ree  o ld er respon
den ts do n o t m ention  any o f  these charac
teristics, m ay be regarded as indicative o f  
th is . A nother characteristic feature o f  these 
young people is perhaps th e  fact th a t  th e ir  
answers contain  a lm ost no  m oral m otifs. 
T here  is even one am ong th em  who, to  th e  
question  w hether H am le t is o r is n o t a 
m oral m an, gives th e  follow ing response: 
“W h a t is m orality? T h is  question  is ana
chron istic .” T h e ir  judgem ents as to  values 
are ra th e r v ita lis tic . T hey  blam e H am le t al
m ost exclusively fo r his passivity  and  irres
o lu tion  and clam our fo r qu ick  and ener
getic  action . Tw o o f  th e  senior respondents 
are th e  only ones to  m ake m oral reproaches 
and to  express th e  conviction th a t  th e  chief 
reason o f  H a m le t’s fa ll lies in  th e  fact th a t 
he  was revengeful and  com m itted  m urder.

H a m le t’s positive or negative charac
teristics are, however, only th e  com ponents 
o f  th e  final re su ltan t o f  th e  tragic  im pact. 
I f  we w ant to  determ ine th e  u ltim a te  direc
tio n  o f  th e  im pulse  given by th e  tragedy, 
we have to  analyse th e  answers given in  th e  
las t tw o item s o f  ou r questionnaire. T he 
2 7 th  question  asked o u r respondents to  state  
th e  essence o f  th e  H am let-tragedy  and 
to  say w hether they  regard H am le t as the  
sym bol o f  a certain  k in d  o f  hu m an  destiny . 
W e asked th is  because th e  sym bol is th e  
final synthesis and  resu lt o f  th e  tragic ex
perience : everything th a t  th e  tragedy m eant 
to  th e  spectator is, o r m ay be, incorporated 
in  i t .  An analysis o f  th e  answers is given 
a t th e  beginning o f  th is  article  in  th e  T ex t 
o f  th e  Q uestionnaire un d er p o in t 27.

O u r 2 8 th  question  deals w ith  th e  same 
issue, th is  tim e  a t th e  level o f  practical 
conclusions (see p o in t 28  o f  Q uestionnaire).

T h e  great m ajority  o f  th e  answers are 
op tim istic  and in tim ate  a steady belie f in

m an and in  ideals. T h is  o p tim ism  is no t a 
naive, idyllic  one, fo r several o f  our re
spondents feel th e  burden  o f  great and  often  
unrealisable d u tie s ; m any o f  th em  suffer 
from  th e  fact th a t  H am le t has go t in to  
conflict w ith  his ow n society and is con
stra ined  to  accept solitude. But they  do n o t 
cast th e  blam e exclusively on  society. H ere 
are som e answers to  illu stra te  th e  w ide 
range o f  th e ir  d ifferent a ttitu d e s:

—  Society tram ples unm ercifu lly  on 
H am le t and  h is l ik e ; theirs is a 
struggle and , as always happens, force 
is victorious, n o t justice.

—  T here  is  no  social o rder in  w hich th e  
H am le ts w ould  feel happy.

—  T he cause o f  h is defeat lies w ith in  
h im self, th o u g h  in Fairyland he 
w ould  n o t have gone un d er. B ut 
where is such  a land?

T h e  respondents do n o t delude th em 
selves by  saying th a t  we have go t over these 
problem s, and th ey  are very w ell aware o f  
th e  difficulties to  be faced. B itter and  cyni
cal voices m ay be fo u n d  in  th e ir  answers, 
and some o f  these you ths o f  20— 22 already 
evince resignation  and d isillusionm ent. But, 
in  th e  last resort, th e ir  doub ts and reserves 
streng then  ra th e r th an  weaken th e ir  con
viction  th a t th e  creative dynam ism  o f  people 
w ho dem and m uch  o f  life  and s till  m ore 
o f  them selves is th e  greatest value in  life  
and  th e  surest pledge o f  ou r fu tu re .

4 . F in a l  e v o lu tio n  a n d  p erm a n en ce  o f  the

ex p e rie n c e

T h e  effect o f  th e  tragedy upon  its  au
dience is n o t a m om entary  flashlight phenom 
enon b u t a las tin g  process du rin g  w hich 
one defends oneself and struggles against th e  
v io len t and  destructive forces o f  th e  im 
m ediate tragic im pact and  transfo rm s it  
gradually  in to  a f ru itfu l hu m an  experience. 
I f  we in ten d  to  specify our know ledge on 
th is  in teraction  betw een tragedy and spec
ta to r, we have to  extend ou r po lls  n o t only 
in space (i.e ., to  different social layers)
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b u t also in  t im e ; we have to  check th e  
developm ent and  form ation  o f  th e  tragic 
experience several tim es, repeating  th e  polls 
a t  least in  th ree  subsequent stages o f  i ts  
evolution:

1. D uring  th e  action o f  th e  im m ediate  
tragic im pact, i.e ., in  th e  in te r
m issions o f  a theatrical perform ance, 
o r im m ediately  after it.

2 . Som e hours or, a t th e  very m ost, one 
or tw o  days a fte r  th e  perform ance, 
in  order to  register th e  em otional 
and  in te llectual elaboration  o f  th e  
tragic im pact.

3. Some m onths later, try in g  to  state  
th e  fu rth e r transform ation  and  final 
conservation o f  th e  experience.

So far w e have only been able to  measure 
th e  th ird  phase, as our respondents read  or 
saw th e  tragedy m onths o r years before th e  
po ll. T here  was only one am ong th em  who 
read H a m le t th e  day before th e  tes t and, 
w hat is m ore, read i t  fo r th e  first tim e in  
h is life . Som e m om ents characteristic o f  
th e  first phase m ay be registered here.

I t  is conspicuous th a t  th e  experience o f 
th is  responden t is s till  so im m atu re  and 
u n se ttled  th a t  he  is th e  only one unable 
to  te ll w hat H am le t’s ch ief characteristic 
is. Besides, th e  nam e o f  H am le t evokes in  
h im  a m ood (sorrow) and  n o t som ething 
m ore definite and form ula ted , such as a 
problem  or an idea, w hich  is th e  case w ith  
th e  o th er respondents. H e  recalls partic 
u lars w hich th e  others have already fo r
go tten . “ T h e  cause o f  H a m le t’s d e fea t,” 
he says, “ is h is antagonism  to  his u nc le ,” 
w hile his fellow  respondents fo rm ulate  the  
same th in g  already in  a m ore generalized form , 
on  th e  level o f  abstract tru th s , saying, fo r 
instance, th a t  H am le t is th e  v ic tim  o f  th e  
conflict betw een th e  o ld  and  th e  new m oral
ity , o r  th e  o ld  and th e  new social order. 
H is  answers show  th a t  th e  process o f  tran s
form ing  his experience in to  a sym bol has 
n o t even begun.

According to  th e  testim ony o f  th e  ques
tionnaire, there  are m any people in  w hom

th e  process o f  elaborating th e  im pact came 
to  a stop  very early, and th e ir  experience 
rises to  a m ore general and elevated level 
only in  filling o u t th e ir  answer. O ne o f 
our respondents, fo r instance, facing the  
2 0 th  question  (W h at is H a m le t’s real aim  
and purpose?), underscores first th e  follow 
ing  answ er: “ T o take revenge.” But d is
covering im m ediately  a fte r th e  m ore general 
and abstract responses, he  strikes o u t “ to  
take revenge” and  underlines, in  th e  zest o f 
discovery, th e  tw o m ost abstract s ta tem en ts: 
“ T o correct th e  w orld” and  “ T o  find th e  
m eaning and  sense o f  life .” T h is  generaliz
ing effect o f  th e  questionnaires m ay be 
observed in  th e  m ajority  o f  cases.

L et us tu rn  to  th e  figures. T h e  d is tr ib u 
tio n  o f  replies to  the  6 th  question  (W hy is 
he deferring revenge?) is th e  fo llow ing:

109

M
at

te
r-

of
-f

ac
t

A
bs

tra
ct

I .  H e has a brooding, wavering
character................................... 19

2. H e is looking for more evidence 17
3. He has moral scruples............ 8

4. He is waiting for a good
occasion..................................... 6

5. He has regard for his mother
or Ophelia................................. 4

6. H e fears responsibility............ 2

7. Conventions hamper h i m. . . . I
8. The task is too g re a t.............. I
9. He looks farther than revenge I

57 2

A ll b u t  th e  last tw o answers refer to  
sim ple, practical causes th a t  explain H am 
le t ’s procrastination  qu ite  w ell, b u t only 
i f  his purpose is also sim ple an practical, 
i.e ., i f  he  w ants no m ore th an  to  over
come h is uncle . But la te r on, when our 
respondents have to  sta te  H a m le t’s prim ary  
aim  and  purpose (Q uestion  20), th e  p ro 
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portion  o f  concrete and abstract answers 
has changed in  favour o f  th e  la tter. H is  pu r
pose is :

M
at

te
r-

of
-f

ac
t

A
bs

tra
ct

1. To find the meaning and sense 
of l i f e .......................................

2. To take revenge....................... l6

28

3. To set the world a r ig h t......... 15
4. To attain self-knowledge . . . . 5
5. To seize power.......................... 3
6. To overcome hopelessness . .  . 4

19 52

H ere we already have only 19 m atter-of- 
fact answers, referring exclusively to  dra
m atic  action in  th e  s tr ic t sense o f  th e  w ord. 
T h e  m ajority  o f  the  answers have already 
ascended to  th e  h igher spheres o f  philoso
phy and view o f  life . I f  H a m le t’s aim s are 
really so abstract and  cosmic, i t  follows 
th a t  in  postponing action he ough t to  have 
had qu ite  o th er reasons th an  to  look fo r 
m ore evidence or to  w ait fo r a b e tte r occa
sion. T h is  m eans th a t  our respondents con
trad ic t them selves, b u t th is  contradiction  
is no t a form al one: thesis and antithesis 
indicate here tw o successive phases o f  a 
process, in  th e  course o f  w hich th e  H am le t 
experience grows m ore and m ore universal.

In  th e  th ird  and last phase o f  th e  in te r
action betw een dram a and spectator, the  
tragic experience is transform ed and  finally 
em bodied in  a sym bol. W e w rite  sym bol 
ra th e r th an  type, to  indicate th e  great 
em otional in tensity  th a t  necessarily charac
terizes th is  last stage o f  th e  tragic influence. 
Both type and sym bol incarnate a typical 
social tendency or condition, a typical hu 
m an nostalgia o r destiny, b u t only those 
social o r psychological types becom e a sym 
bol in  our m inds th a t  we relate to  ourselves 
and th a t th u s become our personal experience.

T h is  final transform ation  o f  th e  tragic  
experience is lacking in  th e  m ajority  o f o u r  
respondents. T hey came to  a s tan d still in  
th e  second phase, when th e  experience d is
solves in a soft, undefined m ood, or—i f  
in tellectual ra th e r th an  em otional m om ents 
dom inate—is fo rm ulated  and fixed in  a, 

p ro b lem : people store i t  away in th e ir  m em 
ories as a philosophical, m oral o r h isto ri
cal fact o r thesis.

T here  are m any th ings th a t  m ay h in d e r  
and definitely prevent a literary  hero from  
being transform ed in to  a sym bol. Predom 
inance o f em otional or in te llectual forces,, 
respectively, m ay drive th e  experience 
onto a side-track. N o  sym bol is produced i f  
th e  im pact has been shallow or th e  recep
tive soul weak or fu ll o f  m oral or o th e r 
reservations and objections; i f  som ebody 
does n o t accept th e  hero as a w hole b u t 
singles ou t some features o f  his character 
and rejects th e  o thers. O ne o f  our respon
dents w rites: “ H is  good qualities, treated  
as independent o f  h im , are to  be follow ed, 
b u t on th e  whole, he is no t th e  m an w hom  
you m ay learn  fro m .” T h e  “sym bolist” 
a ttitu d e  is ju st th e  opposite o f  th is . I t  does 
no t abstract, b u t on  th e  contrary, i t  em bo
dies in  th e  hero som e general hum an  aspi
ra tion  o r destiny.

O u r questionnaire unfortunate ly  proved 
to  be undiagnostic  in  th e  field o f  revealing 
w hether H am le t is o r is n o t a sym bol fo r  
th e  respondent. In  d rafting  our fo rm , we 
com m itted  th e  fau lt o f  giving un d er item  
2 7  a m ultiple-choice question, lis ting  al
m ost all possible H am le t sym bols, th u s 
enabling a ll respondents—even those fo r  
w hom  H am le t has n o t been and w ill per
haps never be a sym bol—to  underline one 
or m ore answers, one or m ore sym bols. 
In  order to  avoid th is  fau lt, we ough t to  
have asked, early in  th e  lis t o f  questions, 
w hether th e  respondent regarded H am le t 
as a sym bol and, i f  he d id , w hether he could 
specify th is  sym bol. In  th is  way we w ould  
have established in  whose m inds H am le t 
actually lives in  th e  fo rm  o f  a sym bol. Some
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o th er questions, however, m ake i t  evident 
th a t few  o f  ou r respondents belong to  th is  
group. I t  is even probable th a t  they  are in 
general poor in  sym bols. T h e  d istribu tion  
o f  th e  answers given to  Q uestion  3 (W ho 
is m ore sym phatetic? H am le t o r Rom eo, 
H am le t o r . . .  e tc .) indicates th is  fa c t:

H am let.—Rom eo 3 6—  11

H am le t— O th e llo  40—  1 o

H am le t— Faust 3 6— 8

H am le t— D on Juan 49—  o

H a m le t—D on Q uijo te  43—  5

H am le t— M onte  C risto  40—  7

H am le t— A dam  in  M adách’s
T ragedy o f  M an  15— 34

T h is  overwhelm ing m ajority  o f  votes 
cast fo r H am le t d im inishes th e ir  valid ity . 
H am le t is a m uch  greater experience th an  
Don Q u ijo te  o r Faust. W e have to  assume 
ra th e r th a t  all these experiences are m ore 
or less o f  th e  same in tensity , and H am le t 
prevails against th em  only because th e  whole 
questionnaire is about h im . But i f  one of 
th e  o th er heroes were m ore th an  a m ere 
rem iniscence, i f  he were a sym bol, th en  th e  
m ere m entioning o f h is nam e w ould conjure 
up  its  im pact in  its  original vigour and 
w ould tear th e  respondent ou t o f  H a m le t’s 
m agic circle.

L et us conclude by appoin ting  our fu rth e r 
tasks.

1. W e have to  revise o u r questionnaire 
and bring  it  up -to -date .

2 . W e have to  extend ou r research to  
all im p o rtan t social groups (also 
to  those o f  foreign  countries, i f  pos
sible). T h is  w ill enable us to  give 
a break-dow n o f  a ll variables th a t  
m ay influence literary  experience and  
th e  im pact o f  th e  tragedy.

3. In  sum m ariz ing  ou r contem poraries’ 
feelings and  th o u g h ts  about th is  
tragedy, we have to  select those  fea
tu res o f  th e  H am le t experience th a t  
are characteristic o f  ou r age.

4 . T o  validate th e  results obtained 
th ro u g h  questionnaires, we have to  
study  also those H am le t experiences 
th a t  m ay be unraveled fro m  th e  
H am le t literatu re  o f  our tim e 
(accounts o f  perform ances, c ritiques, 
literary  studies, etc.).

5. F inally , i f  we survey th e  resu lts o f  
ou r investigations concerning th e  
h isto rical evolution o f  th e  H am le t 
experience, i t  w ill becom e clear how  
th e  H am le t experience o f  today 
links up  w ith  th e  long series o f  fo r
m er experiences, w hich have ever 
been changing together w ith  th e  com 
ing  and disappearing centuries and 
generations.



SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 
OF SHAKESPEARE’S WORKS 

PUBLISHED IN HUNGARIAN
Co llec ted  E d it io n s

T h e  first a tte m p t to  p u b lish  a com plete 
ed ition  o f  W illiam  Shakespeare’s plays is 
connected w ith  th e  nam e o f  E m ilis Lem ou- 
to n . In  1845 he published  five booklets o f  
prose transla tion , a fte r w hich h is projected 
series was in te rru p ted . T h e  nex t undertak ing  
was begun in  1848, on  a h igher artistic  level, 
w ith  th e  poets János Arany, Sándor Petőfi 
and  M ihály  V örösm arty as translators, bu t 
unfortunately  only one dram a was produced 
(Coriolanus, tran s la ted  by Sándor Petőfi, 
Pest, 1848, Beimel, 182 pp . Facsim ile edi
t io n :  Budapest, 1921. Rózsavölgyi, 200  pp .). 
A fter th e  suppression o f  th e  W ar o f  Inde
pendence th e  publication  o f  Shakespeare’s 
works was taken  over by  th e  K isfaludy So
ciety, w hich issued th e  first volum e o f  a col
lected  ed ition  in  1864.

C O L L E C T E D  W O R K S  O F  SH A K E 
SPE A R E . T ransla ted  by several w riters. 
Published  by th e  K isfaludy Society. V ol. 
I— 18, Shakespeare’s Plays. V ol. 19, 
C ollected Poem s o f  Shakespeare. Pest, 1864. 
Financed by A nasztáz  T om ory, ed ited  by 
M ó r R á th .

From  1878 to  1961 n ine  collected edi
tio n s o f  Shakespeare appeared. O ne contains 
a ll h is w orks: th e  1864— 1878 Collected 
W orks o f  Shakspere 2 n d  ed itio n ; six con
ta in  all th e  p lays; one was never com pleted; 
and  one gives on ly  a selection. T h e  m ost

com plete H ungarian  e d ition  o f  Shakespeare’s 
w orks was b ro u g h t before th e  public  in  1961.

C O M P L E T E  W O R K S  O F  SH A K E 
SPEA R E. E d ited  by László Kéry. Preface 
by László Kardos. Vols. 1 and  2 , H isto rical 
Plays; V ol. 3, C om edies; V ols. 4  and 5, 
T ragedies; V ol. 6, Plays; V o l. 7 , Poetry. 
Budapest, 1961. E urópa Publishers.

Sin g le  P ublications

In  th e  follow ing lis t, th e  publications 
m arked  w ith  an  asterisk  appear also in  th e  
1961 ed ition .

K IN G  J O H N

K ing John. T ransla ted  by  János Arany. 
Pest, 1867.

(C ollected W orks o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 14) 
23 p rin tin g s.

R IC H A R D  II

R ichard  II. T ransla ted  by Károly Szász. 
Pest, 1867.

(C ollected W orks o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 14) 
6 p rin tin g s.

R ichard  II. T ransla ted  by György Somlyó. 
Budapest, 1948.

(C ollected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 1) 
3 p rin tin g s.
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H E N R Y  IV

King H enry  IV , Parts 1 and  2 . T ransla ted  
by József Lévay. Pest, 1867.

(C ollected W orks o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 15) 
6  p rin tin g s

H enry  IV , Parts 1 and  2 . T ransla ted  by 
István Vas. Budapest, 1948.

(C ollected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 1) 
3 p rin tings.

H E N R Y  V

King H enry  V . T ransla ted  by József 
Lévay. Pest, 1870.

(C ollected W orks o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 16) 
6 p rin tin g s.

H enry  V . T ransla ted  by T am ás Aczél. 
Budapest, 1948.

(C ollected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 1) 
H en ry  V . T ransla ted  by László N em eth . 

Budapest, 1955.
(C ollected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 1)

2  p rin tin g s.

H E N R Y  V I

King H en ry  V I, P a tt 1. T ransla ted  by 
Géza Kalm ár. Bánfalva, 1862. Published  by 
th e  tran s la to r, 123 pp .

H en ry  V I. Parts 1 to  3. T ransla ted  by 
Z sigm ond L őrinczy. Pest, 1870.

(C ollected W orks o f  Shakespeare, Vols. 
16, 17)
6 p rin tin g s.

H en ry  V I. Part 1. T ransla ted  by István 
V as. B udapest, 1948.

(C ollected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 1)
3 p rin tin g s .

H en ry  V I. Parts 2  and  3. T ransla ted  by 
E ndre  V ajda. Budapest, 1948.

(C ollected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 1) 
H en ry  V I. Parts 2  and  3. T ransla ted  by 

László N ém eth . B udapest, 1955*
(C ollected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 1) 

2  p rin tin g s.

R IC H A R D  III

R ichard  III. T ransla ted  by Ede Szig li
g e ti. Pest, 1867.

(C ollected W orks o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 18) 
8 p rin tin g s.

R ichard  III . T ransla ted  by A ntal R adó. 
B udapest, 1911. Lam pel, 132 p p . 

(H ungarian  L ibrary), 2  p rin tings 
R ichard  III . T ran sla ted  by István Vas. 

Budapest, 1947. Budapest L iterary In stitu te , 
164 pp .

(N ew  L ibrary, 3) 7  p rin tin g s.

H E N R Y  V III

H enry  V III. T ransla ted  by Károly Szász. 
Pest, 1867.

(C ollected W orks o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 18) 
5 p rin tin g s.

H enry  V III. T ransla ted  by E ndre  V ajda. 
B udapest, 1948.

(C ollected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 1) 
H en ry  V III. T ran sla ted  by Sándor W eö

res. B udapest, 1955.
(C ollected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V o l. x) 

2  p rin tin g s.

C O M E D Y  O F E R R O R S

Com edy o f  E rrors. T ransla ted  by László 
A rany. Pest, 1866.

(C ollected W orks o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 7) 
8 p rin tin g s .

Com edy o f  Errors. T ransla ted  by Jenő 
R ákosi. Budapest, 1921. A theneum , 61 pp . 

(Stage Library, 8)
Com edy o f  Errors. T ransla ted  by József 

Fodor. Budapest, 1948.
(C ollected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 3) 
Com edy o f  Errors. T ransla ted  by Im re 

Szász.
(C ollected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 2) 

2 p rin tin g s.

T H E  T A M IN G  O F  T H E  S H R E W

T h e  T am ing  o f  th e  Shrew . T ransla ted  
by József Lévay. Pest, 1866.

(C ollected W orks o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 7) 
12 p rin tin g s.

T h e  T am ing  o f  th e  Shrew . T ransla ted

8



THE NEW HUNGARIAN QUARTERLY114

by Á rpád Z igány. Budapest, 1900, Vass, 
89 pp .
3 p rin tin g s.

T h e  T am ing  o f  th e  Shrew . T ransla ted  
by Z so lt H arsányi. Budapest, 1939. Singer- 
W olfner, 104 pp .
2 p rin tin g s.

T h e  T am ing  o f  th e  Shrew . T ransla ted  
by Z o ltán  Jékely. Budapest, 1955.

(C ollected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 2) 
2 p rin tin g s.

T W O  G E N T L E M E N  O F  V E R O N A

T w o G entlem en o f  V erona. T ransla ted  
by E m ilis  L em outon. Pest, 1845.

(C ollected W orks o f  W illiam  Shake
speare, Booklet 2)

T w o G entlem en o f  V erona. T ransla ted  
by László Arany. Pest, 1855.

(C ollected W orks o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 5) 
8 p rin tin g s.

T w o G entlem en o f  V erona. T ransla ted  
by  M agda Szabó. Budapest, 1955.

(C ollected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 2) 
2  p rin tin g s.

L O V E ’S L A B O U R  L O S T

Love’s Labour L ost. T ransla ted  by Jenő 
R ákosi. Pest, 1867.

(C ollected W orks o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 8) 
6 p rin tin g s.

Love’s Labour L ost. T ransla ted  by Ágost 
A m brózy. Budapest, 1948.

(C ollected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 3) 
Love’s Labour L ost. T ransla ted  by E ndre 

Gáspár and  György Faludy. Budapest, 1955. 
(C ollected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 2) 
Love’s Labour L ost. T ransla ted  by E ndre 

Gáspár and Dezső M észöly. Budapest, 1961. 
(C ollected W orks o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 3)

A M ID S U M M E R  N IG H T ’S D R E A M

A M idsum m er N ig h t’s D ream . T rans
lated  by János Arany. Pest, 1864.

(C ollected W orks o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 1) 
30 prin tings.

M U C H  A D O  A B O U T  N O T H IN G

M uch Ado A bout N o th in g . T ransla ted  
by László Arany. Pest, 1871.

(C ollected W orks o f  Shakspere, V ol. 12) 
7  p rin tin g s.

M uch  Ado A bout N o th in g . T ransla ted  
by Z sigm ond Ács. Budapest, 1886. Frank
lin , 175 pp .

(Popular L ibrary, 210) 2  p rin tin g s.
M uch  Ado A bout N o th in g . T ransla ted  

by Jenő R ákosi. Budapest, 1921. Pantheon, 
m p p .

(Pantheon o f  Classics)
M uch  A do A bout N o th in g . T ransla ted  

by József Fodor. Budapest, 1948.
(C ollected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 3) 

4  p rin tin g s.

T H E  M E R R Y  W IV E S  O F  W IN D S O R

T h e  M erry W ives o f  W indsor. T rans
lated  by E m ilis L em outon. Pest, 1845.

(C ollected Plays o f  W illiam  Shakespeare, 
Booklet 3)

T h e  M erry W ives o f  W indsor. T rans
la ted  by Gábor Devecseri. Budapest, 1948. 

(C ollected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 3)
4  prin tings.

AS Y O U  LIKE IT

As You Like I t .  T ransla ted  by Jenő 
R ákosi. Pest, 1870.

(C ollected W orks o f Shakespeare, V ol. 10) 
6 p rin tin g s.

As You Like I t .  T ransla ted  by Lőrinc 
Szabó. Budapest, 1948.

(C ollected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 3)
5 p rin tin g s.

T W E L F T H  N IG H T

V iola. A fter Shakespeare and D ein- 
hardstein , transla ted  by Soma Fekete.

Plays, V ol. 4 , N o . 51. Buda, 1843, pp . 
341— 384.

V iola. T ransla ted  by E m ilis Lem outon. 
Pest, 1845.
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(C ollected W orks o f W illiam  Shakespeare, 

Booklet 4)
6 p rin tin g s.

T w e lfth  N ig h t  o r W h a t You W ill. 
T ransla ted  b y József Lévay. Pest, 1871.

(C ollected W o rk s  o f  Shakespeare, V ol. x i) 
6 p rin tin g s.

T w e lfth  N ig h t .  T ransla ted  by M iklós 
R adnó ti and György R ónay. Budapest, 
1948.

(C ollected P lays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 3) 
4  p rin tin g s.

T IT U S  A N D R O N IC U S

T itu s  A n d ro n icu s . T ransla ted  by József 
Lévay. Pest, 1865 .

(C ollected W o rk s  o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 4) 
8 p rin tin g s .

T itu s  A n d ro n ic u s . T ransla ted  by Endre 
V ajda. B u d ap es t, 1948.

(C ollected P lay s o f  Shakespeare, V ol. z)
3 p rin tin g s .

R O M E O  A N D  JU L IE T

Rom eo and  Ju lie t. T ran sla ted  by Sándor 
K un Szabó, a f te r  C hr. Fr. W eisse. Pozsony, 
1786, Feber-K  o rab in szk y , 118 p p .

Rom eo and  Ju lie t. T ran sla ted  by A ntal 
N á ra ji-N á ray . Buda, 1839, 176 pp . 

(Foreign D ra m a , V o l. 17)
Rom eo and  Ju lie t. T ran sla ted  by Károly 

Szász. Pest, 1 8 7 1 .
(C ollected W  o rk s o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 11) 

8 p rin tin g s .
Rom eo and  Ju lie t .  T ran sla ted  by Árpád 

Z igány. B u d ap est, 1898, V ass. 99 pp . 
(Program  o f  B u dapest T heatres, 26) 
R om eo and  Ju lie t .  T ran sla ted  by Béla 

T elekes. B u d a p e s t, 1901.
(Illu s tra ted  C lassical L ibrary: Shake

speare’s M aste rp ieces , 1)
2  p rin tin g s .

R om eo and  Ju lie t .  T ransla ted  by Dezső 
K osztolányi. B u d a p e s t,  1930. Genius, 209 
pp.
4  p rin tin g s .

Rom eo and Juliet. T ransla ted  by Dezső 
M észöly. Budapest, 1955 

(Collected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 3) 
4  p rin tin g s.

JU L IU S CAESA R

Julius Caesar. T ransla ted  by M ihály  
V örösm arty. M ihály  V örösm arty’s R ecent 
W orks, V ol. 3. Buda, 1840, Royal H unga- 
rian  U niversity  Press, 150 pp . 28 p rin tings.

H A M L E T , P R IN C E  O F  D E N M A R K

H am le t. T ransla ted  by Ferencz Kazinczy. 
Ferencz K azinczy’s Foreign Stage, V ol. I .  

Kassa, 1790, E llinger 16, 126 pp .
H am let, Prince o f  D enm ark. T ransla ted  

by János Arany. Pest, 1867.
(C ollected W orks o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 8) 

30 p rin tin g s.
H am le t, Prince o f  D enm ark. T ran sla t

ed by Á rpád Z igány.
Budapest, 1899. Vass. 124 pp .
2  p rin tings.

H am le t. T ransla ted  by Béla Telekes. 
Budapest, 1902.

(Illustra ted  Classical L ibrary: Shake
speare’s M asterpieces, 2)

O T H E L L O , T H E  M O O R  O F  V E N IC E

O thello . T ranslated  by Károly Szász. 
P est, 1864.

(C ollected W orks o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 1) 
6 p rin tin g s.

O the llo , T h e  M oor o f  Venice. T ran s
lated  by Z alán  E ndrei. Budapest, 1899, Vass. 
i l l  pp .
3 p rin tin g s.

O thello , T h e  M oor o f  Venice. T rans
lated  by Lajos M ikes. Budapest, 1901.

(Illustra ted  Classical L ib ra ry : Shake
speare’s M asterpieces, 1)
2  p rin tin g s.

O thello , T h e  M oor o f Venice. T ransla ted  
by László Kardos. Budapest, 1948.

II5
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(C ollected Plays o f  Shakespeare, V ol. 2) 
4  p rin tings.

O thello , T h e  M oor o f Venice. T rans
lated  by Dezső M észöly. Budapest, 1949. 
B udapest L iterary In stitu te , 192 pp . (N ew  
Library, 39)

K IN G  L EA R

King Lear. T ransla ted  by M ihály  Vörös
m arty . Pest, 1856. Länderer and  H ecke
nast Press, 2x4  pp . 20  p rin tin g s.

King Lear. T ransla ted  by Á rpád Z igány. 
Budapest, 1899. Vass, 117 p p .

(Program  o f  B udapest T heatres, 56)
2  p rin tings.

King Lear. T ransla ted  by Dezső Kosz
to lány i. Budapest, 1943. Révai, 180 pp .

King Lear. T ransla ted  by M ilán  Füst. 
Budapest, 1955, N ew  H ungarian  Pub lish 
in g  H ouse, 189 pp .
2  p rin tin g s.

M A C B E T H

M acbeth . T ransla ted  by G ábor D öbren- 
te i. Pest, 1830, W igand , 332 pp .
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FROM MY CHILDHOOD*

by

C AT H A R I N E  KÁROLYI

M y first act in life was to disappoint my parents. I did not do it 
deliberately. The wishful thinking of my grandmother, who 
was the first witness of my appearance in this world, made 
her see things which were not. Exclaiming “I t’s a boy!” she 
dashed down the stairs of our country house to have the good news spread 

all over the estate.
I was the third girl. My parents fervently wished for a son as, under Hun

garian law, daughters could not inherit entailed property. The news went 
down to the servants’ quarters, to the gardeners’ cottages, to the stables and 
farms, to the village, and rejoicing was unanimous.

Then the inevitable happened. The village doctor arrived and, after taking 
a look at the wrinkled squeaking infant, shook his head and uttered the fatal 
words: “I am sorry, it is a girl. . . ” All through my childhood I hated that 
doctor with bitter hate.

It was the 15th of September, under the sign of Virgo.
Tisza-Dob is a small village in the North of Hungary, where the two 

branches of the River Tisza meet—the Living and the Dead Tisza, as they 
are called. The Living Tisza, a wide expanse of slow flowing yellow water 
between sandy banks like a smaller Volga; the Dead Tisza, a cut-off branch, 
forming a stagnant lake with weeping willows bending over its deep blue 
waters covered with water lilies. It was here that my grandfather, Gyula 
Andrássy, had built his residence on the model of a Chateau de la Loire. 
I t was in the round blue damask Tower room, overlooking the Dead Tisza, 
that I was born. Some years later, when I heard about the villainous role 
the village doctor had played at my birth, I felt convinced that he had 
cheated us: I was a BOY. I spent many an hour plotting a suitable revenge.

* Chapter I of an Autobiography in progress. Catherine Károlyi is widow of Mihály Károlyi, 
President of the Hungarian Republic of 1918.



120

Later on, when I was told the story of Eve having been created out of Adam’s 
rib, I concluded that the male must have one rib less than the female, and 
that it was therefore on their number that evidence of sex must be based. 
So I started feverishly counting my ribs, until in my eagerness I would find 
I possessed eleven instead of twelve, thus supplying the irrefutable proof 
that I was indeed a boy. I would then rush triumphantly to my mother and 
demand to be put into trousers.

I t is hard to discern which of one’s earliest memories are genuine recol
lections, and which are tales heard in later years. One of my earliest ones 
takes me back to an earthquake at Fiume (Rijeka), although I could not 
have been more than two or three years old.

As my later life was rich in earthquakes, I wonder if this event could have 
had an occult influence on my fate!

The waters of the Adriatic overflowed the quays and many people took 
refuge on the boats anchored in the harbour. I remember being taken out 
of my cot in the night by my father and carried down the stairs wrapped in 
blankets. I pressed myself against his shoulder and felt blissfully secure. 
Then came a narrow gangway, rocking like a cradle, and frightened faces. 
Later I was told that my father had slipped on the wet boards and had nar
rowly escaped falling with me in his arms into the angry waves. But the 
whole adventure remained for me a happy memory. At the age of six, when 
sailing with my German governess on Lake Balaton, I puzzled her by sitting 
morosely by her side under a clear sky and on calm waters. When she asked 
me why I was so glum, I replied: “Ich hab’ besser gern wenn es aufführt.” 
This saying of mine remained a standing joke in the family, and was often 
brought up in later years as proof that I preferred unrest and excitement to a 
peaceful existence.

My first language was English, learnt from an English nursery governess, 
Miss Hill. I could not speak Hungarian—a fact for which my mother was 
bitterly reproached by the nationalistic members of the family. We saw 
very little of our mother, except when we went to wish her good morning or 
good night. I loved her with a feeling of mixed admiration and awe. One 
of the memories of my early childhood relates to a pageant organized by my 
mother and other ladies during the winter season in Budapest. My mother, 
wearing a mediaeval costume of heavy gold brocade and riding a white horse, 
looked magnificent. I was terribly proud of her, convinced that she was the 
most beautiful of all, and waited with wildly throbbing heart for her to come 
out at the end of the performance, when I would be able to kiss her hand. 
We never kissed our mother, only her hand, with the slender fingers cov
ered with rings. She seldom seemed to notice it, and would go on absent-
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mindedly with her occupations. She would kiss us but rarely—she was not the 
kissing sort of mother.—and when she did we felt it to be a great privilege.

My mother’s beauty was famous, and none of her daughters ever equalled 
her in that. She had very large grey-blue eyes and, after the fashion of those 
days, she used to darken her eyelids with soot produced by holding a small 
porcelain cup over the flame of a candle. This make-up enhanced their ex
traordinary colour. She had dark hair, an olive skin and classic features. 
She was tall, very slim and fragile-looking. She dressed exquisitely. During 
the season her dressing room was filled with dressmakers who formed an 
interminable procession in the mornings and stood in the corridors with 
giant boxes eyeing one another with scorn and envy. One of the dressmaking 
establishments was called “König”, and when I heard my mother’s maid 
announce that “Herr König” was here, I used to imagine that Francis 
Joseph, Emperor of Austria and King of Hungary, had come to call. The 
Paris models were then brought in, and my mother would try them on, whilst 
we children sat on the sofa and gazed at her beauty. She would buy six to 
eight models at a time, for the season in Budapest was a glamorous affair 
in those days when we still belonged to the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. 
She was the instigator of brilliant feasts and festivals. At one costume ball 
she appeared as the Empress Theodora, seated on a gilded throne, and I do 
not think the Byzantine empress herself could have been more beautiful.

She would sleep till eleven in the morning in her completely blacked-out 
room, behind the heavy damask curtains of her wide four-poster bed with 
its carved pillars, which kept out the slightest suspicion of air or light. 
At Terebes we would watch from the fountain garden, with its copies of 
Greek and Roman statues, to see her maid open the shutters, and then we 
would rush up to wish our mother good morning and kiss her hand. On 
Sundays and holidays we attended her “levée”. She would lie in her hot 
bath, clad in a thick linen chemise with long sleeves, giving orders for the 
coming day. She washed herself without ever lifting the chemise—quite 
a tricky performance.

When Francis Joseph came to Budapest we were thrilled, for mother 
would sparkle in her tiara of diamonds and pearls, and next morning, when the 
time came to go to her room, we would be given small gilded boxes decorated 
with the portrait of the Emperor and filled with little pink sweets.

One place to which Mother would take me when I had behaved myself 
was the Polo Club in the Városliget (the City Park). I remember her once 
telling me—I must have been about seven—to have a good look at the old 
whitewhiskered gentleman standing near us at the railing where tea was 
served, for he was the Emperor and he would soon be dead. So I did what
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I was bidden, but felt little interest in the bent figure in the so-called 
“Francis-Joseph jacket” watching the game through large binoculars. He was 
standing all by himself, as if none dared approach him. I saw him once again 
in my life on a much more exciting occasion.

In one of the drawing-rooms of our Budapest house there stood a terra
cotta bust of Dante. Since then Dante has always been associated in my 
memory with the somewhat stuffy dark drawing-rooms, overcrowded with 
furniture and where one could not move for fear of upsetting one of those 
mosquito-legged, marble-topped guéridons loaded with china nick-nacks, 
miniatures, lamps and vases; there were far too many armchairs, tables, 
sofas, pouffs, too many pictures on easels with lights above them; in Mo
ther’s boudoir was a white polar bear with a red jaw and long teeth, and in 
a corner stood a huge sledge painted all over with Watteau-like dancing 
figures, birds and flowers—something like a Sicilian cart—filled with ever
green plants. The heavy dark curtains kept out the light and air, and kept 
in the dust in true 19th century fashion.

It was my mother who had the ingenious idea of utilizing the social snobs 
to raise money for a political purpose. She started the “Tulip Movement” 
(the tulip is a Hungarian emblem) in support of national industries, and 
everyone who wanted to be up-to-date had to wear a tulip brooch or lapel 
badge and pledge herself—or himself—to “buy Hungarian”. The jewellers 
of the Váci utca produced tulips in rubies and emeralds, milliners made 
tulip-shaped hats, and the success of the idea was spectacular, though short
lived. However, it did not prevent the society women from buying their 
dresses in Vienna or Paris, and their children’s sailor suits in London.

My mother, Ella Zichy, was the second daughter of seven children, two 
boys and five girls. The girls were known for their good looks, the boys for 
their stupidity. My paternal grandmother, Jacqueline, lost her sight at the age 
of thirty-two, and never saw her two last-born. The family usually spoke 
French, and my mother’s diary, which, after the custom of the time, she 
kept daily, was written in that language.

When Tivadar Andrássy asked her to be his wife, she was seventeen, 
and had been kept in complete ignorance as to what marriage meant. It 
therefore came as a terrible shock to her. Although in love with my father, 
she felt the predicament of women to be a cruel one, and contrary to all the 
concepts of her puritanical upbringing. There followed a painful reaction, 
not unusual in Victorian days, particularly in those circles. During the first 
years of her married life she refused to go into town unless heavily veiled, 
or to see anyone but her family. Throughout her life she seemed to harbour 
a profound contempt for sex, which made her watch over her four daughters
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with doubled vigilance. Until we were married we were not allowed to read 
any books without her permission. Even the classics were censored in ad
vance. Words such as “marriage-bed”, “bed-fellow”, “concubine”, “bas
tard” or “natural son”, in which the classics abound, were put in brackets 
to enable our governesses to read to us without giving themselves away by 
suspicious pauses. But it sometimes happened that these works fell into our 
hands, and what would otherwise have gone unnoticed, now aroused our 
curiosity. She had another way of protecting us: she would sew up the leaves 
on which anything about love was printed and, strange as it may seem, her 
authority was so great that I do not remember having ever undone any of 
those intriguing pages, though I did try to peep into them when they hap
pened to be loosely sewn.

Until after my marriage I never read a novel about love, never went to a 
cinema, and only seldom to classical plays or to the opera. I must say, how
ever, that I am grateful for this, for it prevented me from acquiring a taste 
for literary trash at an age when the emotions are most susceptible. Instead, 
we had to read Goethe, Schiller, Corneille, Racine, Moliere, the German 
philosophers, and the novels of Felix Dahn and Jókai. Shakespeare was terra 
incognita—as, in fact, were all English classics except Walter Scott and, 
later, Kipling, whom we enjoyed immensely. Our culture was decidedly 
Germanic, and for years my livre de chevet was “Faust”.

As my mother had married so very young, and childbirth, with all that 
preceded it, had apparently been a cruel ordeal, her children I believe, es
pecially her first ones, gave her no pleasure.

She had made a brilliant marriage, her husband being the eldest son of 
Gyula Andrássy, the statesman, who was Foreign Minister in 1878 at the 
time of the Berlin Congress, and she soon fell under the charm of a liberal, 
intellectual artistic circle, contrasting in every way with the rather provincial 
county milieu of the Zichys. The Zichys were among those nobles who had 
sided with the Russian Emperor to quell the Hungarian Revolution in 
1849, and had since been nicknamed, with many other aristocratic families, 
“the guides of the Russians”. Uncle Jacqui (Mother’s youngest brother) 
once told us that, while on a canvassing tour in the country before the 
elections, he had begun addressing a meeting, when a rowdy shouted at 
him: “Your family led the Russians in, we don’t  want to hear you—sit 
down!” At which gentle Uncle Jacqui naturally, as he said, sat down to the 
delight of the audience—and his own—for he was only too glad to get out 
of making his speech.

My mother had strong ideas about our upbringing, and would periodically 
get hold of some theory which happened to be the fashion at the moment.
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She would then try it out with special zeal on her first-born. In later years 
she gave up many of these theories, so we, the younger ones, were less ex
posed to such experiments. One notion was that children should be made 
immune to the vicissitudes of the climate so as never to suffer from the cold. 
In the harshest winter, my eldest sister Ilona would be put out in her cot, 
scarcely covered, and her nappies changed while her red-blue legs were kick
ing in the frosty air to the horror of the onlookers. For a time, my mother fell 
under the spell of German professor Kneip, and, every morning, we had 
to walk bare-foot in the icy water of a brook that flowed through the pine 
forest. The name of the fashionable exercise was “Wassertreten”.

We never were allowed, even in the heaviest snowstorms, to wear stock
ings or gloves. Once a solicitous uncle, noticing our blue hands and faces, 
asked if we were not cold, as we were clad in summer frocks in November. 
I remember finding his remark most officious, and my sister Ilona pulled 
herself up to her full height and said with great dignity—she had the pride 
of a Spaniard—: “We are not cold children.”

I must admit that this Spartan upbringing seemed to suit us, as we never 
were ill, and now, in later years, we all enjoy excellent health. Whether this is 
due to those harsh methods, or whether we simply inherited a strong con
stitution from our healthy parents, I do not know.

Ideas about food changed more or less every year. We always had to finish 
up everything on our plates, and any show of preference was something un
heard-of. One day at the age of seven, on being served lentils, I heard my 
German governess say: “Lentils are the meat (Fleisch) of the poor.” Horrible, 
I thought, to feed on the flesh of poor people! But I accepted it as a matter 
of course. The Poor were there to be eaten, I concluded—and thereupon 
contracted a strong dislike for lentils. We were never allowed to accept 
sweets from anyone. My mother kept the sweet-box and gave us two a day, 
one after each meal; in general, sweets were not in great favour and were 
not supposed to be good for children. Those delicious Kugler-Gerbeaud 
boxes were maddeningly tantalizing. Salads and cheese were only for grown
ups, tea and coffee as well.

Our time-table was that of a strict school, but there too, it was my older 
sisters who got the worst of it for my mother mellowed as the years went by. 
A sheet of paper pinned on the wall gave the following orders:

“Three minutes for brushing teeth, three times a day. Four for washing 
hands, seven for dressing.” (We were helped to dress by our maids, and even 
our shoes were put on for us until we got married.) “Six for brushing the 
hair.” A cold bath (15 degrees Réaumur) in the morning, and a hot bath 
(20 degrees Reaumur) in the evening, with five minutes to spend in the bath.

THE NEW HUNGARIAN QUARTERLY



FROM MY CHILDHOOD 125

Our governesses were responsible for seeing to it that this schedule was 
followed to the minute. Mother would forget about it for a time, but, all of 
a sudden, she would remember and visit the nursery; and if the bath water 
was hotter, or the time spent on dressing longer than that prescribed, woe 
to the governess and to us.

An important event in our nursery life was remembered in the family as 
the Tapioca Rebellion. For months our supper consisted of a single dish— 
tapioca boiled in milk. One day Ilona informed us that we were to go in 
deputation to our parents and demand the abolition of that detestable food, 
otherwise we would go on hunger strike. Ilona’s authority was undisputed, 
and we followed her. Victory was HERS, for she and Boji were admitted 
the table of the grown-ups, but Caja and I remained on the tapioca diet.

Until the age of fourteen we had our evening meal in the nursery, al
though we were allowed to attend that of the grown-ups. When there were 
guests, we would enjoy ourselves in the pantry, eating the remains of the 
ices and cakes which the kind butler would keep for us. When we were 
older and took our meals with our parents, we would always kiss Mother’s 
hand as soon as we left the table, thanking her for feeding us.

Ilona once asked Father, “What is a gentleman?” After thinking hard, 
Father said: “An honest man who does his duty and never lies.” Boji, who 
thought this definition not quite appropriate—she had a critical mind— 
asked: “Is the gardener a gentleman? He does his duty, is honest, and does 
not lie.” Father answered: “Yes, of course he is.” But Mother laughed and 
said: “Oh Tivadar, he is not,” and then started an argument, leaving us 
more puzzled than ever as to what a gentleman was.

We all felt a deep veneration for “Queen Elizabeth”, the Empress of 
Austria. She was remembered as a remarkably intelligent woman, the guar
dian angel of the Hungarians, a paragon of virtue. Not so the Emperor. He 
was considered a wicked old fool, heartless, cruel and selfish, who made his 
wife’s existence miserable.

At the time of the Mayerling tragedy, Grandfather who was still Minister 
for Foreign Affairs, was one of the first to call on Francis Joseph. He was 
shocked to find him perfectly composed: his cold blue eyes were tearless and 
betrayed no emotion. Grandfather was so shattered by the news that he could 
not utter a word. The Emperor turned immediately to current affairs of 
state and carried on as usual, following the working routine like an auto
maton. Was this estimable self-control? Grandfather believed it to be sheer 
heartlessness.

During the years Grandfather was in office, my father and his brother, 
Uncle Duci, were the playmates of Archduke Rudolf, who was their age.
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They had a great admiration for the strange, remarkable boy, and spoke of 
him as an exceptionally gifted and independent spirit.

Not until much later, when I was grown-up, did I hear—from outsiders— 
the gossip about Grandfather and the Empress. How far it was true I do not 
know, for it was bitterly and emphatically denied by my parents, the slight
est allusion to it being tres mal vu. We had vineyards in North Hungary, 
from where the famed Tokay wine comes. During the First World War, my 
brothers-in-law were once told that the husbandman, now an old man of 
eighty, was fond of sitting in the village pub and blabbering about the good 
old times and how he used to be the only servant allowed to wait on the 
beautiful lady who used to come with his master, Count Andrássy, to 
the little cottage in the vineyards. She was always heavily veiled, but on one 
occasion he had recognized her. He would naturally never tell a soul who 
this great lady was.

During his exile in Paris, Grandfather had been nicknamed “le beau 
pendu”, for he had been hanged in effigy by order of the Emperor for 
having sided, as a young man, with the 1848 Revolution. Later, he profited 
by an amnesty, returned home, was soon appointed Prime Minister by 
Francis Joseph, and concocted the Compromise of 1867 with Ferenc 
Deák. He placed the Hungarian Crown of St. Stephen on the head of his 
former enemy and made him King of Hungary. If what was said about his 
affair with the Queen was true, his revenge was a subtle one. He was a dandy, 
wore corsets to slim his waist, had dark wavy hair and a flashy manner. 
Envious Austrians used to call him the “Zigeuner Primas” (the leader of 
a gypsy band). In the family, many anecdotes were told about him. The 
one which made the greatest impression on me as a child was about how, 
as a small boy, he had made his headmaster run across the fields after him, 
pleading with him to return to school. My grandfather, then aged ten, had 
been placed in a boarding school for a short time, and, for some prank, his 
ears had been boxed. Incensed by his master’s insolence in daring to chastise 
him, he packed up his kit and left the school, walking across the meadows 
to his parents’ home. In a panic at losing such an illustrious pupil, the 
headmaster followed him over ditches and brambles, begging him to re
turn. The small boy would stop from time to time and demand uncondi
tional surrender: the master should ask his pardon and give his word never to 
return to such methods. From field to field, a yelling argument continued be
tween the flustered master and the inexorable pupil who walked on with 
great dignity. Andrássy, later the Champion of Compromise, did not believe 
in compromise at that early age. The master had to give in, and Grand
father returned to school triumphant.
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When he was on his deathbed in a little fishing village on the Istrian 
coast, Empress Elizabeth sent him a gold watch. Not a very tactful present 
for a dying man, I thought. He seldom spoke of her, but adoration and 
idealization of the Empress became a tradition in the family, and our con
tempt for the Emperor had its origin in Grandfather’s feelings.

Some thought him frivolous in his political dealings, as it is customary 
for statesmen to be ponderous and solemn, and over-brilliant minds are 
often suspected of superficiality. But his children knew about the sleepless 
nights he spent before taking a decision, turning it over a thousand times 
in his mind.

Alas, I never knew him, for he died several years before my birth.



HUNGARY AND UNESCO
by

S Á N D O R  MALLER

Fifteen years ago Hungary joined UNESCO. The anniversary affords 
a good opportunity for examining this experience and for estim
ating prospects.

Despite this long association, the aims and achievements of 
UNESCO are still inadequately known in Hungary. Most likely some be
lieve the six letters to signify some sort of humanitarian research institute 
or cultural Red Cross, while others, a small minority, will be found sur
prisingly well-informed on isolated functions of UNESCO. Although in 
recent years newspapers in this country have often reported on its activities 
and in periodicals the name of UNESCO has occurred even more frequently, 
the majority of Hungarians are conspicuously ignorant about it and the gen
eral picture remains, in spite of our fifteen-year membership, fragmentary, 
blurred and superficial.

The fact that this applies not only to Hungary, where the situation is not 
even the worst, affords little consolation. Hungary has in recent years missed 
many an interesting possibility by ignoring or misunderstanding the char
acter and aims of UNESCO. Moreover, this country, like several other 
Member States, showed a tendency not to take UNESCO quite seriously.

Nor could it be taken too seriously in the beginning, because it tended to 
spread unmethodically in all directions, handicapped by the somewhat arti
ficial and crisis-laden atmosphere then characteristic of other international 
organizations. However, because of the frequent and decidedly advantageous 
changes it has undergone in recent years, UNESCO has attained maturity 
in many important respects. Overcoming its initial uncertainty and the 
tendency to undertake too much, it has succeeded in channelling its aims 
and activities in definite directions and has become an institution to be taken 
seriously. *

* Cf. Walter H. C. Laves—Charles A. Thomson: UNESCO—Purpose, Progress, Prospects. Bloom
ington, 1957, 469 pp., also Jean Thomas: U.N.E.S.C.O, Paris, 1962, 266 pp.
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Simultaneously with its development UNESCO also outgrew its various 
headquarters: first, within a few months’ time, the one in London consisting 
of a small suite of rooms only, then the second one in the Hotel Majestic, 
Paris, and finally even the present palace where it installed itself in 1958, 
also in Paris.

Over the years it has developed a specific “technique” of its own, adopt
ing the working methods characteristic of international bodies, with all the 
excessive burden of numberless files, the often unnecessarily cumbersome 
procedures, and the steadily growing staff requirements they imply. In a 
reasonable endeavour to counterbalance a strong tendency towards centrali
zation by means of energetic measures of decentralization, it has now reached 
a stage where the number of its staff members and experts in the various 
Member States outweighs those working at Headquarters in Paris.

True, the frequent changes were in many cases overhasty, leading to the 
partial frittering away of forces and to often only perfunctory results in this 
modern Babel, whose 1,300 staff members have been recruited from more 
than eighty countries. Yet, despite the many difficulties and obstacles 
UNESCO has faced in its eighteen years of existence—which is, after all, 
a very short period in the life of an international organization—it has man
aged to become, in close cooperation with some two hundred and fifty inter
national Non-Governmental Organizations, one of the most important and 
most highly developed institutions of the United Nations. In conformity 
with its Constitution—modelled on the Charter of the UN—and by the use 
of the tools of education, science, culture and mass communication it has 
grown into a forum of peaceful cooperation and mutual understanding, a 
meeting-place of ideas on a world level and a kind of spiritual catalyser. 
Without UNESCO our present-day world would in many respects be poorer 
than it is.

As an inter-governmental organization UNESCO is operated by its 
Member States, which brought it into existence to serve their purposes; they 
are backing it financially through their membership dues and have given it, 
at different stages and to different degrees, its present shape. It is a reassur
ing fact that the majority of the x 13 countries have come to appreciate 
UNESCO increasingly and to expect from it considerably more than in the 
past.

Hungary’s connections with UNESCO date from 1948 when she joined 
the organization, set up special sections in the Ministries of Foreign Affairs 
and of Education to deal with UNESCO matters, formed a Hungarian Na
tional Commission for UNESCO to coordinate activities at home in conform-
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ity with the provisions of the Constitution, and arranged for a permanent 
Hungarian representation at UNESCO Headquarters in Paris. Shortly after
wards, however, relations were for several years severed as a regrettable con
sequence of the cold war.

When in 1954 a fresh start was made at the General Conference in Monte
video, Hungary found herself faced with an entirely new UNESCO that 
was continuously changing and developing. The balance of power was shift
ing in line with the UN pattern, first slowly, then, after the admittance of a 
rapidly growing number of Asian and African countries in the past few 
years, at an accelerated pace. General Conferences have become increasingly 
political in character, and the atmosphere of isolation that prevailed in the 
early years now belongs to the past. UNESCO, a member of the UN family, 
now mirrors more than ever before the features of the mother institution, 
although it would be a mistake to identify the two in every respect.

The Hungarian National Commission for UNESCO was also reorganized 
in 1954* Subcommittees were set up to deal with educational, scientific, 
cultural, bibliographical and library matters, as well as with questions relat
ing to the East-West Major Project. The “Unesco Bulletin,” a periodical pub
lished in Hungarian and French by the Hungarian National Commission 
since 1959 has been giving an account of the UNESCO program and of 
activities related to it in Hungary.

Since 1954 Hungary has been regularly represented at the biennial Gen
eral Conferences of UNESCO and her delegation has grown increasingly 
numerous over the years. Since 1956 this country has also been represented 
at the regional conferences of the European National Commissions (1956 
in Aix-en-Provence, 1957 in Dubrovnik, i960 in Taormina and 1962 in 
Sofia). At the Eleventh General Conference (i960) Academician Imre Szabó 
was elected Vice-President of the Administrative Commission. At the 
Twelfth General Conference (1962) Mrs. Magda Jóború, President of the 
Hungarian National Commission for UNESCO, served as Vice-President 
of the Program Commission, and Hungary was elected a member of the 
Legal Commission for 1963/64.

Several leading officials of UNESCO, among them two Directors General 
(Mr. L. H. Evans in 1956 and M. R. Maheu in 1962), have visited Hungary 
since 1956, as have members of the National Commissions of other countries. 
It has become clear that Hungary’s intellectual export within the framework 
of UNESCO could and should be considerably greater than hitherto.

In 1957 Hungary directly joined in the work of the UNESCO Secretariat, 
of which the writer of the present survey was the first Hungarian staff 
member for nearly seven years. In 1962 Hungary filled a second post at the



Secretariat, allotted on the basis of the amount of her membership dues. Be
sides these Headquarters posts Hungarian experts are at present working 
in Algeria, Argentina, Mali, Nigeria and Turkey within the framework 
of the UNESCO program.

Hungary has so far signed four UNESCO Conventions or one on the pro
tection of cultural property in the event of armed conflict, two on the inter
national exchange of publications, and a fourth on the temporary importa
tion of scientific equipment.

The first UNESCO-sponsored international conference in Hungary, in 
i960, discussed the international exchange of publications in European coun
tries. It was followed two years later by a conference on the teaching of math
ematics. An eight-month international advanced course in mathematics for 
university graduates from developing countries started in 1963 in Budapest 
under the sponsorship of UNESCO. A Hungarian professor is at present 
writing a manual on the teaching of mathematics, and last year an animated 
cartoon on the history of numerical symbols was prepared as part of a 
UNESCO series. Preparations for an international conference on soil re
search, to be held in Hungary next year, are already in full swing.

While up to the past year Hungary had been only the beneficiary of scho
larships (a total of twenty-six, of which the majority was granted in the last 
six years), in the current year post-graduate training under the UNESCO 
program is being provided in this country too. Several Hungarian delegates 
have participated at special UNESCO conferences, especially in recent times. 
Five UNESCO-sponsored visits of Hungarian workers’ delegations to Bel
gium, Finland (twice), France and Italy took place in 1959, i960 and 1963. 
Return delegations of a similar character from Finland and France have come 
to Hungary.

A grant of 100,000 dollars was voted by the Ninth General Conference 
of UNESCO for the replacement of Hungarian school equipment damaged 
in 1956. Five Hungarian secondary schools are at present listed under 
UNESCO’s Associated Schools Project. In 1957 the sum of 7,000 dollars 
was allocated for the modernization of the microfilm section of the Library 
of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, a collection listed with the 
Associated Projects two years earlier.

Hungary regularly supplies the UNESCO Secretariat, especially the or
ganization’s library, with documentary material relating to the country’s 
scientific and cultural life, and Hungarian libraries are, in return, receiving 
a great number of useful publications from various UNESCO departments. 
Hungarian experts have for years participated in a vast UNESCO project 
for the revision of the work entitled “History of the Scientific and Cultural
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Development of Mankind.” The first UNESCO-sponsored publication in 
this country appeared under the title “Bibliography of Hungarian Biblio
graphies, 1958—1960.” Another bibliography of Hungarian works on Asia 
and Africa was recently printed.

The appraisal of Hungary in UNESCO publications has become more 
realistic—due primarily to data supplied by Hungarian institutions. Hun
garian achievements in the educational field, libraries and bibliographical 
activities in this country are being given international publicity: a special 
Hungarian number of the UNESCO periodical “Museum” has recently been 
issued, and a selection of Hungarian short stories in French appeared in 1962 
under UNESCO sponsorship.

In contrast to the exemplary treatment of the UNESCO depository copies 
in the Parliamentary Library, their distribution through the Hungarian book 
trade is still in a primitive stage, although adequate publicity could have 
made the results of many a valuable publication accessible to Hungarian science 
and culture.

Reference should be made to the travelling exhibitions of UNESCO art 
reproductions in Budapest and in a number of provincial centres. The 1959 
exhibition was rendered still more attractive by the addition of an inter
national show of children’s drawings.

Several other activities of the Hungarian National Commission—such 
as the organization of popular scientific lectures, club meetings, exhibi
tions and books-shows, the publication of essays, articles and books—were 
carried out under the East-West Major Project and aimed at the mutual 
appreciation of the cultural achievements of various peoples.

Hungary’s UNESCO activities are enriched by contacts, though still 
insufficiently organized and exploited, with a number of Non-Governmental 
Organizations working in close cooperation with UNESCO. Many of their 
meetings have, especially of late, been attended by Hungarian representatives, 
and some of their working sessions have been held in Hungary. Thus the 
International Council on Archives organized its 1963 Round-Table Con
ference in Budapest, following the example of the International Organization 
of Measurement and Instrument Technics, the International Organization 
of Journalists, the International Radio and Television Organization, the 
Co-ordination Committee for International Voluntary Camps, and the World 
Federation of Teachers’ Unions, which held conferences in Hungary re
cently. For years now one of the Vice-Presidents of the International Federa
tion for Documentation has been a Hungarian expert.
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Such were the antecedents that have led to the formation of the Perma
nent Secretariat of the Hungarian National Commission for UNESCO 
which, modelled on similar bodies in other Member States, was set up in 
August 1963 to coordinate UNESCO work in Hungary. An independent 
body having its own budget, the Secretariat now organizes practically all the 
activities of the Hungarian National Commission for UNESCO.

It devolves on the Secretariat to collect and classify the National Com
mission’s proposals relating to the program and budget of UNESCO and 
to various questions of procedure, as well as to forward these proposals to 
UNESCO; to bring Hungarian institutions and experts into contact—in 
the manner of a sort of telephone exchange—with the Secretariat and 
UNESCO itself, as well as with each other, within the framework of the 
UNESCO program, to maintain relations with other National Commis
sions and with the UNESCO Secretariat; to keep the UNESCO Secretariat 
and the fellow National Commissions informed on the work performed in 
Hungary and to popularize UNESCO in the country. The current 
tasks of the Secretariat are, moreover, connected with the working 
out of the UNESCO program and with the preparation and execution of the 
Hungarian work plan, and are carried out in close cooperation with both 
official and professional institutions, the permanent Hungarian representative 
at UNESCO, the UNESCO Secretariat, and such other National Commis
sions as the case may require.

The setting up of a permanent Secretariat has made it necessary to revise 
the Statutes of the Hungarian National Commission for UNESCO. From 
now on, the National Commission is to exercise its authority through three 
organs: the Plenary Session, the Executive Council and the Secretariat. The 
Council is headed by the Chairman; his deputy, the Secretary-General, 
is at the same time at head of the Secretariat. The Commission’s 
membership has also been reinforced by co-opting representatives of 
major institutions working in spheres of activity of UNESCO, as well 
as several other experts from the capital and the country.

This brief survey of Hungary’s UNESCO membership shows a number 
of new departures and fruitful beginnings, and holds the promise of more 
to come. The organizational framework is now set up, and the Commission 
is prepared to participate to a greater degree than hitherto in the international 
orchestra UNESCO is frequently compared to, irrespective of the import
ance of the part assigned to it or undertaken voluntarily. We may con
fidently expect that contacts between this country and the World Organiza
tion will in future both deepen and broaden in scope.
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THE FAVOURITE
Second and third acts oj a tragedyA 

ACT T W O  

S C E N E  O N E

( T h e  sa m e  ro o m  in  M a x im u s ’ h ouse. T h ree  

w eek s h ave p a sse d . A p p a r e n t ly  n o  one h as been  

l i v in g  in  th e  h ouse, f o r  th e s e r v a n ts  a re  o p en in g  

d o o rs  a n d  w in d o w s  a n d  t i d y in g  u p  in  a  h u rr ie d  

m a n n e r . O n e  o f  th e m  is  a b o u t to  e n te r  J u l i a ’s  

ro o m  b u t  i s  o rd ered  back b y  th e  c h ie f . F u lg e n -  

t i u s  e n te rs  a cc o m p a n ied  b y  a  s e r v a n t ,  w h o  goes  

o n  to  M a x im u s ’ ro o m .

F U L G E N T IU S : D id  he arrive last 
n igh t?

1st S E R V A N T : Early th is  m orning. 
W ith o u t any w arning. T h a t’s w hy we’re 
s ti ll  in  th is  m ess.

F U L G E N T IU S : D id  he go to  bed? You 
can see th e  effects o f  th e  spring  country air 
o n  h im , I expect?

1st S E R V A N T : H e d id n ’t  go to  bed. 
N o , these th ree  weeks haven’t  done any 
good to  M axim us Petronius.

F U L G E N T IU S : Y our m is t r e s s . . .  d id  
she come w ith  h im ?

is t  S E R V A N T : I wasn’t  th ere  a t th e  
arrival, sir. *

* The first act has been published in Vol. IV, 
N o 1 2  of The New Hungarian Quarterly. The 
principal characters in this play, which takes 
place in Rome in the 5th century, are: Valenti- 
nianus, Emperor; Eudoxia, his wife; Maximus, 
patrician, a leading personality of the realm; 
Julia, his wife; Palladius, Maximus’ son from his 
first marriage; Heraclius, eunuch, another leading 
personality of the realm; Fulgentius, a senator of 
the opposition; Sidonius, executioner, former 
astrologer; Julianus, a young patrician.

F U L G E N T IU S : B u t . . .  they  w ent 
together?

1st S E R V A N T : I w asn’t  there  a t th e  
departure, e ither, sir.

F U L G E N T IU S : H as anybody called 
since? I m ean fro m  o n  high?

1st S E R V A N T  ( a f te r  a  s l ig h t  h e s ita t io n ) :  

T hey d id n ’t  come in .
(S ile n c e . T h e  s e r v a n t  w h o  crossed  th e  s ta g e  

tw o  m in u te s  ago r e tu r n s  w i t h  M a x im u s  in  

h is  w a k e . W h i le  th e  f r i e n d s  em b ra c e , th e  s e r v a n ts  

are  m o tio n e d  o u t  b y  th e i r  c h ie f .)

F U L G E N T IU S : W e have l i t t le  tim e  
to  waste. F irs t I ’ll te ll you w hat I know  and 
th en  I ’ll ask you w hat I w ant to  know .

M A X IM U S : T here’s no th in g  to  hurry  
m e.

F U L G E N T IU S : W h ich  shows th a t 
you know  no th in g . As soon as you w ent on 
your holiday—or were you sent?— th e  w orst 
th a t  had  been feared came about. H e  be
came a m in ia tu re  C aligula. H e ’s com pletely 
in  th e  hands o f  h is castrated m in ion . For 
a w hile th ey  tr ie d  to  keep up  appearances. 
A ccidental fires! V ellius perished  w ith  all 
h is household  in  th is  way. T h en  falling  
in to  th e  w ater became th e  o rder o f  th e  day. 
I t  began w ith  P atercu lus; he was th row n 
in to  th e  T ib er fro m  th e  N arrow  Bridge in  
broad daylight — by “uniden tified” persons. 
T h en  they  reverted  to  th e ir  trad itio n a l dag
ger and rope. ( S to p s . )

M A X IM U S : Go on.
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F U L G E N T IU S : I t ’s only by talk ing  and 

listen ing  to  m y ow n voice th a t  I  m yself am  
beginning to  realize fu lly  w hat a pass we’ve 
come t o ! H is  carriage overturned somewhere 
in  U m bria. T h e  eunuch had th e  whole village 
slaughtered to  a m an. H e  d id n ’t  stop  th ere : 
he go t i t  in to  h is head th a t  everybody in  
U m bria  was a bo rn  regicide.

M A X IM U S : I ’ve heard  th a t.
F U L G E N T IU S : T h ey ’ve already started  

to  dism iss and  round  th em  up . H e  appear
ed in  M odena one n ig h t and  had th e  whole 
garrison there  butchered, beginning w ith  
R om ius, charging th em  w ith  lechery! H e, 
who d rinks blood, according to  rum our, to  
m ake his ow n rise in  his loins. T h a t’s per
haps why people hate— even m ore th an  
h im —th e  w om an w hom  he’s p lan ted  in  his 
luxury villa w ith  th e  usual secrecy. (S to p s  

s h o r t . )

M A X IM U S ( q u ie t ly ) :  W hy d id  you stop?
F U L G E N T IU S : N o  one has any idea 

who she is. A lthough  people have dem on
s tra ted  against her.

M A X IM U S : D em onstrated?
F U L G E N T IU S : T h e  hush -hush  is un 

palatable because o f its  sensational publicity . 
“ N o  one’s th e re ,” b u t th e  lam ps are b u rn 
ing along th e  bridge leading to  the  palace. 
A nd  th ere ’s no end to  th e  revelling.

M A X IM U S : Julia  is there .
F U L G E N T IU S : I d id n ’t  w ant to  believe 

i t !  But now ! So th a t  was your reason for 
com ing back. Sensible! You’re in  greater 
security here. But th is  isn ’t  a safe enough 
place. A m  I to  understand  th a t  you’ve m ade 
up  your m ind?

M A X IM U S : W h at should  I have m ade 
u p  m y m in d  about?

F U L G E N T IU S : T h e  eunuch has p u b 
licly censured you. H e ’s blam ing you no t only 
fo r th e  disturbances in th e  streets —when 
d id n ’t  we have disturbances?—b u t also for 
th e  resistance o f  th e  senate. You should  
come to  th e  senate, i t ’s s till  a sacred place. 
M any people are already spending n ights 
there . A nd  you can issue a proclam ation 
fro m  th ere  saying th a t  th e  cup is fu ll.

M A X IM U S : N o .
F U L G E N T IU S : T h en  I w ill do i t .  As 

long as i t ’s n o t too late . Do you know w hat 
h e ’s p lann ing  to  do? T o  appoint th e  same 
num ber o f  senators as we have now , in 
order to  overthrow  th e  last m ainstay o f the  
constitu tion . T h is  in  itself, we’ve sworn 
on it, w ould  be enough fo r a revolt. But 
we’ll be there  first. Com e. I have m y arm ed 
m en w ith  m e as everyone like  us has, be
cause w hat goes on up there is follow ed and 
copied dow n here am ong th e  lit t le  ser
geants in th e  streets.

M A X IM U S : I w ill n o t go.
F U L G E N T IU S : I ’l l  reveal w hat h e ’s 

done to  you too, and th e  ind ignation  w ill 
speed the  lo t o f  th em  off th e  face o f  th e  
earth  in  a day.

M A X IM U S : I d o n ’t  w ant anybody to  
be in d ig n an t abou t m e.

F U L G E N T IU S : Everybody knows, your 
“shopkeepers” no t excepted, w hat Julia 
m eant to  you and you to  her. I f  i t  should  
become know n th a t i t  was she they  dem on
stra ted  against and th a t  she’s th e  c ap tiv e . .  .

M A X IM U S : S he’s n o t a captive.
F U L G E N T IU S : T h en  why should  he 

keep h e r in  confinement?
M A X IM U S : I sen t her there.
F U L G E N T IU S : D on’t  drive m e m ad! 

Do you still have to  cover up fo r th a t ro t
ter? N ow  t h a t . . .  Everything is reversed! 
You were contem ptuous o f  th e  people, and 
now th e  m illions worship you fo r th e  con
tem p t itse lf: you’ve also had contem pt for 
th e  oppressors o f  th e  m illions! A nd be
cause th is  is th e  one th a t really counts, now 
th ey ’d  go th ro u g h  fire and w ater fo r you. 
Ju s t so. A sign fro m  you a n d . . .

M A X IM U S (shakes h is  head): T hese three 
weeks have done th e ir  work here. ( P o in ts  to  

h is  h e a r t .)

F U L G E N T IU S : You d o n ’t  m ean to  
te ll m e you can still find some new excuse 
fo r th is  brute?

M A X IM U S : N o t th a t. N o t a t th e  be
ginning.

F U L G E N T IU S : N o? H e  was an angel?

i
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M A X IM U S : H e  had good qualities.
F U L G E N T IU S : O f  course! “ C u ltu re !” 

“ W it ! ” H e  was cool enough. For deciding. 
For a “ leap in  th e  d a rk .”

M A X IM U S : For ru ling .
F U L G E N T IU S : You and your fixed 

ideas! As i f  i t  m ade no difference w hether 
th e  captain pacing u p  and down his sink
ing  ship is ro lling  because o f  th e  sto rm  or 
because o f too  m uch  w ine. O r w hat i t  is 
th a t  m akes h im  roar o r caterwaul so “reas
suring ly ,” so “hopefu lly .”

M A X IM U S : T here  are tim es when i t  
m akes no difference a t all. H e  was in  his 
place.

F U L G E N T IU S : W hich  m eans le t h im  
stay there? W hile  w e . . .

M A X IM U S : Keep our m ouths shu t 
u n til  we reach po rt.

F U L G E N T IU S : A nd his crime? W hich, 
as even you say, beclouds a l ittle  th is  beau
tifu l sailing fo r port?

M A X IM U S : I t ’s our crim e too . I ’ve 
looked in to  it.

F U L G E N T IU S : A nd because i t ’s ours 
as well—we shou ldn’t  spurn  it?  ( A t  th e  

th ro n e )  T ogether w ith  that?
M A X IM U S : T u m b led  down, th a t 

th rone  w ould  be a gangway fo r Genseric. 
M ore certainly th an  ever.

F U L G E N T IU S : I t  w ould n o t fall. I t  
w ould n o t rem ain  em pty.

M A X IM U S : Y ou don’t  know  h im , nor 
m e either. W e were one person, th e  two 
o f  us together. O ne pow er. O r m ig h t have 
been. Circum stances have m ade h im  w hat 
he  is. O r  m y negligence o f  d u ty . Funda
m entally  he is sound. T here is m uch  good
ness in  h is heart.

F U L G E N T IU S : T h a t you p u t  there. 
W h at you m ade h im ! W ith  your counsel; 
by  your keeping h o ld  o f th e  h e lm ; w ith  
your honour. You can’t  p re tend  n o t to  k n o w : 
w hat is good in  h im  is y o u ! T h e  tanners are 
r ig h t to  go about w ith  th e ir  g ibe: o ther 
people m ake children  in  th e ir  own image 
once an d  fo r all, you do it  one day and start 
again th e  next.

M A X IM U S : I ’m  all th e  m ore bound 
in  responsib ility  fo r h im .

F U L G E N T IU S : You are a m adm an.
M A X IM U S : I w ill go th e  w hole way. 

D estiny  has th ro w n  a great burden  upon 
m e. D on’t  m ake i t  heavier w ith  your irre
sponsibility.

F U L G E N T IU S : But you, I am  res
ponsible fo r you. Com e! You d o n ’t  know 
where you’ve re tu rn ed  to .

M A X IM U S : I was sum m oned. In  order 
to  get th ings stra igh t—whatever our differ
ences m ay have been—we aw ait th e  V andal 
u n ited .

F U L G E N T IU S : You were sum m oned! 
By th em ! T h ey ’re a ll in  a scram ble—you 
m ig h t as well know —w hich o f  th em  should 
m ake an alliance w ith  th e  V andals first, 
th e  Em press o r th e  E m p ero r! B u t. . .

( H e  s to p s  s h o r t a s  som eone com es i n . )

S E R V A N T  ( w i t h  an  a la r m e d  look on h is  

fa c e ) :  Sidonius, th e  augur, is w aiting  to  be 
ad m itted .

F U L G E N T IU S : T h is  way, th rough  th e  
garden. H e ’s th e ir  ch ief executioner. C om e!

M A X IM U S : I have no o th er sh ip  th an  
th is . I stay where I am .

F U L G E N T IU S : A nd i f  th is  is going 
to  be—th e  shipwreck? O h , th a t  I can’t  
shou t th is  ignom iny in  every ear!

M A X IM U S : D on’t  waste your tim e!
F U L G E N T IU S : I ’l l  ju st go in to  th e  

next room .
M A X IM U S : F in d  yourself som ething 

to  read.
( E x i t  F u lg e n tiu s .)

S ID O N IU S : I  salute you, patric ian ! I ’m  
bringing you greetings and a present from  
Caesar.

M A X IM U S : W elcom e to  you, Sido
n ius! I  regard i t  an honour to  receive them , 
though  I  do no t deserve th em .

S ID O N IU S : H e  knows, Caesar does. 
( T u r n s  hack to  th e d o o r  a n d  w a v e s  h is  co m p a n io n s  

in .  T h ey  are  J u l ia n u s  a n d  th e  h u g e ly  h u i l t  

S ara cen  o fficer, m e t  before a s  on e o f  th e  in n e r  

g u a r d s  o f  V a le n t in ia n u s .  T h e  la t te r  b r in g s  a  cov

ered  tr a y  to  M a x im u s  S id o n iu s , u n c o vers  th e
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t r a y ,  on w h ic h  th ere is  a  sh o r t s w o r d . M a x im u s  

takes o n ly  a  m o m e n t to  u n d e r s ta n d  th e s i tu a t io n :  

he h as been sen ten ced  to  d e a th . A f t e r  a  s l ig h t  

h e s ita t io n  he reaches f o r  th e  s w o r d , b u t changes  

h is  m in d  a n d  lea ves  i t  on th e  t r a y .  T h e S ara cen  

officer  p o l i t e l y  p la c e s  th e t r a y  on th e  ta b le  a n d  a t  

a  n o d  f r o m  S id o n iu s  goes o f t  f o l l o w e d  b y  J u l i a -  

n u s . )

M A X IM U S : H ow  long before I  m ust 
die?

S ID O N IU S  ( o f  th e  s w o r d ) :  T hey have 
to  take i t  back. I t ’s th e  custom  you know .

M A X IM U S : You can take i t  back. I give 
m y w ord.

S ID O N IU S : T h is  one m ust be shown, 
w ith  th e  proof.

M A X IM U S : I  have a few th in g s to  p u t 
in  o rder.

S ID O N IU S  (n o d d in g  to w a r d s  th ose o u t

s id e ):  T hey  can’t  go away w ith  th e ir  job 
unaccom plished.

M A X IM U S : H a lf  an hour.
S ID O N IU S : T h ey ’re w aited for.
M A X IM U S : I have some official d u ty  

to  see to .
S ID O N IU S : So have they .
M A X IM U S : H aven’t  you brough t a 

le tte r?
S ID O N IU S : I t ’s n o t done o f late .
M A X IM U S : Sulpicius N a to  received 

one.
S ID O N IU S : T h a t  was th e  last.
M A X IM U S : So d id  T aurideus.
S ID O N IU S : D id  he?
M A X IM U S : A nd i f  I should  have m y 

doub ts th a t  i t  comes from  Caesar?
S ID O N IU S : I t  m akes no difference.
M A X IM U S : M ay I take m y farewell? 

( P o in t in g  o u ts id e .)  O f  m y son.
S ID O N IU S : H e ’s asleep.
M A X IM U S ( o f  th e  s w o r d ) :  M ay I  go 

o u t w ith  i t ,  to  th e  bathroom ?
S ID O N IU S : W e have to  be p resent.
M A X IM U S : I ’m  afraid  o f  bringing 

sham e on m yself; I m ig h t bungle it.
S ID O N IU S : T h ey ’ll  finish i t  off.
M A X IM U S : L et’s have th a t. Call them  

in . (U n b u c k le s  h is  b e l t . )

S ID O N IU S : T h an k  you. I m u st con
fess I ’ve always th o u g h t h ighly o f  you. 
(C r o ss e s  to  th e  d o o r  a n d  o pen s i t .  H o w e v e r , i t  

i s  F u lg e n tiu s  w h o  en te rs  a n d  goes to w a r d s  S id o 

n iu s , h is  n aked  s w o r d  in  h a n d . B e h in d  h im  com e  

a  f e w  a rm ed  r e ta in e r s .)

S ID O N IU S  (u n p e r tu r b e d ):  I  greet you, 
sen a to r!

F U L G E N T IU S : C an’t  you see any fu r
ther, you seer o f th e  fu ture?  A t an  arm ’s 
length? O ne m inu te  ahead? ( H e  is  a b o u t to  

s ta b . )

S ID O N IU S : I can. You w ill be con
vinced yourself. I  beg a l it t le  patience.

F U L G E N T IU S : W e’ll  lis ten  to  you, a t 
ease. ( T o  M a x im u s )  M y m en are su rround
ing  th e  house.

S ID O N IU S : I can prove to  you th a t  m y 
life  is w o rth  m ore to  you th an  m y death . 
I ’d  carry valuable secrets w ith  m e in to  th e  
grave.

F U L G E N T IU S : S ta rt w ith  th e  m o st 
precious one or we’re th rough . ( P o in t s  h is  

s w o r d  a t  h im .)

S ID O N IU S : I w asn’t  sent by th e  E m 
peror.

M A X IM U S : I knew  it.
F U L G E N T IU S : W ho was it?
S ID O N IU S : W ell, guess. You th in k  i t  

was m y idea?
M A X IM U S : H eraclius! T h a t plaguey 

curse! A nd yet, w hat a re lief even to  
u tte r  his nam e now, to  th in k  o f his des
picable character! W h a t a w eight is lifted . 
Caesar is blam eable and given to  excess, b u t 
i f  once he ’s extricated from  evil influences. . .

S ID O N IU S : I ’m  glad th a t  I ’ve already 
to ld  you : I ’ve always had  a sincere sym pa
th y  fo r you.

F U L G E N T IU S : A nd how  can you 
prove th a t you were sent by th e  eunuch 
and  n o t by h im . . .  t h e . . .

S ID O N IU S : T h e  liv ing  proofs are on 
th e ir  way here. I  m ean th e  E m peror’s 
m en. W e were to  get here before th em — 
w ith  th is  ( p o in t in g  to  th e s w o r d ) . F rom  w hich 
i t ’s clear th a t  th ey ’re com ing on a d ifferent 
errand. O n  th e  contrary, Caesar rem em -
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bers you in  m ost loving w ords and is w ait
in g  fo r you. A triu m p h a l d epu ta tion  is 
com ing to  fe tch  you.

M A X IM U S : I too shall go and change 
m y  toga. ( T o  F u lg e n tiu s )  You see, desp ite  all, 
i t ’s w orth  dam m ing  up  th e  pain . (G o e s  o u t . )

F U L G E N T IU S : I ’m  no t taken  in  as 
easily as th a t. I do n o t a lte r m y opinion 
th a t  you are a rascal. So w e’ll  draw  up  a 
docum ent.

S ID O N IU S : A docum ent? W ith  pleas
ure.

F U L G E N T IU S : T ake a seat there . G et 
ready w ith  th e  b rush . “I acknowledge th a t 
fo r  th e  dastard ly  a tte m p t on  th e  life  o f 
Petronius M axim us, free-born R om an c iti
z en . . .  G o t i t ? . . .  I deserve d ea th  by th e  
headsm an’s axe. . .  n o . . .  by d ro w n in g . . .  
n o . . .  crucifixion, as a depraved evil-doer, 
h ired  thug , highw aym an, e r . . .

S ID O N IU S : . . .a s s a s s in .
F U L G E N T IU S : . . .  assassin; and m y 

in stig a to r H eraclius is likew ise . . .
S ID O N IU S : I w ouldn’t  include h im .
F U L G E N T IU S : W h y  not?
S ID O N IU S : You m ig h t m islay th is 

w ritin g , and i t  m ig h t get in to  h is h a n d s . . .  
W hy  should  he  get to  know  about i t  be
fo re  h is tim e?

F U L G E N T IU S : Before you ru n  to  him , 
as soon as we le t you free.

S ID O N IU S : I w ill n o t ru n  to  h im .
F U L G E N T IU S : N o, b u t to  Caesar 

d irec tly .
S ID O N IU S : N o r to  h im , e ither.
F U L G E N T IU S : Is th a t  so? C an i t  be 

th a t  we’re already on th e  w inning side? 
D on’t  be afraid, I shan’t  eat your bread and 
so I w on’t  te ll  you w h a t I  can read  in  your 
fu tu re . But whoever you may rep o rt i t  to , 
te l l  h im  th a t  th e  discovery w ill be m ade 
known to  every senator in  R om e before the  
day ’s ou t. ( O f  M a x im u s )  I d o n ’t  ask w hat 
re to r t  he  w ants to  m ake. But I  shall do m y 
best to  m ake th is  outrageous act regarded 
by th e  senate as a slap in th e  face, as a chal
lenge to  a ll Rom e, as a declaration o f  war. 
Yes, “enough!” Yes, “the  cup’s fu l l! ” Up

til l  today only th e  rabble have p itte d  th em 
selves against th e  im perial palace, b u t from  
now on I and m y friends w ill also be there  
in  th e  opposition . D o n ’t  fail to  te ll th em  
th is .

S ID O N IU S : I w on’t  te ll th em .
F U L G E N T IU S : Are you a coward?
S ID O N IU S : I am —I ’ll  th ro w  in  my 

lo t w ith  you.
F U L G E N T IU S : Even before victory is 

on  o u r side?
S ID O N IU S : W o u ld  you accept m e afte r 

you’ve won? You see? W o u ld  th ere  be any 
places left?  O n  th e  band-waggon? O n  the  
box? M ay I? (S ig n s  th e  d e c la r a tio n .)

( M a x im u s  e n te rs  d ressed  in  a  to g a  f o r  f e s 

t i v e  o cca sio n s).

F U L G E N T IU S : I ’ve taken  a security 
fro m  h im . ( P u t s  a w a y  th e  d o c u m e n t .)

S ID O N U S  ( to  M a x im u s ) :  Y ou’ll need 
m ore farsighted  advisers and b e tte r in form 
ants.

F U L G E N T IU S : W hat?
S ID O N IU S : A nd organizers. H is  in 

telligence needs qu ite  a b i t  o f  supplem ent
ing  in  im p o rtan t details. T h e  E m peror’s 
cam p is strong . N o t he h im self b u t those 
w ho are backing h im  and b e ttin g  o n  h im . 
Y ou d o n ’t  even know  w ho are your best 
supporters ye t. People o f exceptional ta len t 
and  ab ility  are enthusiastic  about you.

M A X IM U S: Enthusiastic? In  Rome?
S ID O N IU S : Y oung people! Eager to 

do som ething.
F U L G E N T IU S : You see?
S ID O N IU S : T h ey ’re d ifficu lt to  h o ld  

back.
M A X IM U S : F rom  w hat?
S ID O N IU S : From  accom plishing so

m ething great. T h ey ’re so m uch  dissatis
fied and  fed  up .

M A X IM U S : Show m e only one.
S ID O N IU S  ( a f te r  ta k in g  th o u g h t f o r  a  

m in u te ) :  A  hun d red , i f  you like . But I ’ve 
go t someone here I w anted to  in troduce to 
you anyway. (G o in g  o u t)  Ju lian u s!

F U L G E N T IU S : T h e  m an w ho came 
in  before? You d o n ’t  w ant to  have h im  in

!
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here again, w ith  th a t grim  hangm an’s 
look on his face.

S ID O N IU S : But i ts  w hat he wears un d er 
i t  th a t  counts. (S h o w s  J u l ia n u s  in  a n d  in tr o 

d u ces  h in t .)  Julianus, th e  son o f H ilariu s. 
You know  h im  by sigh t. H e ’d  be only too 
pleased i f  he  could speak to  you now . 
( W i t h  e m p h a s is ) W ith  th e  m an o f  th e  fu tu re .

M A X IM U S : W h y  are you dissatisfied?
S ID O N IU S  (d r o p p in g  a  h in t  to  h im  a s  to  

th e  n e w  s i tu a t io n ) :  For th e  same reason as 
everybody else.

JU L IA N U S : W e’re ignored, patrician . 
W e’re sligh ted  and pushed  in to  th e  back
g ro u n d .

M A X IM U S : A nd you w ant light?
JU L IA N U S : O u r places. W e’re tired  of 

th e  plebeian trea tm en t th a t is accorded to 
h igh-born  noblem en. But now we’re banded 
together and  ready to  resist.

M A X IM U S : Are there  m any o f  you?
JU L IA N U S : A ll th e  best o f  us. W e have 

your son, Palladius, too .
M A X IM U S : Have you? A nd w hat do 

you w ant?
JU L IA N U S : A leader. A beacon to  

lig h t ou r way, a prom ise o f  daw n a t th e  
dead  o f  n i g h t . . .

M A X IM U S : You w rite  poetry , do you?
JU L IA N U S : T h e  t r u th  is I ’m  a poet.
M A X IM U S : Y ou’l l  m ake a success o f  i t .
JU L IA N U S : People say so. I and  my 

fellow s offer you our abilities.
S ID O N IU S : Y our slogan is also theirs.
M A X IM U S : M y slogan?
S ID O N IU S  (c o n f id e n tia lly ) :  “ R om e is here 

to  s tay .”
M A X IM U S : I fear n o t qu ite  like  V irg il 

th o u g h t.
i s t  S E R V A N T : T h e  captain  o f  th e  

im perial palace guard , sir.
M A X IM U S ( to  J u l ia n u s ) :  I m u st stop  

listen ing  to  your w ords o f  consolation. I  have 
a h a rd  task  to  face. I  shall rem em ber w hom  
I  can co u n t on . ( N o d s . )

JU L IA N U S  ( lo u d ly ) :  R om e is here to  
s ta y !

( S id o n iu s  a n d  J u l ia n u s  e x i t . )

M A X IM U S ( to  th e s e r v a n t) :  W h at m es
sage has he brought?

1st S E R V A N T : H is H ighness th e  E m 
peror asks fo r you.

F U L G E N T IU S : In  th e  com pany o f  th e  
eunuch? In  th e  palace? Because in  th a t  
case. . .

1st S E R V A N T : In  th e  Silver Palace.
M A X IM U S  (a f te r  a  s l ig h t  p a u se ):  I ’ll go. 

But first send m y son to  me.
( i s t  S e r v a n t g oes o f f .)

F U L G E N T IU S : W h y  do you w ant to  
take  leave o f  your son?

M A X IM U S : I ’m  n o t tak ing  leave.
I shall greet h im . I  haven’t  seen h im  since 
I re tu rned .

F U L G E N T IU S  ( lo o k in g  o u t) :  E sc o rt . . .  
a w hole com pany to  give you a guard  o f  
h o n o u r! M ax im us. . .  w hat i f  you d id n ’t  
go afte r all? W e’ll break th rough  th em  and 
you can com e w ith  m e to  th e  senate. W h at 
needs m ust come to  pass m ig h t as well 
s ta rt now .

M A X IM U S : N o , o ld  friend . I ’ll go 
along th e  p a th  th a t I have chosen. I ’ve come 
th is  fa r w ith  m y tee th  clenched, and  m y 
jaws m u st bear a l it t le  longer m y sw allow
ing  w hat concerns nobody else b u t m e, 
w hat is m y ow n business alone.

( P a l la d iu s  com es in ;  th e y  em b ra c e . F u lg e n tiu s  

i s  a b o u t to  g o . )

M A X IM U S  ( to  F u lg e n tiu s ) :  D on’t  hu rry  
off. L e t’s see to g eth e r how  m uch  h e ’s 
grow n again. H e  always m akes a n ick  on 
th e  jam b  over there .

( H e  t r ie s  to  le a d  h is  so n  th e r e .)

PA LLA D IU S ( s l ip p in g  f r o m  M a x im u s ’ 

a r m ):  W here ’s M other?  D id n ’t  you bring  
he r back w ith  you?

M A X IM U S  ( a f ie r  a  s l ig h t  p a u se ):  I d id n ’t  
take he r w ith  m e, Palladius.

PA LL A D IU S ( lo o k in g  n o w  a t  th e  o n e , th en  

a t th e  o th e r  o f  th e  tw o  m e n ): So . . . i t ’s true?
M A X IM U S : W h a t is?
F U L G E N T IU S  ( to  M a x im u s ) :  T here  are 

w ild  rum ours circulating .
PA L L A D IU S: T hey  shou t th ings a t my
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back, and one e ither flies a t th e  slanderer 
fo r i t  o r . . .  o r . . .  is i t  true?

M A X IM U S : N o , Palladius, i t  isn ’t .  
But we’ll  discuss everything la te r. I  m ust 
be going now .

PA LL A D IU S: W here?
M A X IM U S : T o  th e  Em peror.
PA LL A D IU S: O h , there? Please te ll 

h im , te ll h i m . . .
M A X IM U S : I d o n ’t  know , Palladius, 

i f  I  can pass your message on. (G o e s  o u t . )

PA LLA D IU S ( f r o m  th e w in d o w ) :  A  rein
forced guard is escorting h im ?! As a p ris
oner?

(R u n s  to  F u lg e n tiu s .  T h en  bo th  o f  th em  g o  

to  th e  w in d o w  a g a in .)

C u r ta in

S C E N E  T W O

(J u l i a ’s  ro o m  in  th e  e m p e ro r ’s  v i l l a  in  to w n ,  

f u l i a  i s  l y in g  on a  couch . V a le n t in ia n u s  is  w a lk in g  

u p  a n d  d o w n  w i t h  a  s a t is f ie d  e x p r e s s io n  on  h is  

f a c e .  H e  has been deep in  th o u g h t, a n d  he s to p s  

n o w  a s  on e w h o  h as com e to  th e  en d  o f  a  lin e  

o f  th o u g h t.)

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( jo c o se ly , t r y in g  to  he 

w i t t y ) :  A nd still, w hen I  search th e  depths 
o f  m y im perial soul, I cannot b u t pronounce 
th a t  you are th e  person closest to  m e. Y ou’re 
m y best help . I f  you  don’t  ge t up , a t least 
you m ig h t take u p  a m ore dignified posture 
ly ing  on your couch, when you have such 
a d is tin c tio n  conferred on  you.

JU L IA : A nd m ust I  also say som ething 
e loquen t in  reply?

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Som ething flatter
ing .

JU L IA : You adolescent.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : T h an k  you. Being 

th a t  is G o d ’s greatest g ift.
JU L IA : Irresponsible adolescent, th a t’s 

w ha t you are.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : T h a t goes one 

b e tte r: th a t’s th e  m ost heavenly grace.
JU L IA : But you, poor th in g , have been 

educated by th e  w orld ju st to  be th a t.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : N o t to  grow up?
JU L IA : A n em peror can never be a 

grow n-up.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Y ou’re quoting  th a t 

too  from  your husband?
JU L IA : Stop saying I ’ve heard  every

th in g  from  m y husband.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : D id  he hear i t  

fro m  you? W hy m u st em perors be b rough t 
up  to  rem ain  ch ild ren  forever?

JU L IA : So th a t  they  m ay forget by 
evening no m atte r how  m any m urders they ’ve 
com m itted  in  daytim e. T h a t they  should  no t 
regard m en as hu m an  be in g s. . .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : H e  said th a t.
JU L IA : A ll r ig h t. (B ecom es s i l e n t . )

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Go on  ju st th e  
sam e.

JU L IA : N o r  shou ld  they  regard th em  as 
h u m an .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Does n o t even 
your husband  look on m e as a hum an  being?

JU L IA : W ho does? N o  one.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S ; N ow  you’re being 

d isrespectfu l. But frank . I  like  th a t.  Y our 
w ords are fr ig h tfu lly  outspoken. Do you 
know  why?

JU L IA : Because I ’m  n o t afraid o f  
som eone else’s repeating th em  to  you.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : N o t even m y 
m em ory? T h a t’s th e  fou lest in form er.

JU L IA : W ith  th e  like o f  you.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I t  isn ’t  so w ith  

others, I suppose? W h a t’s m em ory w ith  
them ?

JU L IA : A judge, you boy o f  a m an. 
O r a charw om an. W ith  som e people i t ’s 
an orchestra.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Judge? T h a t’s 
w hat I  am  m yself.

JU L IA : You? Give m e an orange.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I ’m  fam ous fo r m y 

judgem ents. D o n ’t  you know  it?  T h a t  was 
m y strongest p o in t fro m  th e  very beginning. 
T h e  innocent feel g u ilty  a t a w ord  from  
m e: they  go peacefully to  m eet death! 
(L a u g h s . B e g in s  to  p e e l th e  o r a n g e .)
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JU L IA : You a t least shou ldn’t  sim per 

a t  your ow n drivel.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : D rivel?! W an t to  

see m y muscles? T h e  ones inside? (S tr ik e s  

a  g o n g .)  Look here, in to  m y eyes. T h e  eunuch 
fo llow ed m e here w ith  th e  cases o f  th e  
convicts o f  th e  Conciatus prison . H onorius 
S ta tus is one o f  th em : I  hesita ted . Ju p iter 
an d  Jehova b o th  decide m atters o f  life  
a n d  death  w ith  a raising o f th e ir  eyebrows. 
( A  b o d y -g u a rd  e n te r s .)  W h eth er you ba t an 
eyelid  o r  no t, w hile I count five th e  decision 
w ill be m ade. ( A f t e r  a  s l ig h t  p a u se  to  th e g u a r d )  

Execute all fourteen  o f  them .
( T h e  g u a r d  s a lu te s .)

JU L IA : M adm an! You id io t o f  a boy, 
you. ( T o  th e  g u a r d )  You stay here.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : D on’t  take away 
m y confidence. (M o tio n s  th e  g u a r d  to  be o ff. 

T h e g u a r d  g o es  o u t .  V a le n t in ia n u s  e a ts  th e  o ran ge  

v o r a c io u s ly , th en  h an ds a  h a l f  to  J u l i a . )  By th is  
tim e  o f  spring they  lose th e ir  succulence a 
b it.

JU LIA  (k n o ck in g  th e  o ra n g e  o u t o f  h is  h a n d ):  

G et o u t o f  m y sigh t!
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Like a queen. I 

d o n ’t  know  w hat your fa te  w ill be. But they  
say o f  persons like  you : she was born  to  be 
an  em press. ( P a u s e .)  I ’d  like  to  m ake you an 
empress. You have no th ing  to  say to  that?  
Ju s t one sincere w ord . I have some o ther 
sentences to  confirm  yet.

JU L IA : I ’m  no t im pressed by th e  im 
peria l crown.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : N e ith e r am  I.
JU L IA : A ll m en are, and every ch ild . 

T hey  a ll make-believe th a t  th e ir  great g rand
fa th e r was G od him self.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I am  d iv u s . P on ti
fex m axim us, even th e  Pope adm its th a t. 
A nd I can assure y ou : I  have m y heavenly 
“ voices.” M axim us believes in  th em . ( H e  is  

a b o u t to  s tr ik e  th e  g o n g .)

JU L IA : Because h e ’s a ch ild .
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : H e too?
JU L IA : H e  too .
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : A nd th e  whole 

show is ju s t a ch ild ren ’s game, is it?

JU L IA : D o n ’t  you feel it?
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : T h en  you are our 

m other! Y oung as you are. You are a wo
m an ! An excellent w om an, th a t’s w hat you 
are! W h a t do you say to  that?

JU L IA : I shall m ake a no te  o f  i t .
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : G od or no god, 

I  can feel m yself a  hu m an  being in  your 
company—a divine one!

JU L IA : You have fe lt th e  same w ith  
others, haven’t  you?

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I t  was you I w ant
ed . T o  m e y o u ’re th e  w om an. N o t ju s t be
cause you com m and m y respect and  I  elevate 
you above m yself—a god. But because you’re 
th e  first in  whose com pany I can forget m y 
sham e.

JU L IA : You can w hat?
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Lose m y sham e. 

T h a t’s th e  greatest th in g . In  bed too I ’m 
m yself. Do you know  why?

JU L IA : Is i t  im p o rtan t th a t  I  should?
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Y ou’re rough w ith  

m e. I t ’s na tu ra l. You trea t m e as you do 
everybody else. You trea t m e as a hum an. 
T h a t’s w hy I receive th e  prodigious g if t  o f  
being able to  feel hu m an  w ith  you in  every 
situation . I  adore you! T h a t I  can adore you, 
som eone a t last, a hu m an  b o d y !

JU L IA : I ask again: is i t  im p o rtan t th a t 
you shou ld  speak abou t it?

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I ’d  like to  ta lk  
abou t i t  to  everybody, even to  h im ! I was 
so m uch alone. I ’d  like  h im  to  understand . 
W o u ld  he, do you th in k ?

JU L IA : H e  w ould.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I t ’s a great feel

ing  a t las t n o t to  have a  m irro r beh in d  me. 
W h en  I  go t in to  bed w ith  o thers I  could 
never get free o f  th e  absurd  th o u g h t: Cae
sar’s, Ju lius Caesar’s first successor to  live 
u p  to  h is nam e—in  b ed ! (L a u g h s  c o a r s e ly .)  

W ith  you, i t  is s till  ju s t as in  m y m o th e r’s 
naked  lap , like  pigs in  th e  m u d ! I ’m  no 
Caesar! Every tim e  I see you I  feel such 
fran tic  happiness (tou ch es h er) as a . . .

JU L IA : . . .  a p ig , I  can see th a t.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : . . . t h a t  I could

14I



142 THE NEW HUNGARIAN QUARTERLY
go unclo thed  in  your com pany. I  have so 
m uch tru s t  in  you th a t  I  could go naked be
fore you th e  w hole day long. A nd you, 
Julia?

JU L IA : Leave m e alone.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : H o w  do you love 

m e? Y ou d o n ’t  love m e.
JU L IA : In  m y ow n way.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : You love M axi

m us.
JU L IA : You shou ldn’t  undress to  th a t 

extent.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : But he loves me. 

Isn ’t  th a t true? U nconditionally , doesn’t  he?
JU L IA : T rue, he  does.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : A nd I was grate

fu l to  h im . H e  has com plete love fo r m e; he 
said so. I  believed h im . I ’m  judicious and by 
nature suspicious, th o ugh . Because fo r w hat 
o th er reason w ould he have m ade m e th a t 
w hich  he  d id?  A m  I right?

JU L IA : Y ou’re r ig h t.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I was born  E m 

peror o f  m y m other, b u t i t  was he th a t m ade 
m e ru ler. A nd  w hat a ru ler! ( A lm o s t  beside  

h im s e lf )  I  th rew  A ttila  h im self to  th e  g ro u n d ! 
W ho possesses G o d ’s courage? I use i t  as a 
w hip  to  crack over m y b loodhounds.

JU L IA : A dm irable.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I was bo rn  E m 

peror, b u t i t  was he  w ho m ade m e believe i t .  
I t  w asn’t  easy. For I  have m y head in  th e  
r ig h t place. But I believed h im . C an I?

JU L IA : C onfidently.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : For who m u st we 

believe in  i f  n o t in  th e  m an who has fa ith  
in  us? U n til his tru s t  becom es ou r very soul. 
T h e  bread o f charity  does n o t m ean as m uch 
to  th e  d estitu te  beggar as h is love m eans to  
m e. T h a t  he should  love m e! H e! Just he!

JU L IA : H e ’s proved it.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : You should  know. 

N o  one b u t you can te ll.
JU L IA : I know .
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : D id  he send you 

to  m e o u t o f  no th in g  b u t  th e  respect he feels 
fo r me?

JU L IA : W h at else could i t  have been?

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : G row n tired  o f  
you?

JU L IA : You th in k  so?
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : O u t o f  credulity? 

Since I lied  to  h im .
JU LIA  ( i t  d a w n s  on  h er): D id  you?
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I d id n ’t  keep m y 

w ord. As a ru ler should! O r he sim ply  gave 
you  to  m e w hen he was in  w ine. For I  te ll 
you I  p lied  h im  w ith  drinks.

JU L IA : T h a t’s ju st when m en never give 
up  th e ir  wom en.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : H e  really  surren
dered  you ou t o f  fidelity?

JU LIA  ( la u g h s ):  F idelity?
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : T o  m e.
JU L IA : T o  you.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : T h en  why d id n ’t  

he give you up  to  m e com pletely ? Because he  
d id n ’t .  I  to o k  you over, b u t you’re n o t y e t 
m ine. Y ou’re n o t w hat you were to  M axi
m us.

JU L IA : D on’t  le t your w its go again.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : T h ey ’re com ing 

back. T o  clear up  th is  m atte r finally: You 
th in k , do you, th a t  I don’t  know  you came 
here yield ing  only un d er duress? You d id , 
d id n ’t  you?

JU L IA : I d id ! W h a t o f it?
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : You w eren’t  fa ith 

fu l to  your husband . I  m ean i t!  You d id n ’t  
obey h im . You came here because you feared 
I ’d  have h im  killed . A nd n o t because he 
loved m e m ore th an  he loved you. Isn ’t  th a t  
so?

JU L IA : I t  is.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : You consent only 

because you’re s till  afraid fo r h im .
JU L IA : I  am  no t. I  could  be w orried 

about your going com pletely m ad, b u t I  can 
no longer afford to .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : A p ity , because 
I  feel I could be loved fo r m yself too . A ll m y 
statues are beauties. A nd they  invariably re
sem ble m e.

JU L IA : A nd th e ir  sculptor.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Excellent. W e 

shall te ll h im . H e ’ll  appreciate i t .  H o w
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about in v iting  h im  here once 5 T o  supper for 
instance. Supposing he came in  th ro u g h  th is  
door.

JU L IA : I ’d  ru n  ou t a t th e  o ther.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : But he w ould 

come, you th in k ?
JU L IA : Yes.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : H ere?
JU L IA : H ere  too .
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : W herever I called 

h im  to  come?
JU L IA : W herever you call h im .
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : W henever I  called 

h im ?
JU L IA : Yes.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I ’ve called h im  

back to  tow n . (P a u s e .)

JU L IA : A t th e  advice o f  th e  eunuch, I 
suppose?

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : H e  w ants to  have 
h im  done in . Always fresh argum ents I

JU L IA : A nd you?
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : F lu tte r  o f  an eye

lid ?  L et m e see. Shall we k ill h im ?
JU L IA : As you w ish.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Is i t  com pletely 

in d iffe ren t to  you?
JU L IA : By and large.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I asked h im  here 

fo r  six.
JU L IA : I shall go then .
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : H ow  should  I get 

you from  h im , i f  you’re n o t here?
JU L IA : You do it  betw een yourselves.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : You shall stay 

here.
JU L IA : L et m e g o !
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : H ow  shall we con

vince ourselves th a t  w hile you love each 
other, you b o th  o f  you love m e better?

JU L IA : M onsters, you.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Stay, I te ll you! 

Ju lia! I to ld  you to  stay here. Y ou’ve heard 
an im perial com m and! Stay!

JU LIA  ( f r o m  th e  doo r): Im beciles!
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : S top ! I f  you step 

over th a t th resho ld , I ’ll have his dead body 
th row n  after you before th ree  m inutes are

up, blue w ith  poison or scarlet w ith  blood. 
Y ou’re in  th e  hands o f  th e  gods! W e all are! 
In  m y h a n d s !

( M a x im u s  e n te r s .)

M A X IM U S : H a il, Caesar. ( H e  ta k es  no  

n o tic e  o f  J u l i a . )

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Let m e greet you 
w ith  a kiss. D ear b ro ther! Y ou’re m y dearest 
tw in  b ro ther. (L a u g h s  w a n to n ly . )  Y ou’ve given 
m e m ore th an  i f  you gave m e back m y m other. 
W h ich  G od fo rb id ! I ha ted  her. I like you 
tw o. ( K is s e s  h im  a g a in  a n d  tu r n s  h im  to w a r d s  

J u l i a .  M a x im u s  p r e te n d s  n o t to  see h e r .)

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : D id  you know ? 
H ave you heard  ? H ow  m uch  ?

M A X IM U S : As m uch  as th e  tow n.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Yes?
M A X IM U S : T h a t you have a m ysterious 

wom an h id d en  away in  your v illa. A nd she 
w ishes to  rem ain  incognito .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Do you w ant m e 
to  in troduce  he r to  you?

M A X IM U S ( s m i l in g ) :  L ater on  perhaps.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Y ou’re a sp lendid  

tw in  b ro th er! (H u g s  h im .)  C o u ld n ’t  be be tte r 
i f  w e’d  been nursed  in  th e  same cradle. A nd 
w hat’s th e  ta lk  in  tow n about th a t  m ysteri
ous unknow n female?

M A X IM U S : Caesar, you’ve called m e 
here on business o f  S ta te . I  have collected 
some in fo rm ation .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : T h is  i s  S tate busi
ness. She’s had  her w indow s pelted  w ith  
stones. T hey h ate  her. But I  shall p ro tec t her. 
M eantim e I have no idea how to  save Rom e 
from  th e  present danger. I t ’s growing daily , 
isn ’t  it?

M A X IM U S : I t  is.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : A nd m eanw hile 

even th e  oil vendors are already getting  in 
toxicated w ith  playing a t constitu tion . A t 
th e  bridges and  street corners a t n igh t th e  
crowds are so big th a t one can’t  m ake one’s 
way th ro u g h . I  know  everything. I ’ve be
come a m an who contem plates th ings on  a 
larger scale. R eally large-m inded, and fu ll 
o f  grand ideas. T h a t’s w hy I had  you called
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back. Back in to  th e  tw in  harness! I ’ve ren
dered  you a great service.

M A X IM U S : Even w ith o u t having 
know n it, I th an k  you, Caesar.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  (c o n f id e n t ia l ly ) :  Your 
l ife ’s been p lo tte d  against. You know  how 
th ings are in  a court like th is . I  defended 
you. I t  wasn’t  easy. In  th e  m eantim e public  
affairs have come to  be conducted  on  a large 
scale w ith  a h ig h  hand .

M A X IM U S: I ’m  gratefu l.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : You had  protec

to rs to o . A nd I ’m  popular because I ’m  strong. 
C ountries, wom en, only care fo r th e  strong 
arm , le t i t  be ever so rash . W ith  due allow
ance fo r th e  criticism  o f  a senior, you too 
m u st realize th is .

M A X IM U S : I do, Caesar.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Suddenly you came 

to  m y m in d . N o , you were never fo r
g o tte n ! T h a t  I  m ig h t rew ard you! T h e  eu
nuch w ill be n e ttled . But we can’t  afford to  
o m it you fro m  th e  new  adm in istra tion . I 
need you. I  d id n ’t  le t h im  lay hands on  F u l- 
gentius, ou t o f  consideration fo r you. H e ’s 
a  frien d  o f  yours, isn ’t  he?

M A X IM U S : Since we were together a t 
th e  m ilita ry  tra in in g  college.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : H e  organized the  
senators in to  a  crim inal gang! W h ile  you 
were away. In  your nam e! H e rad iu s—h e’s 
all fu ry  and zeal—w anted  to  do away w ith  
h im  personally. Butone shouldn’t  leave every
th in g  to  one m an. I t  w ould p u t  an altogether 
different aspect o n  i t  i f  you were to  have 
h im  arrested. O n  th e  first day o f  resum ing 
your office.

M A X IM U S : I  d id n ’t  in te n d  to  re tu rn  
yet, Caesar.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I can’t  tru s t  you? 
I  th o u g h t I  could . ( T o  J u l ia )  Give us som e
th in g  to  d rin k .

M A X IM U S : You can t ru s t  m e, Caesar.
( J u l ia  p re p a re s  th e d r in k s . )

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : T h e  arm y is clam 
ouring  fo r th e  ban ishm en t o f  m y fa ith fu l 
consort, Eudoxia. She’s been in  collusion 
w ith  G enseric! She’s m ade qu ite  a cam p fo r

herself by appearing ready to  sacrifice herself 
and tam e th e  barbarian—in  bed! A nd the  
m ain  offence is th a t  by doing so she’s pan 
dering to  h im  and m aking h im  conceited. 
She can’t  show d ign ity . For th e  barbarians 
respect us fo r a s ta rt. A d epu ta tion  has been 
here recently fro m  th e  V istu la  region. T h eir 
chief could, i f  he w anted, g rin d  us to  pieces 
m ore quickly th an  Genseric, i t  seems. A nd 
w hat does he ask for? A copper w o lf m oun t
ed  on  a stick ; and  th a t  I should  appoin t h im  
to  th e  rank  o f  honorary sergeant because 
otherw ise he isn ’t  considered anybody a t 
hom e. Genseric is also a fte r som ething o f 
th is  sort, b u t n o t an em press. Even i f  
th ey  manage to  invade us.

M A X IM U S : M ig h t they  do so?
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : T h e  em phasis has 

sh ifted  a long tim e  ago. T o  th e  survival o f  
our way o f  life . Sidonius has w ritten  a superb 
treatise. T h e  p o in t is no t w hether th ey  come 
b u t how and w hy. Genseric as despoiler o f  
th e  th rone  is a scourge; as a prop  to  th e  
th rone, a blessing. T h a t’s clear as day ligh t. 
Anyone who doesn’t  see i t  w ill have th e ir  
heads opened by steel and p lain  reason p u t 
in . (L a u g h s .)  Clear?

M A X IM U S : Yes, Caesar.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Caius. T h ere ’s 

no price too  dear to  pay in  o rder th a t our 
way o f  life m ay survive. T h is  is law , order 
and know ledge; in  th e  darkness o f  th e  w orld 
th is  is th e  lig h t tow ards w hich th e  barbarians 
are th rong ing  w ith  anything b u t  destructive 
in te n t:  m o ths a ttrac ted  to  th e  candle a t 
n ig h t! T o th e  pharos! ( P o in t s  a t  h im se lf ;  ta k e s  

a g la s s . )  W hich , luckily , is b u rn in g  w ith  
you th fu l ardour, w ith  an over-all largeness 
o f  design. D o n ’t  you th in k  so?

M A X IM U S : Y ou’ve rarely been like 
th is .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : N ever! O nly  since 
m y m in d ’s been a t rest, since I ’ve been w ith  
her. I ’ve go t colossal in sp iration  concerning 
Eudoxia as w ell. W e’ll k ill  tw o b ird s w ith  
one stone. You, n o t Genseric, shall m arry 
Eudoxia. W ill  you th in k  about it?  I  called 
you here to  te ll you th is .
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M A X IM U S : I ’m  searching fo r a good 

reason.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I f  E udoxia be

comes yours, you have her “ cam p” to o ; con
sequently , i t ’s also m ine because I can rely 
on  your allegiance in  everything. O r can I?

M A X IM U S : In  everything, Caesar.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( r a is e s  h is  g la s s ) :  T o 

solem nize i t l  ( T h e y  d r in k . )  I  shall have th e  
whole “ cam p” to rn  to  pieces by fam ished 
b loodhounds. A nd  we shall m arry  off Pla- 
c ida  to  Genseric.

M A X IM U S : You prom ised  her to  Ae- 
t iu s ’ son.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : W e ’l l  m ake th a t 
one a lte ra tion  to  th e  scu lp ture . H e , th e  l ittle  
V andal, w ill break  th e  news to  th e  great 
V andal— both  o f  th em  w ill be honoured and 
fa ll in to  line  before m y carriage! Governing 
is like  th a t, you can’t  help  i t ! H an d lin g  th e  
reins. ( O f  J u l ia )  I have big p lans fo r her too . 
I ’l l  be sharing th e  pow er w ith  her. She's 
w orthy  o f  it ,  isn ’t  she?

M A X IM U S : T h e  w orth iest, Caesar.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : She scorns m e, de

tes ts m e, te lls  m e off, w on’t  speak to  me, 
b u t I  can’t  get any real rest u n til  I can feel 
he r beside m e on th e  double th rone, n o t ju st 
in  th e  double bed . ( T o  J u l i a )  H aven’t  you 
a w ord  to  say to  th is?

JU L IA : I ’m  nauseated.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : She’s opened her 

m o u th ! A t las t. She’s never done i t  in  com
pany since she’s been here. T h e  m ysterious 
lady’s in troduced  h e rse lf! Follow  su it.

M A X IM U S : R espectfu l greetings to  
you.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : From  m e too. T he 
b e tte r h a lf  o f  m y soul. W h a t I  was lacking. 
A nd w hat is n o w . . .  tw o souls in  one body, 
is one soul in  tw o bodies! But she doesn’t  
respect m e. She hasn’t  becom e m ine.

JU L IA : H o ld  your tongue!
V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( in  a p l a i n t i v e  vo ice):  

Like th e  peasant w ith  th e  nightingale, th a t’s 
w hat I  am  w ith  her. O n ly  she doesn’t  warble 
in  m y hands. W h a t shall I  do? T e ll m e. I ’m  
afra id  even to  caress her— (b rea k in g  in to  a  s h o r t

f a tu o u s  la u g h )  w ith  m y im perial h a n d s ! Even 
her. You d id n ’t  give her to  m e, you cheated 
m e.

M A X IM U S : Y ou’ve had too m uch 
d rin k , Caius.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : She le f t her heart 
w ith  you, yet I deserved to  possess i t .  I f  only 
fo r th e  sm all achievem ent th a t  a ll o f  th is  
s t i ll  rem ains. ( S a y s  th is  o f  th e  to w n ;  g o es  to  th e  

w in d o w . )  T ogether w ith  th e  watch-fires o f 
“ th e  supplicants fo r righ ts , ” w hich they  have 
th e  im pudence to  lig h t here, r ig h t under m y 
nose w ith  th e  v igilants o f  liberty—th e  un 
gratefu l, th e  cow ards! H ave I  deserved th a t 
m uch fo r th e  “o u tstand ing” accom plish
m ent?  O r haven’t  I?

M A X IM U S : You have.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : A nd i f  I should  

abandon th e  to w n  now? I haven’t  received 
m y wages. Dear, likeable M inotaur, I  asked 
fo r one w om an in  i t  and was denied th a t  one.

M A X IM U S : You’ve go t her.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : D o n ’t  joke. W ith  

m ig h t and  m ain . You know  best how  w om en 
can ou tw it all k inds o f  force and  get away 
w ith  i t ,  in  defence o f  th e ir  v irg in ity . T hey  
grow  them selves a new  one, a lit t le  fu rth e r 
in sid e .

M A X IM U S : Y ou have th e  pow er to  take 
th a t  too .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : T hey grow i t  s till  
fu rth e r inside. A nd  yet again fu rth e r inside. 
U n til i t ’s in  th e ir  “ sou l” ! A nd she keeps 
hers in tac t in  all th is . O r  ra th e r i t ’s yours. 
Y ou d id n ’t  give m e th a t.  You gave m e n o th 
ing . You d id n ’t  give m e Fulgentius either, 
on  whose account I  called you.

M A X IM U S : H e ’s in  your hands.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : But you’re sorry 

fo r h im . W h a t can you find to  p ity  in  the  
likes o f  h im ?

M A X IM U S : H e ’s honest.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Ju s t in  being th a t, 

h e ’s do ing  th e  greatest h a rm ! L et h is neck 
be caught in  a Spanish noose u n til he  sp its 
o u t h is tongue and his eyes bulge ou t o f  th e ir 
sockets. Cowardly, scurvy, th iev ing  b a s ta rd ! 
I  have m y reports.
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M A X IM U S : You were m isinform ed, I 

w ill answer fo r h im  w ith  m y life .
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : You already staked 

your life  once to  save h im  from  being 
devoured by th e  pikes in  th e  T ib er las t year.

M A X IM U S : Because th en  too  you were 
m isin fo rm ed .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Y ou’d  go th e  
leng th  o f  ly ing  to  get h im  ou t.

M A X IM U S : I ’m  n o t lying , Caesar.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Everybody lies to  

an em peror. Even horses le ttin g  th e  reins 
loose o r p u lling  th em  ta u t w ith  th e ir  m ouths. 
Everybody lies to  m e. Except her. W hy don’t  
you lie  to  me?

JU L IA : Because I ha te  you.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( f e ig n in g  to  be shock

ed) :  G r r r ! T h u n d e rb o lt!
JU L IA : I hate  you and p ity  you.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : T h a t h i t  me in  th e  

heart, i f  ever any th ing  d id . I ’ve never had  it  
like  th a t  before. (C o e s  d o w n  on h is  kn ees) M y 
gratefu l th a n k s !

JU L IA : S top playing th e  fool.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( r i s in g ) :  She really 

does p ity  m e. As fo r you— she’s a fra id ! She 
confessed to  m e th a t she only came to  m e 
fo r fear I m ig h t have you execu ted! But la te r 
she grew to  love m e. In  g ra titu d e . G ra titude, 
w asn’t  it?

JU L IA : I t ’s th e  alcohol th a t  sets your 
tongue loose.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : U pon th e  t ru th !  
W h a t i f  we should  te s t th e  tru th ?  ( T o  M a 

x im u s )  I t  w ould be in structive  fo r m e. N o th 
ing else w ould serve. I  say i t  jokingly b u t 
I ’l l  say i t  ju s t th e  same. W h a t is i t  to  re
nounce a good friend? W h a t w ould  you say 
i f  I w anted  m ore th a n  t h a t : i f  to  te s t  your 
re liab ility  I ’d  have you executed?

JU L IA : Y ou’re raving m ad, you really 
are now . Y our m in d  is all ro tten .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  (sh a k in g  h is  h ead in  

d e n ia l) :  I t ’s only m y style. T h ere ’s m ethod  
in  it .  I f  I arrest you and te ll you you’re going 
to  die—and I  convince you th a t  I  m ean i t— 
are you s till  on m y side?

JU L IA : You can s till  rest assured.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : T h a t’s ju st why I 
can’t ,  because i t ’s you who say i t .  ( T o  M a x i 

m u s )  Ju s t because— (h o ld s  h is  h ead) I can be
lieve no one except you tw o. You alone can 
te ll m e th e  t ru th .  ( A lm o s t  d e l ir io u s ly )  T ell 
m e th e  tru th ,  b o th  o f  you, I w ant th e  tru th .  
I  im plore  you on m y knees, be sincere to  m e. 
I  know  how  h ard  i t  is. But— ( to  J u l i a )  you 
m u st come to  m e sincerely, tru ly . ( T o  M a 

x im u s )  You m u st give her to  m e sincerely. 
She can’t  be m ine, tru ly  m ine, in  any o ther 
way. N o t th e  E m peror’s ! I too  am  hum an. 
I ’l l  go and leave you to  yourselves. T a lk  i t  
over, qu ietly , freely. W hatever your deci
sion, i t  shall be so, upon m y im perial oath . 
I  also w ant a few w ords w ith  H eraclius be
fore I send h im  hom e.

(C o e s  o u t . )

(P a u s e . J u l ia  a n d  M a x im u s  bo th  look c a u t io u s ly  

r o u n d . C o n v e r s a tio n  is  d i f f i c u l t  to  s t a r t . )

JU L IA : D id  H eraclius come w ith  you?
M A X IM U S (shakes h is  h ea d ).

JU L IA : D id  you come fro m  hom e? 
( P a u s e .)  I m ean d id  you drop  in  a t hom e? 
H o w ’s your son?

M A X IM U S : W ell, th an k  you.
JU L IA : W as th e  sports contest success

fu l?
M A X IM U S : I d o n ’t  know .
JU L IA : I f  you see h im , say th e  governess 

sends he r love.
M A X IM U S : W h at governess?
JU L IA : T h e  one who served as secretary 

la te r. U n til  she go t th e  sack.
M A X IM U S : She left.
JU L IA : She was d ism issed.
M A X IM U S : Left.
JU L IA : E viden tly  she go t a b e tte r place. 

(L o o k s r o u n d , in d ic a t in g  w h a t  i s  “ e v id e n t"  a b o u t  

i t . )

M A X IM U S : T h en  w hy d id  she do it?
JU L IA : T here  are som e w ho rem ain  in  

service even a fte r being sen t away—th ey ’re 
so servile.

M A X IM U S (ru sh es  to  h er): Ju lia!
JU LIA  ( l i f t i n g  a h a n d  to  s to p  h im , s in c e  

som eb o d y  m a y  com e in  a n y  m in u te ) :  T h ey  can
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only be discharged fro m  service by death . 
T hey  have engaged th e ir  hearts so deeply.

M A X IM U S : A nd i f  th ey ’re offered new  
term s to  re -en te r service?

JU L IA  ( p u t s  a  f in g e r  on  h er l i p s  in  a la r m  a n d  

sh akes h er h ead  in  n e g a tio n ) .

M A X IM U S : Yes! Yes!
JU LIA  (sh a k es  h er h ea d  a g a in  a s  a  w a r n in g  

th a t  som eon e i s  c o m in g ) .

M A X IM U S : I w an t th a t!  Yes! Yes!
( V a le n t in ia n u s  e n te r s .)

M A X IM U S : I  too  am  hum an.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( in  th e h a lf - lu n a c y  o f  

s u s p ic io n , a f te r  so m e s i le n c e ):  Go on. W h a t do 
you m ean, “ I w ant th a t” ? I t  came from  th e  
heart. W h a t is i t  you w ant?

M A X IM U S ( s i l e n t ) .

JU L IA : W h a t you w ant, Caesar.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( s u r p r is e d ) :  T h ere ’s 

som ething in  your voice too , som ething d if
feren t. Y ou’re being sincere. A t long last! 
I  can sense th e  s in cerity !

JU L IA : W e are sincere, Caesar.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : A nd w ill you be 

so, always? I f  I  a s k e d . . .  M a x im u s .. .  i f  I 
asked you to  give he r to  m e. ( F r a n t ic a l ly )  

For th e re ’s been enough fooling! Do you? 
Em brace her. T here . Em brace and say good
bye to  her, b u t say i t  fro m  your heart, be
cause you can’t  cheat m e, and  give her to  me 
so.

JU LIA  ( in  M a x im u s ’ a r m s ) :  Good-bye, 
Petron ius.

M A X IM U S : G od be w ith  us, Caesar. 
(S u r r e n d e r s  f u l i a . )

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( w i t h  f u l i a  in  h is  

a r m s ):  D id  you give h e r to  me?
M A X IM U S : I d id , Caesar.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Say th a t she’s 

m ine.
M A X IM U S : Y ours.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : O f  your own ac

cord.
M A X IM U S : Yes, Caesar.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : For i t  doesn’t  m at

te r  to  you, does it?  Y ou used  to  give quicker 
answers, d id n ’t  you? You have no answer?

JU L IA : You saw h im  n odd ing .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : L et the  answer 
creep in  th ro u g h  m y ears. M y m ou th , nose, 
th rough  a ll m y organs o f  sense. Do I really 
m atte r m ost to  you?

M A X IM U S : Yes.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : U nconditionally?
M A X IM U S : U nconditionally .
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I t ’s g ratify ing  to  

hear. A lm ost as m uch  as when H eraclius—  
(ch u ckles) says I ’m  im m o rta l. But are you sure 
you d o n ’t  say i t  because you th in k  “ th is  
fool o f  a  Caesar m ig h t be tak en  by  a w him  
and he m ig h t a t last cu t m y head off— (b o w 

in g  to  J u l ia )  like  a rose” ?
M A X IM U S : I ’ve always said so.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I abhor cowards. 

I t  isn ’t  ju s t th e  “creeps” th a t  m ake you 
speak like th a t?  For I  am  n o t only capable 
b u t also fond  o f  passing judgem ent.

M A X IM U S : T h ere ’s evidence, Caesar.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : W hat?  W here? 

T angible evidence? I ’ve go t to  be suspicious, 
i t ’s m y d u ty .

JU L IA : Flere! M e! H ave you lost th e  
last shreds o f  your sense? W ho m ade you 
w hat you are?

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( la u g h s ) :  But n o t for 

m y sake.

JU L IA : For w hom  else, you m iserable 
fool?

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  (ch u ck les): For th e  
dear lit t le  m en, th e  underdogs. For R om e. 
For h is sake too , th a t  is. You d o n ’t  love m e 
fo r w hat I am , e ither. Is i t  possible as long 
as there are others apart from  m e th a t  dare 
to  live? I ’d  have to  exterm inate th e  w hole 
o f  m an k in d  fo r h igh  treason. N o t only h im . 
O r w ould  he  be sufficient? Instead  o f  th e  
poor l i t t le  devils?

JU L IA : I love you fo r your ow n sake.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Because I ’m  th e  

best-looking m an?
JU L IA : T h e  w isest, bravest, curliest- 

haired , th e  m ost m usical!
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : A nd w hat about 

h im ?

JU L IA : T h is  snake, too  sluggish even to
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crawl? T h is slim y octopus? I sh udder a t the  
th o u g h t o f  even touch ing  h im .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : But he loves me?
JU L IA : Adores you like a god.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : T h en  why does he 

defy me? R efusing to  com ply w ith  m y re
quest?

JU L IA : Does he?
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : As regards Fulgen- 

tiu s  and  Euxodia.

JU L IA : H e  doesn’t .
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : T h an k  you, my 

lit t le  steed. Ju s t one m ore ru n . T om orrow  
is th e  day o f  th e  sw ords. Dress parade on  the  
C am pus M artiu s . I  have to  go there , m ake 
a short speech to  th e  new officers and those 
o f  th em  th a t d istingu ished  them selves and ... 
as these m en are m y arden t supporters, we 
can get everything done to  perfection  in  one 
day. You cajole Fulgentius in to  com ing here 
to  th e  sta te  room . T h en  w hen he’s dispatch
ed , we w ill go against th e  senate. As for 
E u x o d ia .. .  w ell, she m ig h t tu rn  everything 
upside dow n. Yes, you go and  ask her today 
to  m arry you! I release her! T e ll he r in  such 
a way th a t she w ill believe it .  I ’l l  te ll her 
m yself. I ’l l  see you to  her apartm en t. W ell, 
I  th in k  th is  no t a bad  ro u n d  o f  inspired  
ideas.

JU L IA : E xtraordinary .
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Yes, th a t’s the  

w ord. A nd i f  I ’m  declared im m o rta l to  
crown i t  all? W h a t about th a t?  L et’s go. 
W ill you believe in  it?  N o , you w on’t .  O u t 
o f  envy? T hose who are m orta l are envious. 
I ’l l  come back, soon, dear.

JU L IA : N o t to n ig h t.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Do le t m e come 

back.

JU L IA : I ’m  tired .
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : As m y reward.
JU L IA : I ’d like to  sleep.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( to  M a x im u s ) :  A nd 

n o t w ith  m e! You see how she trea ts  m e. 
I  w ou ldn’t  dare to  p u t  her to  th e  te s t. As I 
d id  w ith  you, to  e tern ity . W o u ld  I?

M A X IM U S: I t ’s all up  to  you, Caesar.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : O h, th an k  you so 
m uch. S tand  here. A nd  look! ( H e  closes J u l ia  

in  a n  em brace a n d  k isses  her lo n g  on  th e  m o u th , 

w h i le  he f i x e s  h is  ey es  on M a x im u s . )

JU LIA  ( s ta r t s  to  r e s is t  f o r  a  m o m e n t a s  she is  

in s t in c t iv e ly  a sh a m ed , h u t s u d d e n ly  r e a l i s e s  th a t  

sh e  ca n  p r e v e n t  M a x im u s  f r o m  so m e reck less, v io 

le n t  a c t o n ly  i f  she r e p e ls  h im  c o m p le te ly  a n d  so  

a b a n d o n s  h e rse lf  to  V a le n t in ia n u s ’ em b ra ce  w i t h  

o v e r -a c ie d  p a s s io n ) .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I ’d  like you to  see 
us a t a m ore in tim ate  m om ent. W ith o u t our 
clothes on. As w hen she le ts m e come back 
again and again. (L a u g h s .)  Bid her good
n ig h t.

M A X IM U S ( to  J u l ia ) :  G ood-night.
(T h e y  le a v e  th e  r o o m .)

( J u l ia  b lo w s  th e  la m p s  o u t .  T h e  h a lf -d a r k  b r in g s  

in to  p ro m in e n c e  th e l ig h t  o f  th e  w a tc h -f ire s  in  th e  

s tr e e ts  o f  th e  to w n  on  th e  eve o f  th e  r e v o l t ,  a n d  th a t  

o f  a  s m a l l  s a n c tu a r y  la m p  in  on e c o m e ' .  J u l ia  is  

n o t a  tr u e  C h r i s t i a n ,  she has reach ea th e  h a lf - w a y  

m a r k , a n d  n o w  n o t o n ly  in  th e  m a t te r  o f  f a i t h .  

She i s  a w a r e  o f  th e  l ig h ts  o u ts id e , th e n , a s  i f  to  

h id e  f r o m  th e m , she kn ee ls  u n d e r  a  p ic tu r e  i l l u 

m in a te d  b y  th e  la m p . A  y o u n g  m a n  ju m p s  o n to  

th e  w in d o w  s i l l  f r o m  o u ts id e . A f te r  li s te n in g  f o r  

a  m o m e n t, he le a p s  in to  th e  ro o m . H e  looks ro u n d . 

J u l ia ,  r is in g ,  backs in to  th e d a r k .)

PA LLA D IU S (d r a w in g  a  s w o r d ) :  Lead me 
to  your lady! O r else I ’l l  do  fo r  you too. 
Go ah ea d !

JU LIA  ( l i f t i n g  th e s m a l l  la m p  a n d  h o ld in g  

i t  to  h er fa c e ) :  Y ou’re stand ing  before her, 
Palladius.

PA L L A D IU S: M other! Is i t  true?  D o n 't 
come nearer. I ’ve come t o . .  .

JU L IA : Y ou’ve said i t  already, Palladius. 
I  offer no resistance.

PA LL A D IU S: T h e  young people o f  
R om e have chosen m e to  do w ith  m y step
m o th er w hat B rutus d id  w ith  h is step
fa th e r . . . D on’t  speak. D on’t  m ake i t  m ore 
d ifficu lt fo r m e.

JU L IA : I sha ll m ake i t  easier. I  shall do 
i t  m yself, rig h t?  I t ’s b e tte r  fo r you too .

PA L L A D IU S: W h y  d id  you do  th is?  T o  
Father?
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JU L IA : T h a t . . .  th a t  he  m ay rem ain 

fa ith fu l. S tand  up  to  a ll tria ls .

PA L L A D IU S : W hom  for? W hat?  N o, 
don’t  answer. I have n o t come to  question 
you.

JU L IA : I know, darling . Do as you please.
PA LL A D IU S: T h e  decision was no t 

m ine. I only undertook it.  For i t  is th e  Ides 
o f  M arch, and th a t ’s B rutus’ d a y . . .

JU L IA : You can go and  report to  your 
fellows th a t i t  has been done. (N o is e  o u ts id e . )  

For I th in k  you m u st go now.
PA L L A D IU S: B ut you  d o n ’t  say th is  to  

deceive m e, do  you? W e l l . . .  I d o n ’t  want 
to  go.

JU L IA : You can tru s t  m e. T h ough  th is 
new  religion forb ids ju s t th a t  w hich  in  th e  
o ld  gave us th e  greatest s treng th , b u t  th en  
I never had  m uch fa ith  in  e ither. ( S m ile s . )  

Am ong so m any gods I p u t m y fa ith  in  one 
m an. A nd s o . . .  M arcus A urelius sa id : 
“ T h ere ’s sm oke here. I ’l l  go o u t.” Come, 
le t m e sm ell th a t nice boyish h a ir o f  yours. 

( G r o w in g  n o ise  f r o m  o u ts id e .  A  to rch  a p p ea rs  in  

th e  w in d o w - f r a m e ;  m e n - a t - a r m s  la n d  on th e  s i l l . )

A V O IC E : H ere! H e  m u st have go t in  
here.

JU L IA : Com e, qu ick . T h ere ! N o , hide 
in  th e re !

PA LL A D IU S: W hy , is i t  a trap?  I f  you, 
m other, i f  you to o . . .  I w ill n o t lay dow n 
m y sw ord.

JU L IA : N o , you m u stn ’t .  (K is s e s  h im .)

PA LL A D IU S: I ’m  n o t a ch ild .
JU L IA : M o th er w o u ld n ’t  betray you 

even i f  you w eren’t .
(P u s h e s  h im  in to  th e d a r k . T w o  a rm e d  m en  

j u m p  in to  th e ro o m . A  th i r d ,  w h o  h as to  be h elped  

in ,  i s  H e r a c l iu s . )

JU LIA  (d ig n if ie d , o u tra g e d ): W h a t’s hap 
pening here? W ho gave you th e  righ t?

H E R A C L IU S : Y our own in te res t.
JU L IA : G et yourselves o u t o f  here.
H E R A C L IU S : H aven’t  you seen th e  

assassin?
JU L IA : I saw n o b o d y ! N o  one came here. 

I  was here.

H E R A C L IU S : A llow  us to  lend  you our 
eyes. ( W a v e s  to  th e o th e r  tw o  m en  to  search  th e  

r o o m .)

JU L IA : D o n ’t  take  a single step! ( A f te r  

a  s h o r t p a u se  she crosses to  th e  d o o r  a n d  sh o u ts  o u t)  

Caesar, C aesar! ( T o  th e  so ld ie rs )  Back to  where 
you were before.

H E R A C L IU S : I ’m  glad  I can rep o rt to  
Caesar h im self.

JU L IA : D on’t  be cruel. Go away. I  pray 
you go away.

H E R A C L IU S : Y ou’re h id ing  your lover, 
I  presum e?

JU L IA : G et out.
H E R A C L IU S : Because I  w ould under

stand  th a t.

JU L IA : A nd w ill you go i f  I  te ll you 
h e ’s here?

H E R A C L IU S : O f  course. W ith  h im . 
W here is he?

( D r a w s  h is  s w o r d .  V a le n t in ia n u s  e n te rs , o u t  o f  

b r e a th .)

JU L IA : T e ll th em  to  get ou t. T hey as
sau lted  m e.

H E R A C L IU S : C a e s a r .. .
V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( s t i l l  p a n t in g ) :  D id  

they  h u r t  you?
JU L IA  ( in d ic a t in g  th e  w in d o w ) :  T hey  ju m p 

ed in  th ro u g h  there!
V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( s te p p in g  o ve r): Came 

up th e  ladder?
H E R A C L IU S : Follow ing after th e  m an 

w h o . . .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : S h u t u p ! ( E m 

braces J u l i a  w i t h  one a r m . W i th  a  m o v e m e n t o f  

h is  h ead o rd ers  th e  m a n  s ta n d in g  n ea res t to  s tep  

u p  on th e  s i l l .  T h e  m a n  o b ey s , s ta r t s  f o r  th e  la d d e r . 

V a le n t in ia n u s  shakes h is  h ea d . T h e s o ld ie r  looks  

d o w n  a n d  w in c e s  a t  th e h e ig h t. V a le n t in ia n u s  

g la n c e s  a t  th e o th er  s o ld ie r ,  w h o  d r a w s  h is  s w o r d  a n d  

lu n g es  f o r w a r d  to w a r d s  th e  on e in  th e w in d o w .  

T h e la t te r  ju m p s  to  h is  d e a th . A  s o f t  th u d  in d ic a t

in g  th e h e ig h t. V a le n t in ia n u s  n o w  o rd ers  th e  secon d  

one to  s te p  u p .  T h e p r e v io u s  scene is  en a cted  a g a in , 

o n ly  th is  t im e  i t  i s  H e r a c l iu s  w h o  is  th e b u l ly .  

V a le n t in ia n u s ,  w h o  h as g o n e  th ro u g h  a l l  th is  w i t h  

a f e v e r i s h  e n jo y m e n t, lic k in g  h is  l i p s ,  f o r  a  f e w -
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m o m e n ts  s ta re s  a t  H e r a c liu s  w i t h  a  b u rn in g  look. 

T h en  he p a t s  h is  f a c e . )  Y ou’ re a fine steed, you 
are.

H E R A C L IU S  (m a k in g  a  s tr a n g e  m o a n , 

f l i n g s  h im s e l f  before V a le n t  in i  a n u s . J u l ia  m akes  

f o r  t i e  p la c e  w h ere  she b id  P a l la d iu s . )

H E R A C L IU S  (k n e e lin g ):  O nly  me, Cae
sar. Give your love to  m e only. ( S ta n d s  u p . )  

D on’t  believe th em . I overheard th e ir  con
versation. ( T r iu m p h a n t l y )  N o  one else loves 
you b u t m e. I 'm  th e  only one fit fo r you. 
H is  son is a th u g . H im se lf a  tra ito r. H e  
d id n ’t  give her to  you. I f  you p u t  h im  in to  
m y hands, everything w ill be in  such order 
tom orrow  th a t you can set your feet on  th e  
sun, I  w arrant you. O h , le t h im  m ake a 
confession to n ig h t th a t h e ’s schem ing your 
dow nfall! L et m e arrest h im  at once!

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : N o . N o t before 
th e  senate.

H E R A C L IU S  ( w i t h  lu s t f u l  p le a su r e ):  But 
a fte r th a t  I can? O h , do you feel how  m uch 
I adore you?

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : O nly  th a t now i t ’s 
you who are pu lling  th e  m ore splendidly. 
( T h e y  g o  o u t .  J u l ia  e n te rs . P r e s e n tly  P a l la d iu s  

com es w i t h  d r a w n  s w o r d  in  h is  h a n d . H e  a p p ro- 
aches J u l i a  s lo w ly .  W h e n  he h as g o t  close to  her, 

he d ro p s  th e  s w o r d ,  g oes d o w n  on  h is  knees, k isses  

th e  hem  o f  J u l i a ’s d re s s , th en  a lm o s t  p u l l i n g  h im 

s e l f  u p  h er, he f o l d s  h er in  h is  a r m s .)

JU LIA  ( s o f t ly ) :  O h , i f  only you could be 
m y death , Palladius, and p u rity !

C u r ta in

A C T  T H R E E

( A  recep tio n  ro o m  in  th e  im p e r ia l  p a la c e . A  d u a l  

th ro n e  on  th e  d a is .  M a x im u s  a n d  F u lg e n t iu s .)

M A X IM U S : So i t  happened. A nd now 
m ake haste and  see to  i t  th a t  m y message 
is tu rn ed  in to  deeds. I t  was m adness fo r you 
to  take a chance by  com ing here. T ake relay 
horses and go a t least as fa r as Verona.

F U L G E N T IU S : A nd there  le t fa ll a 
few  solem n sentences about how  I le ft m y

friend  in  the  lu rch , who d id  no th in g  m ore 
th an  risk  his life fo r m e. W hile  I was m yself 
stealing ou t o f  th e  tow n, w hich is a t la s t . . .  
(L is te n s  to  th e  n o ises  o u ts id e .)

M A X IM U S : T h is  isn ’t  th e  r ig h t m o
m en t fo r big w ords.

F U L G E N T IU S : T h ere ’s a tim e when 
only big words can fly across a country  and 
find a tten tive  ears. M y words d id  have 
wings last n ig h t. T h e  senate is s till  crouch
ing, b u t like  a w ounded lion  g e tting  ready 
to  spring even a t th e  p rick  o f a th o rn . Yes, 
I  declaim ed m yself hoarse. C om ing o u t o f  
th e  ha ll I  w ent on  haranguing on th e  steps 
outside  and th en  I d o n ’t  know on  how  m any 
rim s o f  wells in  th e  m arket places.

M A X IM U S : H e  m ay be back any m in 
u te  fro m  inspecting his troops. H e ’d  or
dered a ll his reliable com panies to  assem ble, 
and i f  he should  re tu rn  a t th e  head o f  
t h e m . . .

F U L G E N T IU S : Y ou’d  be com pelled to  
p u t  aside all o th er considerations and arrest 
h im .

M A X IM U S : F or sham e! G et you gone!
F U L G E N T IU S : I ’m  p roud  th a t  i t  was 

m y cause th a t  b rough t you ro u n d  to  your 
p resen t heroic course.

M A X IM U S  (b r u s h in g  th is  a s id e ): L et m e 
take Ju lia  o u t o f  his hands safe and  u n 
harm ed, and  m y course too w ill be : away 
from  here, as w hen a whole tow n  is crum 
bling  during  an earthquake.

F U L G E N T IU S : So you’re foolish  enough 
to  th in k  you can sim ply retrieve such a treas
ure? From  th a t  filth? A nd w ith o u t con
sequences? Y ou’ve em barked on a course, 
and i f  you look ahead you m u st see t h a t . . .

M A X IM U S : I haven’t  and  I  see n o th in g  
except th a t th e  w hole w orld is fa lling  upon 
m e and I ’m  m erely im provising fro m  one 
m inu te  to  th e  next. But now  a t least i t ’s 
m y heart th a t d ictates m y ac tio n s! . . .  H e ’s 
com ing! T h ey ’re cheering h im . T ake m y 
carriage.

F U L G E N T IU S  ( lo o k in g  o u t) :  T hese cheers 
are n o t fo r h im . W ho  are they? N o t m any 
togas to  be s e e n . . .  (d is a p p o in te d )  I  th o u g h t
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fo r a m inu te  th ey  were th e  young m en from  
th e  senate. Y our “shopkeepers.” O nly  yes
terday they  were m aking a hullabaloo over 
th e  h igh  price o f  oil. A nd today? Carthage, 
Aetius?

(F r o m  o u ts id e :  “ M a x im u s !  M a x im u s ! ”)

M A X IM U S : You are g e tting  m e in to  a 
p re tty  k e ttle  o f  fish!

F U L G E N T IU S : T hey  w ant a leader.
M A X IM U S : L et th em  wake Aetius.
F U L G E N T IU S : T h ey ’re doing ju st th a t 

w hen th ey  shou t your nam e r ig h t a fte r h is. 
W ell, look how  th ey ’re tak ing  to  th e ir  h ee ls! 
T h e  security guards!

M A X IM U S : T h en  you too should  ru n  
fo r i t!

F U L G E N T IU S : T h ere ’s no m ore hurry  
fo r m e th an  fo r th e  p lum bers and tanners! 
W h a t they ’re shouting  I ’d like to  get th e  se
nate to  shout in  m ore appropriate  form s. 
You can’t  s tand  aside now . ( P o in ts  to  th e  

th r o n e .)  I ’ve long w anted  to  say i t :  there ’s 
your place! T o  save i t  fro m  crashing down, 
and  burying all forever!

M A X IM U S ( p o in tin g  to  h is  ch est): T h e  
crash is going on  in  here, burying all, for
ever!

F U L G E N T IU S : I f  you seat yourself 
there, th a t  alone w ill suffice fo r th e  verm in 
to  clear ou t. T h e  verm in th a t  dam ned 
w retch p lan ted  there.

M A X IM U S : I m ade a terrib le  m istake. 
T h e  verm in are established a t its  very core. 
T h is  is w hat gave th a t  p itifu l b ru te  th e  
staggers, and  perhaps i t ’s only because o f 
th is  th a t  he  has to  answer fo r becom ing so 
corrup ted . Away—away from  h im !

F U L G E N T IU S : W hile  in  th e  officers’ 
tra in ing  cam p I  was dream ing how nice i t  
w ould be to  be your aide-de-cam p in  some 
heart-w arm ing, noble encounter.

M A X IM U S: “ N ob le” ? “ H eart-w arm 
in g ” ? “ E ncounter” ? Fulgentius!

F U L G E N T IU S : W ell, le t i t  be foul, le t 
i t  be w hat th e  tim es allow ! B ut th e  end 
w ill ju stify  us! ( A s  M a x im u s  tr ie s  to  in d u ce  

h im  to  g o )  N o , n o t to  V erona! I ’l l  en trench 
m yself in  th e  senate. L et h im  come break

in  there . L et m e be there  too , as th e  last 
drop  in  th e  cup.
(B u g le s  a n d  d r u m s  o f  th e  p a la c e  g u a r d  o f f  s ta g e .)

F U L G E N T IU S : I should  w ish, i f  I  were 
m ean, to  provoke h im  in to  try in g  o u t now 
his cunning scheme o f  breaking us up  and 
to  le t h im  p u t his h and  in to  th a t  sw arm ing 
h iv e ! I go, b u t only to  re tu rn  w ith  ou r m ost 
honourable elders. ( H e  w o u ld  c o n tin u e . O u t 

s id e :  w h is t l i n g  a n d  a  g e n e r a l u p r o a r . C h e e r in g . 

D r u m s .  F u lg e n tiu s , m o v e d , p a r t in g  f r o m  a n  em 

b race, h u rr ie s  0f f .  T h e  cheers a n d  th e  d r u m s  a re  

g e t t in g  lo u d e r . W o rd s  o f  co m m a n d . B o d y -g u a r d s  

com e r u n n in g  in  a n d  l in e  u p . )

S ID O N IU S  ( r u n n in g  in ) :  Long live Cae
sar! (N o t ic e s  M a x im u s .  S a y s  to  h im ) Long live 
Caesar! ( J u lia n u s ,  C a u t in u s ,  A v e r n a r iu s  com e 

h u r r y in g  in .  T h e y  a lso  f o r m  in to  a  lin e  a n d  cheer 

V a le n t in ia n u s .  V a le n t in ia n u s  e n te rs  in  f u l l  p o m p  

b u t  q u ite  beside h im s e lf ,  H e r a c liu s  in  h is  w a k e .)

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : N ever before has 
any th ing  like th a t happened to  m e! T hey 
cu t in to  m y w o rd s! (B ru sh e s  a s id e  th e ch eerers .)  

T hey  in te rru p ted  m e in  th e  m idd le  o f  a 
sentence! ( T h r o w s  d o w n  h is  p u r p le  c lo a k .)

H E R A C L IU S : I should  su g g e s t. . .
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : You too dare cut 

in? ( T o  M a x im u s )  A nd you? W here are you 
going? You stay here! T hey  cu t m e sh o rt! 
I began a declaration and was in te rru p ted . 
By th e  legions aligned fo r inspection! I t  was 
th e  Burgundians, I  th o u g h t i t  was th e  Bur
gundians from  th e ir  vicious accent. W as it  
they? Y ou stood near th em .

S ID O N IU S : I t  was, Caesar.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : A nd th e  scum  on 

th e  way b a ck ! Irreverent ra b b le ! T hey  go to  
church and don’t  respect me?

( N o b o d y  a n s w e r s .)

C an’t  one m ake one’s way in  th is  tow n? 
( T o  M a x im u s )  W e could  hard ly  elbow our 
way across th e  bridge. W ho were they? W h at 
was it?  Saturnalia  o f  th e  sewer m en? ( T o  

M a x im u s )  I t  seemed to  m e as i f  they  were 
g ru n ting  your nam e. ( S i l e n c e )

H E R A C L IU S : A nd Julia’s.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( T o  J u l ia n u s ) :  I ’ll 

m ake you responsible fo r seeing th a t  every
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one o f  th em  dangles from  crosses set up 
where they  were shaking th e ir  fists a t m e. 
A t m e! ( L ooks o u t .  T h e d in  n o w  so u n d s  n earer:  

" D e a th  to  th e  m u rd e re rs  o f  A e t iu s ! ”  J u l ia n u s  

d r a w s  th e c u r ta in s  a n d  s ta y s  m o t io n le s s .)

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  (a la r m e d  f o r  a  m o 

m e n t):  I d id n ’t  th in k  th ere  were so m any o f  
th em . ( L is te n in g )  T h e  w hole tow n? (S o le m n ly )  

I ’l l  show m y streng th . I ’l l  show th em  w ho’s 
to  be respected here. (F resh  o u tb u r s ts  o f  sh o u t

in g , y e t  in  c o n fu sio n : " T o  th e  se n a te !  T o  th e  sen 

a t e . .  . H u r r a h ! ”)  Break th em  u p ! A t once! 
( S ta n d s  before th e  th ro n e . E v e r y b o d y  r e m a in s  m o

t io n le s s .  S ile n c e .)

H E R A C L IU S : I suggest no t.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( beside h im se lf ) :  I t ’s 

an  order! You also w ould  spare th em , w ould 
you?
( T h e  o u ts id e  n o ise  in crea ses  in  v o lu m e  a n d  ev er  

m o re  d i s t i n c t l y  c u lm in a te s  in :  “ T o  th e  se n a te !”)

H E R A C L IU S : T h is  is why. Keep order, 
Caesar. F irst, th e  senate. A nd  th a t  quickly, 
before they  can com e to  agreem ent am ong 
them selves.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : W h ere ’s Fulgen- 
tiu s  ? D id  you have h im  here ? H ave you taken  
care o f  h im  ?

M A X IM U S : H e  came here, Caesar.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( r e lie v e d ) :  O ne th in g  

a t least I  p red ic ted .
M A X IM U S : H e  was here b u t  w ent away 

again. I t  seemed fit to  m e th a t  he  should.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S  (a d d re ss in g  those  

a r o u n d  h im  one b y  on e): Bring h im  back! You 
w ill answer fo r th is !  H e  le t h im  go! H is 
h e a d ! H is  severed h e a d ! O r y o u rs !

H E R A C L IU S : D ifficult, Caesar. Keep 
calm , Caesar.

C A U T IN U S : H ere  we are, Caesar.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I  com m and you 

as im perato r p rim us.
H E R A C L IU S : Fulgentius m ay have got 

across by now, and  th ere  in  th e  sen a te . . .
I  suggest an urgen t m eeting  o f  th e  privy 
council.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( f u m in g  w i t h  ra ge): 

Bring th e  senate here, dow n to  a m an, here 
a t m y feet! ( T o  M a x im u s )  I ’l l  have h im  exe

cuted . I  to ld  you th a t.  ( T o  H e r a c liu s )  All 
rig h t, le t’s have a conference, as you suggest. 
O u t w ith  you! ( W i t h  th e  e x c e p tio n  o f  M a x im u s  

a n d  H e r a c l iu s  e v ery o n e  g o es , b o w in g  before th ose  

th a t  r e m a in .  E a ch  b o w  d if fe r s  f r o m  th e  o th e r , h o w 

ev e r  s l ig h t l y ,  r e v e a l in g  each p e r s o n ’s  r e a c tio n  to  th e  

s i tu a t io n  a n d  h is  a ssessm en t o f  h o w  th e  la n d  l ie s .

C A U T IN U S : Long live Caesar!
T h e e m p tie r  th e  ro o m  becom es th e  m o re  V a le n -  

t i n i a n u s ’ s e lf -a s su ra n c e  eb b s a w a y  u n t i l  he f i n a l l y  

a l l  b u t  c o lla p ses . P a n ic -s tr ic k e n — a s v a c a n t as th e  

ro o m — he co w e rs  on  th e th ro n e , lo o k in g  h e lp le s s ly  

f o r  a d v ic e  to w a r d s  th e  tw o  w h o  h ave s ta y e d  be

h in d . )

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( lo w ) :  H as i t  come 
to  th e  worst? Just now  ( to  M a x im u s  con fiden 

t i a l l y )  when I ’m  so happy a t las t! W hen  I ’ve 
learn t w hat affection is. Love. Is there  any
body who w ants m y death? Speak first, you, 
and  th e n  you.

H E R A C L IU S : T im e is pressing. T h e  
expedient I  suggested las t week can best be 
carried ou t tom orrow . O r could  we perhaps 
do i t  to n ig h t?  ( T o  M a x im u s )  T o  p u t  you in  
th e  picture, m y p lan  o f dealing w ith  the  
s ituation  radically w a s . . .  w ell, a big recep
tio n  here in  th e  im perial palace w ith  all th e  
senators invited , w ith  an im perial declaration 
on th e  tra ito rs to  th e  Em pire and  w ith  drinks 
th a t w ould be taken  care o f  by, say, m yself 
and Sidonius. ( O f  V a le n t in ia n u s )  H e  th ough t 
i t  p rem ature .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( lo o k s  a t  M a x im u s  

q u e s tio n in g ly ) .

M A X IM U S : W h y  prem ature?
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I t ’s copying.
H E R A C L IU S : H e ’s h in tin g  a t th e  

lit t le  operation w hich th e  evil tongues in 
R om e have nam ed ‘A etius 's p a rty .’

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : A nd w hich was fol
low ed by parties fo r Fadus, th en  Fidia, each 
a repetition  o f  th e  o ther. T hey  w ouldn’t  
come, to  begin w ith .

H E R A C L IU S : T h en  th a t  w ould be 
reason enough. But I  bet they  w ould come.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Julia d id n ’t  like i t  
e ither. A nd she knows w hat’s good fo r me. 
W h a t do  you say?
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M A X IM U S : I w anted  to  ta lk  about 

another topic, Caesar. I t ’s Ju lia. A nd  afte r
wards le t m e re tu rn  to  m y estate.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : You betray m e! I 
need you badly . Just now  I have sore need 
o f  you.

M A X IM U S : You’ve go t H eraclius. 
I d o n ’t  w ant any rivalry w ith  h im .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : O n  th e  contrary, 
you ou g h t to  w a n t i t .  I order you to  em u
late  h im . H ave you no longer any care 
fo r  w h a t’s good fo r me?

H E R A C L IU S : H e  th in k s  th e  m eth o d ’s 
beneath his d ign ity . As i f  he  had n ’t  know n 
about i t  a ll along. H a d n ’t  been deep in  
i t !  H e  is now sta rting  to  get squeam ish— 
about his hands. A ll he gave was his soul.

M A X IM U S : H ow  m any people are 
you th in k in g  o f  inviting?

H E R A C L IU S : Sixty. Possibly ju st 
fifty . O f  course, Fu lgen tius together w ith  
his fam ily . I f  he should  fa il to  tu rn  u p . . . 
a ll h is friends, too .

(P a u s e .)

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : W h at do you 
th in k ?

M A X IM U S : N o t enough. I t  w ou ldn’t  
silence th em .

H E R A C L IU S : I t  d id , a fte r A etius.
M A X IM U S : H is  nam e has never been 

so m uch  shou ted  about as now.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : W here ? W hom  by ?
H E R A C L IU S : I t  isn ’t  tru e . I t ’s only 

those  w ho w ant to  s tir  up  d isconten t. T h e  
m eth o d  is a practicable one, we a ll know . 
B ut fo r to n ig h t?  D ifficu lt.

M A X IM U S : W e should  consider som e
th in g  else.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : W ell, go ahead. 
B ut straightaw ay!

H E R A C L IU S : Because too  m uch  con
sideration  now does nobody any good 
except th em ! A nd  he w ho gives th em  tim e  
p u ts  arm s in to  th e ir  hands.

M A X IM U S : I  haven’t  th o u g h t i t  ou t 
ye t. I d o n ’t  know  i f  I  should  say it.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I m ake i t  your 
d u ty .

M A X IM U S : H ow  m any can you tru s t  
am ong your body guards? T w o hundred?

H E R A C L IU S : T hree  th o u san d !
M A X IM U S : I ’m  asking about those 

who are reliable as fa r as he  is concerned, 
n o t you.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : T w o. O ne! (R a is e s  

a f in g e r ,  th en  a f ie r  so m e th in k in g  hends i t  to 

w a r d s  h im s e l f .)

M A X IM U S : A b it  m ore is needed. 
I ’m  th in k in g  o f  your original plan— I d o n ’t  
know  i f  y o u ’ve spoken about i t  to  o th e r  
people—th e  p lan  I th o u g h t a stroke o f ge
n ius w hen you first suggested i t  as a “ con
s ti tu tio n a l” m eans o f  curbing th e  senate.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I forget now  w hat 
I proposed.

M A X IM U S : I t  was one o f  your best 
insp ira tions. W idening  your powers o f 
nom ination  and sending as m any new 
senators in  a s . . .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I rem em ber now . 
You th in k  i t  w ill work?

M A X IM U S : Suprem ely w ell! Y ou 
m ake senators o f  as m any o f  your m ost 
reliable guards as are needed to  outvote 
th e  d issenters. A nd thereby you n ip  th e  
r io t in  th e  b u d  by constitu tional m eans. 
You m ay as w ell set about doing i t  r ig h t 
away. H e re ’s a sheet o f  paper. Sign it, 
and  I ’l l  w rite  above your signature th e  
names o f  those  who in  tw en ty  m inu tes 
w ill bring  th e  senate dow n in  tum u ltu o u s 
applause as m any tim es as they  hear your 
nam e u tte red .

H E R A C L IU S : I ’l l  p u t  dow n th e  nam es.
M A X IM U S : You do th a t.

H E R A C L IU S  (ta k e s  th e  sh eet o f  p a p e r ) :  

T h e  present senators w ill never accept these 
nam es. T hey  are no t so s tu p id . Even though  
th ey  are led  by Fulgentius.

M A X IM U S : I ’l l  get th em  to  accept 
th e  nam es. I ’ll go there  m yself.

H E R A C L IU S : Sign it, Caesar. I w ill 
go there and  come back straightaw ay w ith
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a t least a thousand  o f  m y m o st reliable m e n ! 
I ’d  like you to  stay here t i l l  th en  and no t 
go  ou t.

M A X IM U S : Is your confidence shaken 
in  m e too?

H E R A C L IU S : Perhaps ju st in  your 
fam ily . O h , d o n ’t  le t th a t irrita te  you! 
I  d id n ’t  m ean her. You w rote he r off 
heart and soul, I know . But your son’s gone 
over to  th em !

M A X IM U S : W h at has happened to  
m y son?

H E R A C L IU S : An accomplice in  h igh 
treason, he has m anaged to  escape from  the  
hands o f  justice and re trib u tio n . But i f  
h e ’s c au g h t. . .

M A X IM U S ( a f te r  a  s l ig h t  p a u se , m a k in g  

a  lo w  h o w f  I  d isclaim  m y son w ith  th e  
sam e easy conscience as I  w ould disclaim  
an y th in g  else fo r m y em peror.

( E x i t  H e r a c l iu s )

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : So you had a son? 
But you d o n ’t  m in d , do you?

M A X IM U S : A fter m y w ife and w hat 
you m ay call m y best friend?  For you? 
W h a t do you th in k !

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I can understand  
th a t.  But i t ’s fo r a different reason th a t  
I  feel you closer to  m e now . I  really  feel 
you’re closer to  m e. T h e  eunuch spoke th e  
t r u th :  you were squeam ish. Y ou were w ith  
us, b u t—how should  I  p u t i t—never gave 
your soul. N ever openly enough, i f  you 
see w hat I  m ean. Y ou never came to  th e  
b est executions.

M A X IM U S : I w ill in  th e  fu tu re .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I t ’s th e  m ost m anly 
sensation to  see our opponents on th e  cross 
o r on th e  wheel. ( W h is p e r in g )  T h a t’s the  
tru e  victory w hich rises here ( sh o w s  h is  

ch est) t i l l  i t  m akes your m o u th  w ater. T h a t’s 
-—nectar! T o  m iss i t !  W ell, from  now on 
y o u ’ll be one o f  u s. W e’ll d rin k  on  i t!

M A X IM U S : I t  shall be so, Caesar.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : C a iu s! T h an k  you. 

(H u g s  h im .)  T h an k  you, m y lit t le  steed! 
T h is  was w hat I really m issed. N ow  a sense

o f  com pleteness diffuses th ro u g h o u t my 
being. T h is  is th e  best k in d  o f  energy. 
(G o e s  to  th e  w in d o w ;  th e  n o ise  o u ts id e  in creases  

a n d  becom es d is t in c t :  O u t  w i t h  th e  w h o re!  O u t  

w i t h  th e  w h o re  f r o m  th e  S i lv e r  P a la c e ! )  T h ey ’re 
runn ing! T h ey ’re being beaten up . O h! 
I  feel in  m y arm s how good i t  is to  
h o ld  th e  reins w hile m y coach is flying! 
(L a u g h in g  a t  th e d in  d o w n  in  th e  s tr e e t )  Over 
those rough flagstones. I t  isn ’t  tru e  th a t 
I  fear danger. I ’m  seeking it.  W hen  its  
w hole fram e ra ttles and th e  coach clears a 
corner w ith  one wheel in  th e  air and only 
th e  o ther touch ing  th e  ground , th e  one 
in  th e  air freely revolving as th e  sun in  th e  
sky! R em em ber C atalaunum ? T h a t was a 
race course, perilous and breath taking! 
But who he ld  th e  reins and th e  whip? 
I can s till  feel th e  itch  in  th e  p a lm  o f m y 
hands. ( K is s e s  f i r s t  h is  p a lm ,  th en  M a x im u s . )  

You were p u lling  sp lendidly  th en , ju st as 
now . A nd as fo r th e  fu tu re! I f  we overtake 
th e  runn ing  hares, and  a t th em ! T ogether. 
(P o u r s  o u t  d r in k . )  T o  our covenant o f  yester
day. A fterw ards (ch u ckles c o n f id e n t ia l ly )  w e’ll 
p u t  th e  seal o n  i t  w ith  her.

M A X IM U S : I ’m  pleased to  hear i t ,  

Caesar.
( T h e y  d r in k .)

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( l i s te n in g ) :  N ow  a ll’s 
silen t and clear again! ( S te p p in g  to  th e  w in 

d o w )  T h e  street is em pty . H eraclius has 
sw ept i t  clean. H e  took  th e  guards w ith  
h im .

M A X IM U S : F rom  th e  Silver Palace 
as w ell.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : T o  th e  senate. You 
m u st cooperate w ith  h im  b e tte r. H e  has a 
great advantage over you. H is  w an t! Even 
h is m in d  is insensible to  w om an. ( F i l l s  

th e  c u p s  a g a in .)  In  o lden  tim es H ercules 
used to  be th e  m ale ideal fo r w om en. T hey  
say i t ’s a ll over now . (S h a k e s  h is  f in g e r  in  

n e g a tio n .)  S treng th  now lies n o t in  th e  muscles 
o f  th e  arm , th e  pow er to  p u ll ou t th e  drag
on ’s fangs is no t there . But here, fo r in 
stance (m o v es  h is  l i t t l e  f in g e r ) .  O r in  th is  
( tu r n s  d o w n  h is  th u m b ) . Do you know  why

T
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I ’m  so glad  o f  power, so m uch so (m akes  

■snake-like m o v e m e n ts  w i t h  h is  a r m s  lik e  a 

c o n to r t io n is t  f r o m  th e E a s t )  th a t  I can feel 
th e  th r il l  o f  i t  even in  th e  m arrow? O r when 
I ’m  counting m oney? ( A c ts  i t . )  I ’m  w orth  a 
h u n d red  gladiators! ( W i t h  a  n o d  to w a r d s  th e  

S i lv e r  P a la c e ) She adm ires m e! I come first. 
( A t  n o ises  f r o m  th e  s tr e e t ,  w h ic h  can  a g a in  be 

h ea rd ) W hatever happens i t  w ill only prove 
I  come first. A nd you? H ow  d id  you get 
along w ith  Eudoxia?

M A X IM U S : She’s no frien d  o f yours.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Sweet wom an! 

H ave you w on her?
M A X IM U S (a b o u t to  a n s w e r , h u t s to p s  to  

l i s t e n  to  th e tu m u l t  o u ts id e ): T h ey ’ve reached 
th e  Silver Palace.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I ’ll send the  guard 
over fro m  here. (G o in g  o u t)  But w ho’ll 
be here? W h o ’ll  defend me? I ’l l  te ll her 
to  come over. L et her come here. I ’ll send 
fo r her. I ’l l  go and  fe tch  her.

(G o e s  o u t ,  in d ic a tin g  w i t h  a  g la n ce  w h ere  

f u l i a  can  com e o v e r  across th e  su sp en s io n  b rid g e  

b e tw een  th e  tw o  w in g s  o f  th e b u i ld in g .  M a x im u s  

looks c a lm ly  to w a r d s  J u l i a ’s  a p a r tm e n t a n d  f o l 

lo w s  th e b r id g e  w i t h  h is  eyes. Th en  d r in k s . T h e  

n o ise  g r o w s  o u ts  id e . H e  ta k es  o u t  a  p o iso n  p h ia l .  

H e  does n o t p o u r  i t  in to  th e cu p , h ow ever; he p u ts  

d o w n  th e  p h ia l  w h i le  p u r s u in g  a n o th er  t r a in  

o f  th o u g h t. G o es to  th e a d jo in in g  ro o m  a n d  

com es back w i t h  a  s w o r d .  S u d d e n ly  r u n n in g  s tep s  

a re  h ea rd . A m o n g  o th ers  J u l ia n u s  com es b u rs t

in g  in ,  w i t h  C a u t in u s ,  bo th  w h i te  w i t h  a la r m .)

JU L IA N U S : M axim us! W e’re besieged!

C A U T IN U S : T h ey ’re calling on us to  
surrender.

M A X IM U S : T h e  senators? F rom  th e  
senate?

C A U T IN U S : T hose from  th e  suburbs!
JU L IA N U S : T h e  people! A nd th a t  we 

shou ld  han d  Caesar ou t, in to  th e ir  hands!
M A X IM U S (g la n ce s  to w a r d s  th e S i lv e r  

P a la c e ) :  A nd you?
JU L IA N U S : W h at do you m ean by us?
M A X IM U S : W hich  side are you on 

now?

C A U T IN U S : W h at a question! M axi
m us!

JU L IA N U S : Y our nam e’s w ritten  on 
th e ir  posters.

M A X IM U S : A band to  th e  Silver Pal
ace, quick, and  bring  its  captive to  me.

JU L IA N U S : W h at shall we say to  the  
b esieg ers? .. .  Can we say th a t  you’re 
here. . . th a t  y o u . . . W h a t are we to  say?

C A U T IN U S  (u r g in g ) :  W h a t is i t  to  be 
exactly ?

M A X IM U S : W h at you like.
C A U T IN U S : Ave M axim us Petro- 

n ius—im p e ra to r!
JU L IA N U S : D ivus!
M A X IM U S (d is m is s e s  th e m .)

( V a le n t in ia n u s  e n te rs  q u ite  beside h im s e l f .)

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : H orrib le . I ’m  
afraid . A fraid  fo r m y life . ( S u d d e n ly  

m a je s t ic a lly )  Justly  and  naturally . I  d id n ’t  
go over fo r Julia.

M A X IM U S : I ’ll look afte r her.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I expected you to 

do as m uch. T h e  gates are strong, luckily . 
T h e  ra ts. I ’l l  go sailing in  th e ir  sp ilt  b lood 
when I ’ve done w ith  th em . T o  rise against 
th e ir  god? T h ey ’re shou ting  your name? 
W ait. ( T a k in g  th o u g h t:  he has a n  " in s p i r a t io n ”)  

You go o u t to  th em  and  qu ieten  th em  be
fore H eraclius re tu rns. I ’l l  b u rn  th e  whole 
tow n to  th e  ground, nay, th e  w hole em pire, 
i f  they  d o n ’t  come to  h e e l! W here on  earth  
has H eraclius go t to? C an he have betrayed 
me? B ut you, m y sweet steed, come on! 
I ’m  your rider. W h at, are you afraid? 
Y ou’re no t, are you? You know  w hat I am . 
W h a t are you listen ing  to? W h at is it?

M A X IM U S ( f r o m  th e  w in d o w ) :  I  adm ire  
th e ir  sense o f  responsib ility  fo r each o th er 
and th e  com m unity! Do you hear w hat 
h u rts  th a t  one. Carthage! As a C ato! A nd 
th e  other? Revenge. For h is fa ther?  H is  
son? Aetius?

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : H e ’s dead.
M A X IM U S : H ow  noble they  are! 

T here  isn ’t  one am ong th em , I  believe, who 
hasn’t  had  some one dear to  h im  k illed  by 
you. Do you hear w hat th ey  are shouting?

1 5 5
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Firm ness w ith  th e  V andals. Such selfless 
loyalty! I t ’s fo r th e  senate th a t th e ir  hearts 
grieve. I t  seems th a t  H eraclius’ m ission 
has failed. T h ey ’re concerned fo r th e  con
stitu tio n . Superb! As fa r as th e  eye can 
see, th e  streets and squares o f  R om e are 
th ronged  w ith  cheering, roaring, clam our
ing  crowds, tens o f  thousands o f  people 
arm ed, ready to  fight, yet n o t one single 
honourable elder am ong th e m  to  tear h is 
grey ha ir or shout, y e s . . .  ( l i s t e n in g  to  th e  

s h o u ts )  death  to  you! Because you outraged 
his paren tal feelings fo r a boy or g irl o r 
b o th , fo r you’ve carried i t  on  p re tty  p ro
fessionally.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : M axim us Pet- 
ro n iu s ! I  dare n o t co m prehend . . .

M A X IM U S : N o t  a single husband , tem 
pered in  valiant battles, to  b randish  his sword 
dow n there  and  dem and, yes, your dow n
fall and destruction , so as to  w ash off in 
your b lood th e  stains you sm eared his hon
ou r and  household w ith .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : In  your in te rest 
I  dare n o t understand .

M A X IM U S : I can hard ly  do so e ither. 
W hy  are th ey  shouting  m y nam e? Because 
they  w ant m e to  cleanse th e m  o f  th e  filth  
w hich they  them selves dare n o t be aware 
o f  w allow ing in , b u t w hich has spread from  
m e to  th e  w hole w orld .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Are you m ad?

M A X IM U S : I ’d  like to  be. For else 
( la u g h s )  I  m u st go o u t o f  m y m in d  fo r th e  
rid icu le  o f  it .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : T ra ito r!
M A X IM U S : E xcellent! H ow  d id  you 

say it? Say i t  again.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : R espect m y rank.
M A X IM U S : I t ’s th e  same to  th e  ac

cent ! Ju s t like  m ine. I tau g h t you th a t  too . 
H o w  does i t  go again?

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : M axim us Pet- 
ron ius, you’re triflin g  w ith  your life .

M A X IM U S : Ju s t like a m irro r. I t  
m akes m e choke w ith  laughter. C ould  I be 
th a t  i f  I  were you? A m  I  like  th a t?  H o rrib le  I

T h a t vacant grim ace? T h is  puffed  u p  w ine
bag? T h is  in substan tia l im age in  a m irror?

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Y ou’re in  m y 
h a n d s !

M A X IM U S : Y ou never realized, d id  
you, th a t I  was m oving your hands, eyes, 
tongue, m in d — even your heart and  lo ins?!

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Blasphem er! ( S t a r t s  

o u t . )

M A X IM U S : You shall stay p u t!  A nd  
k in d ly  lis ten  to  m e, w ill you. Com e dow n 
fro m  your O lym pus. S it dow n on  your 
backside and le t ’s have a qu ie t ta lk .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( s i t s  d o w n ) :  I see 
no p o in t in  i t .  Y ou’re no t in  your r ig h t 
senses.

M A X IM U S : W e do som eth ing  im por
ta n t  n o t because th ere ’s reason fo r doing i t .  
W e do it  because i t ’s unavoidable. Can you 
recall your own self? R em em ber th e  bone
less, m arrowless, spineless w retch  th a t  you 
were before I stood  by y o u . . .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I pronounce judge
m en t on you : tom orrow  you shall cease 
to  be, unless you re tract w hat you’ve sa id .

M A X IM U S : . . .  and  th a t  you s till  are 
now , i f  I leave you.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Y ou! N ow  I  am  
th e  one to  laugh. W ho gave you your rank?

M A X IM U S : Y ou’d  been n o th in g . But 
you  were given a task . A nd  we ra llied  
around  you. Behind you th ere  was a senate 
carrying great au tho rity , com posed o f all 
th e  m ost respectable elders, ready to  give 
wise counsel. O n  one side, a firm -handed 
general who won all h is ba ttles—fo r you. 
O n  th e  o ther, th e  w o rld ’s m ost am bitious 
politician , who subord inated  h is ow n per
sonality  to  th e  cause—for you. A nd you 
w ent m ad. You came to  believe th a t  a ll 
th is  was fo r your sake; th a t  you were 
th e  task . W hoever flattered  you once, you 
to o k  to  be yours, you lapped i t  a ll up, you 
s tu p id  m irro r! Y ou began to  have y o u r 
fits o f  b lustering  and sm ashed everything. 
T h e  general o f  th e  arm y lies dead in  h is  
grave; th e  enem y is on th e  m arch ready to  
come in  when he l ik e s ; th e  wise elders m ay
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w ell be busy ju st now endorsing a solem n 
declaration on your dethronem ent, unaware 
th a t th e  shopkepers, th e  slaves have already 
-done it,  and  your m ainstay , th e  self- 
effacing po litician  who invested all h is 
am bition  in  you— (ta k e s  u p  th e  s w o r d )  m u st 
fight h im self free o f  you.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( d r a w in g ,  h a ck in g ):  

H elp  I M adm an! Sacrilege!
M A X IM U S : D o n ’t  sh ou t. O ne step and 

I th ru s t th is  steel in to  you from  here. 
(B o th  o j  th em  a re a t  a  d is ta n c e  f r o m  th e  m a in  

d o o r .)

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I ’l l  have you cru
cified. G uard! (F o o ts te p s . T h e  d o o r  i s  f lu n g  

o p e n .)  I ’l l  have you broken on  th e  wheel. 
You’ll sw ing on th e  tree  five days! T il l  you 
tu rn  black!

JU L IA N U S ( w i t h  h is  f e l l o w s  b e h in d  h im ;  

a f te r  a  s l ig h t  p a u se ):  W aitin g  fo r your com 
m and— ( tu r n in g  h is  h ead to w a r d s  M a x im u s )  

Caesar.
M A X IM U S : D o n ’t  d is tu rb  me t i l l  I 

c a ll you.
JU L IA N U S : I have to  report th a t H e- 

ra c liu s . . .
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Is he coming?
JU L IA N U S : O n ly  h is head. H e was 

quarte red .
C A U T IN U S : T o be nailed  on to  the  

gate.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : T h e  senators?
JU L IA N U S  ( to  M a x im u s ) :  H e  never go t 

th e re . Shall we try  and rescue h is body?
M A X IM U S : I  have no th in g  to  say yet. 

O n ly  to  h im . (D is m is s e s  th e m . T h ey  take  

r e v e r e n t le a v e  a n d  g o  o u t . )

M A X IM U S ( q u ie t ly ) :  T ake a seat.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S  (m a k e s  a n  in s t in c 

t i v e  m o v e m e n t to w a r d s  th e  th ro n e; th en  backs to  

th e  c h a ir  a n d  p u t s  h is  s w o r d  on i t ) :  I ’m  w illing  
to  resign.

M A X IM U S ( r e p e a tin g  h is  g e s tu r e  o f  offer

in g  a  s e a t,  he w a i t s  r e s p e c tfu l ly  f o r  V a le n t in ia n u s  

t o  s i t  d o w n  f i r s t ) :  In  th e  m arshes o f  th e  N ile  
one gets m alaria. O n  th e  sea one becomes 
sick . O n  th a t— ( p o in tin g  to  th e  th ro n e) you 
became insane. N o  m atter. But your in 

sanity is a public  menace. I t  go t worse, i t  go t 
o u t o f  con tro l m ore and m ore as th e  days 
w ent by. T h ere ’s no rem edy against th a t 
raving lunacy excep t. .  . (becom es s i l e n t ) .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( g r a d u a l ly  r e a l i s i n g  

th e  tr u th ) :  Do you w ant— to  k ill me?
M A X IM U S : Everybody does. T he situa

tio n , first o f  all, dem ands i t .  But I ’m  re
lu c tan t, as you see. Does i t  help? I t  is as 
th o u g h  th is  sw ord th ro u g h  your heart were 
w orking its  way in to  m ine.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : You w ant m y place.
M A X IM U S : I fa iled  in  you. I m ust 

free m yself fro m  you.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I d o n ’t  un d er

stan d  a w ord .
M A X IM U S : Is i t  possible th a t some

th in g  divine—however sm all— shou ld  no t 
speak th ro u g h  a m an in  w hom  th e  people 
p laced d iv ine tru st?  T h e  devil spoke 
th rough  you. H e  roared.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I ’m  n o t g u ilty !
M A X IM U S : You on ly  em bodied  som e

th ing? T h e  l i t t le  m en  in  th e  street believe 
th a t  th e  evil m ay perish  w ith  you.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I ’m  innocent.
M A X IM U S : T h e  trad e  o f  being a god 

is a dangerous one. Especially when th a t 
god hasn ’t  yet q u ite  p u lled  h is feet from  
off th e  g round  or w hen they  have already 
sta rted  dangling  dow n again. T h e  lit t le  
m en catch a t th em  and—you’d  b e tte r  n o t 
go o u t am ong th em . (L o o k s f o r  h is  s w o r d . )

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  (h a ck in g  in  d e a d ly  

a la r m ) :  W h a t do you w ant w ith  me? You 
o f  a ll people, w h o . . .

M A X IM U S (ch o k in g ): I  m u st break ou t. 
I m u st be delivered. O f  you! A w hole 
country m u st be reborn . (L a u g h s)  T h rough  
a Caesarian section!

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : N o , no, Petro- 
n ius! (S h r ie k s  lik e  a  w o m a n )  H e lp ! G uard! 
J u lia !

M A X IM U S : I can’t  touch  you i f  you 
do th a t.  D o n ’t  be so w om anish . I t ’s una
voidable. A nd be th an k fu l fo r ending your 
life  in  th is  way and n o t lik e  th e  o ther, to rn  
to  pieces in  th e  street.
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V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I ’m  an evil-doer, 
fallib le, depraved. But a m an, I ’m  a m an, 
Petronius, like  anybody else. T hrow  m e in to  
jail, th e  deepest dungeon, send m e to  th e  
galleys or to  a m ine. A nything b u t th is .

M A X IM U S : D o come to  understand  
th is . I t ’s ju st to  m ake us m en  again. T o 
m ake m e a m an. W here d id  I  finally leave 
off being one? R em em ber our dice game?

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Forgive m e. I 
cou ldn’t  resist. A nd  I d id n ’t  k n o w . . .

M A X IM U S : W here to  draw  th e  line 
betw een us? T h e  line  betw een power and 
self-indulgence? T here’s som ething I d id n ’t  
know  e ither. T h a t there  is a l im it  to  th e  
power, n o t o f  an em peror, b u t  o f  th e  gods, 
nay, th e  one god. W here already there  is 
no god! Do you un d erstan d  th is?

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( so le m n ):  T h e  in te r
ests o f  th e  E m p ire . . .

M A X IM U S : Id io t!  W here even the  
E m pire  m u st serve th e  ind iv idual.

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Ju s t one m om ent. 
O ne m in u te ! A nd n o t like  t h i s !

( J u l ia  com es in  th ro u g h  a  s id e -d o o r . S ta n d s  

s t i l l ,  u n o b s e r v e d .)

M A X IM U S : T here . Poison.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Yes. (G o e s  o v e r ,  

r a is e s  th e p h ia l ,  th en  th e  c u p , h is  h a n d s  tr e m b l in g . )  

I can’t  pour i t  ou t. ( P u t s  e v e r y th in g  back. 

S ta r t s  im p lo r in g ly  to w a r d s  M a x im u s .  N o tic e s  

J u l i a . )  Ju lia! ( H e a d s  to w a r d s  h er  w i t h  a r m s  

f lu n g  o u t  w id e ,  b u t  before e m b ra c in g  h er , s to p s  

s h o r t ,  a n d  d r o p p in g  h is  h ead looks askance a t  

M a x im u s  as i f  to  ask  p e r m is s io n .)  H e ’s going 
to  k ill  m e!

M A X IM U S : S tand  aside.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( to  f u l i a ) :  Because 

o f  you. H e ’s k illin g  m e because o f  you.
M A X IM U S ( to  J u l ia ) :  Go ou t.
JU L IA  ( a f te r  a  p a u se ) :  Spare h im .
V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( e x u l t a n t l y ,  a lm o s t  

a m o r o u s ly ) :  O h . ( H e  w o u ld  em b ra ce  J u l i a ,  h u t  

sh e  s te p s  c le a r  o f  h im .)

M A X IM U S  ( to  J u l ia ) :  T u rn  aside. 
(S te p s  to w a r d s  V a le n t in ia n u s  p o in t i n g  h is  s w o r d  

a t  h im .)

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : H e lp ! I give h e r  
back. I  give you back. ( T o  M a x im u s )  She 
never loved m e. ( T o  J u l ia )  I  never loved you.

M A X IM U S : D o n ’t  foul your soul.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : O ne w ord. Just 

one w ord, and h e ’ll  calm  dow n.
JU L IA : Leave h im  alone.
V A L E N T IN IA N U S : A nd she’s yours 

again. Y ours. Do you hear?
M A X IM U S : I ’m  d isgusted . D isgusted. 

(L o w e r s  th e  s w o r d ) .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : I ’ve given her 
back. See I ’ve given her back.

M A X IM U S : M ake m e believe i t !  ( P u t s  

h is  h a n d s on  h is  c h e s t.)  P u t he r back h e re ! As 
she used to  b e !

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( to  J u l ia ) :  Go back 
to  h im . Y ou’re h is again.

JU LIA  (s te p p in g  besid e  M a x im u s  a n d  reach 

in g  f o r  th e s w o r d ) :  W e’re together again.

M A X IM U S : N o t w hile I  have this, 
suffocating caul around  m e, n o t u n til I ’m  
born  ou t o f  i t ,  n o t t i l l  I ’ve washed off th a t  
sta in .

JU L IA : W ith  a new stain , Petronius?
M A X IM U S : Silence! A nd le t th e  god 

too  stop  h is ears. (R a is e s  th e  s w o r d  to  s ta b .  

I n  th e  d e a d ly  s ile n c e  he d r iv e s  V a le n t in ia n u s  back  

to  th e  w a l l . )

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( s t i l l e d  in to  a l o w  

w h is p e r  b y  h is  h o rro r): She’s never been m ine, 
never. ( C r y in g )  N o th in g  was ever m ine.

E U D O X IA  (h e r  v o ice  o u ts id e , s h r i l l  a n d  

h igh  in  v io le n t  c o n tr a s t to  th e  s i le n c e  in  th e  ro o m ):  

T h ey ’re battering  a t m y gate to o ! M u rd erers!
( J u l ia  w i t h d r a w s  b e h in d  th e  ta b le  o n  w h ic h  

th e  p o iso n e d  cu p  s ta n d s . )

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : Ju lia ! You are 
leaving m e! M y life ! M y a ll!
( A lm o s t  c o l l id e s  w i t h  E u d o x ia  co m in g  in  w i t h  

h er t r a i n .  S id o n iu s  i s  a lso  a m o n g  h er a t te n d 

a n ts . )

E U D O X IA : Is th a t  w hat you’re worry
ing about now? O rder troops to  m y gate. 
I  never! T o  abuse m e! ( T o  M a x im u s )  W h ile  
th ey ’re cheering you . W h a t’s going on ou t 
there?  A nd w ha t’s th is  here betw een you?
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V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( to  E u d o x ia ) :  H e  

w ants to  k ill  m e, he  w ants to  k ill  m e. M y 
lifeboat. T ake m e from  here—anywhere!

E U D O X IA  ( s i t i n g  u p  th e  s i tu a t io n  in  a  

m in u te ) :  Y ou’d  only get w hat you deserve. 
But ( to  M a x im u s )  h e ’s o f  royal blood, you 
can’t  sp ill i t .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : H ave m ercy, Pet- 
ronius. ( K n e e ls )  E verything is yours. She’s 
yours. A nd th a t ( p o in tin g  to  th e  th ro n e) and 
th is  ( th e  c lo a k ) too , all I have.

M A X IM U S : Y our blood is no t enough 
to  wash i t  a ll off. W h at m ore could  I  squeeze 
ou t o f  you. Y our honour? Y our self- 
respect? ( T o  E u d o x ia )  Com e. T e ll h im  to  
his face w hat you said o f  h im  yesterday.

E U D O X IA : W ill you spare h im  thus?
M A X IM U S : Spare m e. H e lp  m e to  

come in to  the  w orld . Relieve m e. Give 
m e air.

E U D O X IA  ( to  V a le n t in ia n u s ) :  I hate you. 
I ’ve h a ted  you a ll m y life .

V A L E N T IN IA N U S : T h an k  you, for 
your goodness. (K is s e s  h er  h a n d .)

E U D O X IA  ( m a je s t ic a l ly  l i f t s  h er h a n d  to  

be k issed , th en  tu r n s  w i t h  th e  sa m e  a i r  o f  m a je s ty  

to  M a x im u s ) :  You can count on m e. Even 
though  Carthage come—you w ill be th e  
first. ( E x i t . )

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( to  J u l ia ) :  Go and 
appease h im , you too .

M A X IM U S : N o , th e re ’s no relief. 
T here  can be no m ercy. For you are th e  
living vice. O h , you m iserable w re tch . . .  
have you to  burden  m e w ith  th a t  too? 
( T u r n s  a w a y  to  g a th e r  s tr e n g th .)

S ID O N IU S : A llow  m e, sir. (B o w in g  

lo w ,  he ta k e s  th e  s w o r d  f r o m  M a x im u s ’ h a n d .  

W ith  a  n o d  o f  h is  h ead te l l s  V a le n t in ia n u s  to  

g o  a h ead  to  th e  d o o r .)

V A L E N T IN IA N U S  ( s t i l l  te r r if ie d  h u t 

s l o w l y  b ecom in g  q u ie t ,  hacks to w a r d s  th e d o o r):  

You? Y ou! M ay I  trust'—you?
S ID O N IU S : T il l  death , Caesar.
( V a le n t in ia n u s  b en ds to  r e tr ie v e  h is  p u r p le  robe  

f r o m  th e g r o u n d  b u t  S id o n iu s  s ig n a ls  h im  to  le a ve  

i t .  T h e y  g o  o u t .  S u d d e n ly  a  y e l l .  S id o n iu s  ben ds  

back a n d  w i t h  a n  a p o lo g e tic  look closes th e d o o r.

A n o th e r  y e l l — th is  t im e  f a d i n g  in to  a  d ea th  c r y .  

T h en  s ile n c e . J u l i a  f i r s t  sh u d d e rs , th en  s ta n d s  

in  b en u m b ed  a p a th y . M a x im u s  does th e sa m e  f o r  

a w h i le .  T h en  he s ta r t s  to  p a c e  th e  ro o m . L i f t s ,  

th en  le ts  d r o p , V a le n t in ia n u s ’ c lo a k . G oes u p  to  

th e  th ro n e , s i t s  th ere , r is e s  a g a in .)

M A X IM U S : T h ere ’s no redem ption . 
N o  alleviation .

JU L IA : Be proud  o f  it .  T here  sh o u ld n ’t  
be any.

M A X IM U S : W e’ll  go hom e.
JU L IA  (shakes h er head): W here?
M A X IM U S : W e’ll  lie  dow n in  each 

o th e r’s arm s and go to  sleep.
JU L IA  (a f te r  a  n o d ): But how  are we to  

look  in to  each o th er’s eyes, Petronius?
M A X IM U S : I shall w ork . I ’ll clear up  

th is  situation  as I ’ve done others before. 
W h a t’s happened here? ( S m il e s )  N o t I, nor 
Fulgentius—b u t people who have never set 
fo o t in  th is  palace have m ade a clean sweep 
here. I t ’s ou r tu rn  now. W e shall save, i t ’s 
up  to  us to  save, th is  tow n.

JU L IA : Is there  no o th er way o f  saving 
it?

M A X IM U S : H ow ?
JU L IA : H ave you fo rgo tten  w hat you 

d id?  For h im ?
M A X IM U S : But why d id  I  ever un d er

take it?  Y ou’re m y w itness w hat sacred 
cause I  w anted  to  serve.

JU L IA : By m aking a m ockery o f  m an  
you can’t  serve god.

M A X IM U S : A nd w hat i f  there  is no 
god? Is there  no good cause then?  O r only 
when th ere ’s no th ing  else le ft b u t he ll to  
jo in  forces w ith?

JU L IA : T h en  one can’t  go on living.
M A X IM U S : Forgive m e. Can you fo r

give me?
(T h e  n o ise  in  th e s tr e e t  i s  r e n e w e d .)

JU L IA : As soon as I can forgive m yself.

( A  s h a rp  sh o u t r in g s  a b o ve  th e  d in :  G iv e  u s  

th e  w h o re  f r o m  th e  p a la c e!  M a x im u s  h u rr ie s  to  

th e  w in d o w . )

JU L IA : Can they come here? Let th em . 
I t  doesn’t  m atte r.

* 5 9
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( W h i l e  M a x im u s  s ta n d s  w i t h  h is  hack tu r n e d ,  

s h e  d r in k s  th e  p o is o n .)

M A X IM U S ( tu r n in g  m e re ly  ca tch es s ig h t  o f  

J u l i a  p u t t i n g  d o w n  th e c u p ): T h ey ’re stream ing 
th is  way—b u t d o n ’t  touch  th a t.  I t ’s poison.

JU L IA : Even th is  is too  late . T here  
was a tim e  fo r i t  w h e n . . .

M A X IM U S : W hen?
JU L IA : I  know . I  know  exactly w hen. 

But I ’ve played th e  game, haven’t  I? I  m ay 
finish n o w . . .  ( O f  th e  n o ises  o u ts id e )  For no 
harm  can come to  you from  th is .

M A X IM U S : N o r to  you w hile I ’m  w ith  
you . T h e  fighting has stopped  everywhere 
except around here, a t  th e  Silver Palace. 
I t ’s qu ite  tough , though . A guard  w ith  his 
v izor dow n is defending your g a te . . . Su
p erb ly  !

JU L IA : A nd i f  they  shou ld  come in  
before I . . .

M A X IM U S (b ru sh e s  o f f  th e  id e a  o f  d a n g er  

■with a  s m ile ) :  T h ey ’ll  find you in  m y arm s. 
O r there , i f  you w ant ( p o in t in g  to  th e  d u a l  

th r o n e ) .

JU L IA  ( n o w  c o m p le te ly  c a lm e d ): H ere, 
ra ther, Petronius. (P re sse s  in to  h is  a r m s .)

M A X IM U S (e m b ra c in g  h er): Y ou’ve fo r
given m e. I feel i t  in  your close embrace.

PA LLA D IU S ( f r o m  b e lo w ): Go away from  
here, away, I  te ll  you.

JU L IA  ( l i s t e n in g  to  th e  v o ice  f o r  a  secon d):  

Forever.
M A X IM U S : I ’ll bury  m y cares in  w ork. 

A n d  i f  you stay w ith  m e I shall know  i t ’s 
w o rth  i t .  (F orces h im s e l f  to  s o u n d  e n th u s ia s t ic .)  

W e m ay have to  le t th e  V andals in . But 
why should  we? O n ly  to  spring to  ou r feet 
in  G aul!

JU L IA : A nd th e  Empress?
M A X IM U S : I f  only I can have h a lf  a 

year. But I  shall have i t .  W ith  you beside m e. 
A nd le t bygones be bygones. W e shall nev
er m ention  th e  past. A ll righ t?

JU L IA : N ever, Petronius.
M A X IM U S : I  know  you from  today. 

I ’ve asked you to  m arry  m e today . A nd i t ’s 
f ro m  today  only t h a t . . .

J U L I A . . .  I love you, Petronius.
M A X IM U S : . . .  You know  m e (em braces  

h er).

JU L IA : I know  you from  today, Petro
n ius.

M A X IM U S (c h e e r fu lly ):  W h at dam n fools 
w e’ve been, sim ply  because w e’ve been like  
a craftsm an and h is tool— we th o u g h t you 
could  be used as a m ere too l.

JU L IA : A  big m istake.
M A X IM U S : D id  you suffer m uch?
JU L IA : I ’ve always loved you.
PA LLA D IU S ( in  th e d is ta n c e ):  N o t one 

step fu rth e r!

M A X IM U S : You said th e  fa ith fu l bear 
suffering m ore easily. D id  you have faith?

JU L IA : In  you, Petronius. (C o l la p s e s .)

M A X IM U S : Ju lia! M y dearest! ( W ip e s  

th e  f r o t h  f r o m  h er l i p s ,  looks a t  th e  p h ia l ,  a n d  

u n d e rs ta n d s  e v e r y th in g . S p r in g s  to  h is  f e e t . )  

D octor! H o t w ater! E m etic! (K n e e ls ,  p r o p s  

h er h ead in  h is  l a p . )  Ju lia! (J u l ia n u s  a n d  h is  

f o l l o w e r s  a n d  s e r v a n ts  com e r u n n in g  i n . )

JU LIA  ( s m i l in g ) :  I ’m  all rig h t, , darling.
PA LL A D IU S ( in  th e d is ta n c e ):  N o t a step 

forw ard! (N o is e  o f  s c u f f l in g  a n d  o f  c la sh in g  

a r m s .)

( S id o n iu s  com es in ,  b o w s .)

M A X IM U S : A n an tid o te! A nd silence 
dow n there . (J u l ia n u s  h u r r ie s  o u t  w i t h  h is  

a sso c ia te s  in  th e  d ir e c tio n  o f  th e  d i n . )

S ID O N IU S  ( kn eels h y J u l ia ) :  I t ’s too late , 
sir. Bear i t  as i t  becomes— Caesar.

( M a x im u s  s ta n d s  e r e c t .)

JU L IA N U S ( r e tu r n s ,  f o l l o w e d  b y  th e  o th ers ):  

Y our w ife was defended by your son—till 
d eath . ( P a l la d iu s ’ d ea d  b o d y  i s  c a r r ie d  in  on  

a s h ie ld  a n d  p la c e d  on  th e  g r o u n d .)

M A X IM U S : Palladius too?
S ID O N IU S : You are Caesar, sir!

( A  h u r s t o f  m i l i t a r y  m u s ic , h u rra h s . J u l ia n u s  

p e r fo r m in g  h is  d u t ie s  w i t h  th e  s k i l l  o f  a  r o y a l  

a tte n d a n t ,  ta k e s  u p  M a x im u s ’ c loak  fro m  th e  

g r o u n d  to  co v er  J u l i a ,  b u t  ca tc h in g  s ig h t  o f  th e  

im p e r ia l  p u r p le  ro b e  he s ta r t s  to  p u t  i t  on M a x i 

m u s ’ sh o u ld e rs . A t  a  w a v e  f r o m  M a x im u s  he
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la y s  i t  on J u l i a  a n d  covers P a l la d iu s  w i t h  M a x i 

m u s ’ c lo a k .)

S ID O N IU S : T he senate! T h e  general 
staff! ( F u lg e n tiu s  com es h u r r y in g  in  a t  th e  head  

o f  a  tro o p  o f  o ffic ers  a n d  s e n a to r s .)

-  F U L G E N T IU S : T h e  filth  o f  he ll has 
been drained away, M axim us. V ictory is 
no t due to  us b u t to  th e  heavens th a t have 
appointed  such a m an  over us! Long live 
M axim us Petron ius!

S ID O N IU S : Im pera to r divus. 
C A U T IN U S : Long may he live! 
(C h e e r in g . A p p la u s e .)

M A X IM U S : Do no t m ock me, Rom e. 
(F a n fa r e . E u d o x ia  e n te rs  in  s ta te . )  

M A X IM U S (h a v in g  p o u re d  th e  co n te n ts  o f  

th e  p o is o n  p h ia l  in to  th e  c u p , r a is e s  i t  h ig h ): T o  
your fa ith , to  Rom e, Fulgentius!

( D r a i n s  th e  c u p .)

C u r ta in

T r a n s la te d  b y  

L. T . A ndrás

n



MUSIC AND MODERN SOCIETY
by

PÁL J ÁRDÁNYI

They get on badly. Modern music and modern society get on even 
worse. But this is mainly a corollary of the first statement. There 
is something wrong about people’s relationship to music in gener
al. It is deteriorating, becoming formal and superficial. The pro
cess of civilization, urbanization, industrialization, technological progress, 

far from mending this relationship, is weakening it.
I am not a prophet of evil. I have confidence in things to come. The forces 

aspiring to truth, nobleness and beauty lie deep in every human being. They 
can be brought to the surface. How much will come to light, and when? 
—that is determined by economic and social conditions, among other things. 
N ot by them alone. I t’s a smug and hypocritical attitude for musicians 
to leave a hoped-for improvement to social progress, viewing with folded 
arms the increasingly gloomy prospects of music in the world. Those who 
learn music, go to concerts and buy gramophone records altogether represent 
a small and slowly growing rivulet compared with the rapidly swelling tide 
of people who go from popular to mid-culture and from the folk-song to the 
song-hit and those who are simply hepcats. The little green islands of so- 
called serious music are insignificant specks in an ocean of musical trash.

The comparatively closed world of peasant culture produced works of a 
high order. There is no objective aesthetic yardstick, but there can hardly 
be any doubt that the old folk-song sprang from a deeper recess of the soul 
than present-day dance songs. This explains Bartók’s “romantic” enthu
siasm for the peasantry. He is not the only one to have ranked the folk-song 
with Bach’s and Mozart’s masterpieces. Down below (folk music) and up 
on high (works of great masters) are riches of the same essence. In the middle 
(the so-called light music) are the cheap goods, some better, some worse.

Why is the folk-song more substantial than the song-hit? Because the 
inner world of the singer of folk-songs is more substantial than that of the
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twister, the tango-dancer and the operetta-lover. The peasant’s life was a 
hard one, at times almost more than he could bear. He had to struggle with 
nature and against the powers that be, both local and foreign. But because 
he stuck to the ancient land, because his way of life was defined by tradition, 
because he breathed with nature—even while struggling with it—his life 
had some equilibrium. Poor, wretched it might be, but it was a balanced, 
natural life.

That the peasant way of life is changing, its closed-in aspect being broken 
by the increasingly rapid urbanization, is an inevitable and welcome process. 
After all, this is the road that leads the peasant to a more civilized life, one 
that is less arduous, more comfortable, healthier, more rewarding, more worth 
living. And if, meantime, he discards his valuable old culture—well, let 
him ! If life in the village changes, the culture necessarily changes with it. 
There is no use in trying to conserve the old peasant culture. True, those 
who have listened to the old folk-song in its genuine, unadulterated form, 
who have sensed the devoutness of singing in a rural community, realize that 
with the disappearance of the ancient culture some priceless treasures go 
through the winnow of time. Hence some would like to see the urbanized 
villager, or villager-turned-town-dweller, receive new riches for old. They 
would like to see him rise to higher things as soon as he has come out of 
the depths.

Things have not happened this way. Inevitably? We do not know, but 
the fact is that the average town-dweller’s musical tastes have spread and are 
spreading like an epidemic, not only among industrial workers and village 
people drifting to town but also among those who stay in the villages.

The change in taste is not merely a change in musical type. It reflects a 
change in mentality. It is a blatant sign of mental impoverishment, of loss 
of balance.

Aesthetics and ethics are two different philosophical categories. Yet they 
are not entirely independent of each other. What is truly beautiful is also 
good. Great creative geniuses in general are also great as moral beings. The 
beautiful makes a man better. And, if this is so, ought not aesthetics be 
moved into the educational front as a powerful ally? Art, we should realise, 
is a powerful aid in making man a better, more altruistic social being. The 
moral ego is not independent of the artistic one. Teaching people to appre
ciate genuine art does not have dissemination of art for an end in itself; 
it is one of the major branches of education for development of moral, truly 
human beings.

The spirit must be cultivated, not only the mind. It is not enough to 
impart knowledge to people. Their susceptibility to the beautiful must be
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encouraged to grow. Anyone whose sense of the beautiful remains under
developed will only half-live his life and will have false, dim notions about 
what “pleasure” involves and little chance of nurturing the seeds of morality 
in his heart.

That is why Kodály is forever harping on the same theme: “Introduce 
regular singing classes in the schools!” Singing is not one subject of in
struction among many, but it is almost the only one that serves the growth 
of the spirit and not reason by itself. Physical training serves the body, and 
singing (along with drawing and, partly, literature) the spirit, all the others, 
the mind.

A universal worry of educational authorities is how to squeeze into the 
old, 30-hour weekly timetable the recent achievements and methods of 
sciences that are developing and specializing at a bewildering pace. Most 
divisions of science are, quite understandably, vying for increase of the num
ber of school hours to be devoted to their respective subjects. Which 
branches have the greatest reason for such increase is difficult to say. One 
thing is sure, however: such timetable bickering is justified only if the in
fighting is limited to the various scientific studies. Physics may have a rival in 
chemistry or biology, but not in singing. You can have mutton instead of 
pork or beef, but not as a substitute for fruit. Meat is needed in the 
diet, but fruit is too. Art has some vital vitamins—those of the spirit. If we 
don’t feed it regularly to our children, their growth will be stunted.

What use is it to fill their heads with knowledge but never open up for 
them the road of art that leads to pure enjoyment? To train intelligent but 
unhappy and selfish people?

Incidentally, spirit-cultivating singing is opposed to mind-improving sub
jects only on the surface. I t will repay with interest whatever number of 
hours it “steals” from the scientific subjects. Placed between subjects that 
set the brain in motion, singing, which exercises the muscles of the spirit, 
also refreshes the intellect, making it more readily receptive to fresh knowl
edge.

There is only one way to improve society’s wrong attitude towards music: 
a radical overhaul of singing instruction in the schools. Only genuine art 
presented to the child at school can form a protection against the rain of 
arrows of cheap art. Adults would try in vain to defend themselves, for 
these arrows—the metaphor is not far-fetched—are showering indeed. The 
air is thick with them. Soon there might be no place left where one can take 
shelter from them.

The world resounds with music! This incessant, pervasive music is itself 
the worst enemy of Music. Not only because what is resounding is mostly



worthless trash. Because, and mainly because, it is continuous and covers 
hill and dale, village and town.

One of the dangers of city and technology is the absence of silence. Si
lence is to the soul what clean air is to the lungs. Without it they will choke 
and waste away. Psychologists know this well. And, like air pollution, noise 
is being combatted. There are silencers, bans against use of horns, etc. But 
it is a fatal error to suppose that only noise can jar on nerves. Speech and 
music can be jarring too, if in a different manner. Music can jar or soothe, 
but in any case it has an effect, engages and absorbs one’s attention. In mod
eration, for festive moments or hours, music is beneficial. But too much 
music dulls the spirit and befogs the mind. It is not a vitamin but a nar
cotic. It brings on a slight stupor. It provides “light entertainment” instead 
of a deeply penetrating experience. It is dangerous because an addiction 
can develop like that of a chain-smoker. He can’t live without cigarettes. 
He no longer enjoys them at all, and yet he smokes one after the other. 
And he ruins his system. He tires his body. He paralyses his power of action. 
Music-addiction kills the desire for higher pleasures. It transforms life into 
a sort of warm bath of the spirit.

Music is a Sunday-best, not working clothes. It is not an everyday object 
but an art treasure. It is a key that opens deep shafts of the spirit which 
nothing else will open. To plumb those depths is a unique experience. Still, 
it’s impossible to tarry there for long. I t’s possible only if you are there and 
you aren’t there. If you don’t give yourself completely to music. If, while 
listening to it, you are doing something else, with your mind, your atten
tion, your heart elsewhere. Only so is music no more than working clothes, 
or like an everyday object. One who listens to it this way is ignorant of its 
real essence. As if it were seen in disguise. As if a shabby ball-gown were 
hiding its radiant beauty.

Music is an extraordinary experience. To become that, however, it re
quires extraordinary concentration from the listener. One who is used to 
splashing about from morning till night in lukewarm musical shallows will 
have no desire to go into deep water. He won’t want to swim and won’t be 
able to, either. If you have music humming away in your ears all the time, 
you think no more of it than of a cigarette or a wine-and-soda. That it 
could be more beautiful, more soul-stirring (more dramatic and happier), 
you can’t even imagine.

Yes, music has no more ferocious enemy than too much music.
The radio takes the lead in overproduction. In the interests of music, man 

and society, radio stations should broadcast less but better music. The broad
casting time devoted to music should be cut, and the share of light music

MUSIC AND MODERN SOCIETY 165



166 THE NEW HUNGARIAN QUARTERLY

slashed too. Some types of light music, such as dance-music, ought to be 
broadcast only during certain hours (in the evening and now and then in the 
afternoon). Is there anything more out of place than jazz being churned out 
during the susceptible morning hours, during working-hours? What’s 
wrong with jazz is not that it exists but that it is fed to us at times and 
on occasions when it ought not to be played. Let young people dance 
to it. Let it be played at parties where people gather for fun and play. 
It is, however, a morbid symptom if somebody withdraws into himself 
to listen to it absorbedly, if people demand it at any and all times of 
the day, if they have no other kinds of music than it. The worst thing 
of all is that the majority of jazz fans enjoy music only in a passive 
way. They listen and never perform. Yet to be a good listener, to listen well 
to good music, one has to be, as a rule, also an active musician or a singer 
too. Listening to music is only seemingly a passive condition. When you 
respond with your nervous system to every vibration of a masterpiece, you 
experience animated processes and actions in your mind. But if you are only 
listening (and listening to lukewarm music at that) you will never have any 
idea of creative listening, the process by which you re-create in your mind 
the work you are listening to.

An even greater menace than broadcasting of a lot of music and a lot of 
“entertaining” music is the loud-speaker. Its ancestor and humbler relative 
is canned music pouring, sometimes, through open windows. Bartók was once 
compelled to bring an action against his next-door neighbour; canned music 
had made it impossible for him to work. The poor composer of today might 
bring actions against half the world—not on account of open windows, but 
because streets, squares, work-places, outdoor restaurants, summer-resorts, 
all are engulfed by music from loud-speakers. I t’s in vain to run away, in 
vain to try to escape. If by chance you find some retreat on solitary moun
tain peaks, in the depths of a forest or in the middle of a lake that is out of 
the range of loud-speakers, those soul-destroying ruthless weapons, you’re 
bound to come upon that snake-in-the-grass, that accursed monster-product 
of modern technology, the transistor radio. In summer-time—-I am not exag
gerating—a composer who loves nature and the open air finds himself in a 
desperate situation. And so indeed do all those who still think that one of the 
most precious treasures of human existence is silence. But this is cause for 
despair, well, let us say more modestly, bad for every body: for him who 
does not know it; for him who demands incessantly resounding “music.”

Children long for sweets. If it were up to them, they would be chewing 
candy all the time. We do not permit them to do so, because they would 
be spoiling their teeth and their tummies. Adults who keep chewing
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music (and who, as far as their musical education is concerned, can be 
thought of as children, if not infants) likewise spoil their spiritual teeth. 
They become unable to digest the nutritive musical food.

Freedom is a good and a nice thing, but even it has its limits. Nowhere 
in the world do six-year-olds “vote” on whether or not they should go to 
school. From the musical point of view, a large part of the adult population 
of the world are children. We should rather not waste our time by asking 
them what kind of music they like, what and how much they would like 
to hear on the radio. All right, let’s do satisfy their demands. One meets the 
wishes of one’s children. But, above all, let’s train them. Let’s try to direct 
their wishes towards what is beautiful and good and healthful.

It is time for people to realize that music is a public matter. People should 
realise that contemporary society’s deplorable attitude towards music is bad 
for the musicians as well as for music, bad for all, bad for society as a whole. 
This state of affairs has to be improved. First, by raising the standard of 
singing instruction in the schools. Second, by a radical overhaul of the mu
sical programs of the radio. Third, by a ban on musical disturbances of 
the peace and a silencing of loud-speakers.

The deplorable attitude of society to modern music is one of the issues that 
composers the world over find most disturbing. I have enlarged the theme 
to society’s attitude to music in general, because I am convinced that that is 
the root of the trouble. Two hundred years ago, a few hundred people (and 
one hundred years ago, a few thousand) would have “voted” for or against 
new musical works. Even today, we can speak of thousands at best. Hund
reds of thousands or even tens of thousands are out of the question. This 
is an ignominious stagnation, compared with the progress of universal well
being and culture! And we should be careful: it is not only at the first per
formances of new compositions that the absence of tens of thousands is con
spicuous. They are absent from Mozart and Beethoven concerts as well. If it 
were possible to find out how many more people like Beethoven than Bartók, 
I think we should be surprised to see that the margin is rather narrow. And 
I am sure that this margin would be insignificant compared with the star
tling gap between those who understand Beethoven and those who do not.

Yes, there is something wrong about the attitude of audiences to modern 
music. But the seething disputes about this problem should not be settled 
by those few composers and musicologists and several thousand listeners 
(plus a few hundred performing artists) who make up the musical life of 
every big city. The forum where these issues are debated will have to be 
broadened. This depends on a society of persons who are educated musically, 
human beings who listen to less but better music and appreciate music mo re.



VARIATIONS ON A CURRENT THEME
by

L Á S ZL Ó  F E L E K I

Atoms for war can serve no peaceful purposes.

That peace is not inevitable is a disquieting political principle.

A nation does not become the greater in order to have the more to sacrifice. 

Getting testy at the Nuclear Test Ban hardly indicates a sound nervous system. 

Rays of hope do not mean radiation danger.

Who believes in explosive evolution?

Building habitations is cheaper than making the earth uninhabitable.

He who attacks his friends is incapable of defeating his enemies.

Let's stop pestering the unicellular organisms with the prospect that they 
may have to start it all over again.

Peace cannot only be sealed but preserved as well.

Atomic death is a rather expensive spree.

Lack of humanity may leave the earth without humanity.

Better get knowledge of the world than get rid of it.

Why disappoint the daring astronauts of distant planetary systems who 
are investigating whether there is life on earth?
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Peoples lacking everything will not miss their daily A-bomb.

Ban capital punishment for mankind 1

How can you negotiate with radioactivity in the hall?

Price your own skin when deciding if human life is cheap or not.

Let peace serve peaceful purposes.

Let’s not destroy the earth. We might need it some day.



SURVEYS

TESTING PEASANT TASTE*

In  i9 6 0  and 1961 sodologico-cultura l 
■data were ga thered  by th e  Budapest In sti
tu te  fo r Popular E ducation  in  16 coopera
tive  fa rm  com m unities.

A ll com m unities exam ined consisted o f 
relatively large villages s ituated  in  East, 
C entral, W est and N o rth  H ungary . A l
th o u g h  our analyses do no t a d m it o f  country
w ide conclusions, th e  observed phenom ena 
po in ted  to  certain  m ain  tren d s characteristic 
o f  large villages, even o f  sm all m arket tow ns.

Q uestionnaires were filled in  by th e  teach
in g  staff o f  local schools. T here  were sepa
ra te  questionnaires fo r th e  com m unities and 
fo r  some hundred  peasant fam ilies in  each 
com m unity . T h e  first had  been prepared  in  
conform ity  w ith  m unicipal records, th e  
second on th e  basis o f prelim inary  personal 
question ing  o f  peasant fam ilies. T h e  da ta  
were then  com pleted and checked by means 
o f  diverse sta tistica l records obtained from  
th e  C entral Bureau o f  S ta tistics and  th e  
M in istry  o f  E ducation.

A part from  certain  na tura l deviations, 
b o th  th e  m unicipal and th e  ind iv idual ques
tionnaires paid  equal a tten tio n  to  conditions 
p rio r to  th e  liberation  in  1945 and  those 
ex isting  in  i9 6 0 . As regards da ta  on  learn
ing , th e ir  collection in  respect to  th e  tw o 
different periods caused no d ifficulty . D ata 
regarding p roduction  could likewise easily 
be reconstructed  fo r th e  past. I t  was, o f

* Abridged chapter from a monograph on ar
tistic taste.

course, to be expected th a t answers regard
ing  knowledge in  the  sphere o f  a rts  w ould 
be m ore exhaustive concerning th e  present 
th an  th e  past. I t  had  nevertheless been agreed 
th a t, though  scantier, answers touching 
upon th e  past were to  be accepted as reveal
ing  the  general tren d  o f  a rtistic  orien tation , 
because m em ory always retains th e  m ost 
im pressive creations o f  th e  past. Led by 
such considerations, we had prepared essen
tia lly  identical questionnaires fo r th e  past 
and  th e  p resen t.

C la s s if ic a tio n  a ccord in g  to  s o c ia l p o s i t io n

Respecting conditions p rio r to  th e  liber
ation, those questioned were grouped accord
ing to  th e  sta tistica lly  know n size o f  th e  fo r
m er estates, w ith  due  regard to  land  ren t. 
Four groups were fo rm ed :

(a )  conditions governed by th e  ownership 
o f  large estates;

( b )  conditions essentially  governed by 
th e  ow nership o f  large estates w ith  
considerable p e tty  com m odity  p ro
duction  ;

(c )  conditions essentially governed by 
pe tty  com m odity  production , w ith  
considerable ow nership o f  large es
ta tes;

( d )  conditions largely governed by th e  
p roduction  o f  pe tty  com m odities.

T o  obtain  an idea o f  th e  rate a t w hich th e  
new  conditions o f  ownership had developed,
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we referred th e  changes to  three  periods: 
2 4 .4  per cent o f  th e  subjects exam ined ac
cepted th e  system  o f  cooperative farm ing in 
th e  first period  (1948— 1952), 11.7 per cent 
in  th e  second (1953— 1956), and 64.5 per 
cen t in  th e  las t period  (1958— 1960).

In te rc o n n e c tio n s  b e tw een  econ om ic a n d  

e d u c a tio n a l c o n d it io n s

A com parison o f  th e  degree o f  education 
in  th e  above groups shows significant differ
ences a t every stage o f  schooling. These 
differences, even in  i9 6 0 , s t i ll  reflected the  
pre-liberation  conditions o f  ow nership, the  
level o f p roduction  before 1945, and  th e  
negative trad itio n s o f  selective schooling in  
th e  past. School education show ed th e  low 
est level am ong m em bers o f  group ( a ) , the  
highest am ong those o f group ( d ) .  T he direct 
effect o f  social equalization  (d is trib u tio n  o f  
land) afte r th e  liberation  is n o t reflected by 
changes in  school education. Differences in 
th e  degree o f  schooling betw een th e  various 
com m unities do n o t reflect changed econo- 
ic and social conditions a fte r th e  liberation .

T he in tro d u c tio n  and com pulsory a ttend
ance o f  th e  new  type o f  8-grade school 
counteracts th e  negative effect o f  th e  super
seded system  and tends to  m ake differences 
in  school education disappear.

S o c ia l s tr u c tu r e , d em o g ra p h ic  d a ta  a n d  

d a ta  on sch o o lin g

( a )  T h e  overw helm ing m ajority  o f  th e  
m em bers o f  th e  1,700 cooperative peasant 
fam ilies exam ined were fa rm  hands—agri
cu ltu ral proletarians— or d w arf holders 
(1 7 2 to 7  acres) before th e  liberation ; 41 per 
cent belonged to  th e  first, 20  pe r cent to  th e  
second category, and only 3 per cent owned 
lan d  exceeding 35 acres. T h e  lan d  d is trib u 
tio n  resulted  in  a radical social reshuffling; 
th e  proportion o f  landless persons dropped 
to  16 per cent, and m ost o f  th e  peasants 
(60  per cent) came in to  th e  category o f  i J/ 2 
to  14 acres.

T h e  cooperative farm  m em bers show the  
follow ing age d is trib u tio n : m ore th an  50 
pe r cent are above 50 years o f  age, and only 
about 17 per cent o f  th e  registered persons 
are younger th an  35 years. As regards 
changes in  school education, on ly  th e  num 
ber o f  those  who have com pleted  8 grades 
reveals a significant rise ; i t  am ounts to  2 ' / 2 
tim es th e  num ber in  1938 (from  4 .4  to  10.9 
per cent). T h e  change applies m ainly to  the  
young groups. T h e  num ber o f  illite ra tes has 
rem ained unchanged, as has th a t o f  persons 
w ho have com pleted 4  grades, w hile those 
w ith  6 grades have decreased in  num ber by 
about 7  pe r cent.

(b )  In  grouping  the  data, we gave special 
consideration  to  th e  m anagers o f  coopera
tive  farm s on  account o f  th e  im portance o f 
th e ir  role. A ltogether 136 m anagers were 
questioned a t random . T h is  am ounts to  8 
per cent o f  th e  to ta l o f  those questioned, 
h igher th an  th e  average proportion  between 
m em bers and leaders (the la tte r  include 
professional and political leaders, th e  presi
dent, pa rty  secretary, agronom ist, chief 
accountant, and th e  branch managers).

T here  were 10 per cent m ore form er 
have-nots am ong th e  leading persons th an  
am ong th e  average o f th e  1,700 fam ilies ex
am ined, w hile the  p roportion  o f  m idd le  
peasants am ong th e  leaders corresponded to  
th e  general average. T he leading personages 
o f  th e  cooperative farm s are th u s  recruited  
m ainly from  tw o social layers, th e  quondam  
paupers and th e  quondam  m idd le  peasants.

As regards schooling, th e  leaders o f  th e  
cooperative farm s were a t a h igher level 
even before th e  liberation  th an  w hat w ould  
correspond to  the  average education o f  th e  
1,700 fam ilies. T hus, th e ir  education ad
vanced relatively faster after th e  liberation : 
th e  p roportion  o f  secondary school and col
lege graduates is 4  tim es h igher than  th e  
average. T h e  situation  is still be tte r among 
th e  m ost im portan t political and profes
sional leaders. Every th ird  person in  th is group 
has com pleted 8 grades, every fo u rth  o r fifth  
is a secondary school o r college graduate.

I 7 I
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S p e c ia l p ro b le m s

O ne o f  th e  p rincipal tasks was to  ascer
ta in  th e  developm ent o f a rtistic  taste  among 
th e  peasants, and to  see how th e  cultural 
level o f peasant society, i ts  w orld  concept 
and ethos had fared under th e  changed con
ditions. W e w ished to  find ou t in  w hich 
respects and to  w hat extent artistic  taste  
was homogeneous, w hat social and cu ltu ral 
factors m ade i t  heterogeneous, w hat equaliz
ing or differentiating  tendencies were m an i
festing them selves under the  influence o f  the  
social change, th e  advance in  school educa
tion  and th e  governm ent’s cu ltu ral policy.

W hile  classification based on school a t
tendance m eans no m ore th an  th e  estab
lishm en t o f  a quan titative  scale o f  values, 
a census designed to  ascertain the  existence 
and tren d  o f  th e  p opu lation ’s artistic  in te r
ests requires a grouping and classification 
o f  the  collected data  according to  aesthetic 
c riteria ; i t  fu rth e r calls fo r a system atiza
tio n  which, independently  o f  aesthetic con
siderations, reveals th e  prevailing artistic  
criteria  and th e ir  tren d  on th e  evidence o f  
those works in  th e  sphere o f  a rt th a t produced 
th e  w idest effect on those exam ined.

T h e  works were divided in to  tw o cate
gories: (a )  genuine works o f  a rt, (b )  a rtis
tically worthless products. W ith in  category
(a )  fo lk  a rt was given separate consideration 
rom antic was d ivided from  realistic art, 
and the  la tte r  was subdivided in to  critica l 
and socialist realism . Category (b )  included 
slush, worthless bestsellers, cheap rural th e 
atricals, operettas, trashy films, pre-libera
tio n  films o f  nationalistic  tendency, as well 
as th e  so-called “ m a g y a r  n ó tá k ”  ( “ H ungarian 
songs”— am ateur pseudo-folklore composi
tions) and m elodies from  operettas.

A lthough th e  above grouping is in  m any 
ways problem atical, i t  served th e  purpose 
o f  approaching the  works in question  from  
an aesthetic angle. T h e  sociologico-cultural 
nature  o f  our inquiries also m ade i t  necessary 
to  explore th e  social, e thical and psycholog
ical tra its  o f the  contents. T h is  was facili

ta te d  by grouping subjective sta tem ents 
contained in  th e  answers and th e  reasons 
given fo r approving particu lar works.

S u p p ly  o j  in s t i tu t io n s  a n d  m a te r ia l  a jfe c tm g  

a r t i s t i c  ta s te  in  th e  c o m m u n itie s  e x a m in e d

These large com m unities already had 
th e ir own cu ltu ra l centre, cu ltu ra l hall, l i 
brary and facilities fo r th e  projection  o f  m o
tio n  pictures even before 1945, and these 
im p o rta n t' in stitu tio n s were in  operation 
everywhere in  i9 6 0 .

T he average num ber o f  books per head 
had, by i9 6 0 , risen to  0 .5  as against 0 .16  
before 1945. I t  was only in th e  wealthy 
com m unities w ith  pe tty  com m odity  produc
tio n  th a t th e  pre-liberation  average was 
approxim ately as h igh  as in  i9 6 0 . T he 
effect o f  th e  central cu ltu ra l policy is m ost 
evident in  th e  least supplied  and form erly 
poorest se ttlem ents.

Theatrical perform ances by professional 
a rtists  were presented before 1945 only in 
a few tow ns and in  a very lim ite d  num ber o f  
se ttlem ents in  th e  vicinity  o f  tow ns. T he 
perform ances o f  th e  S tate R ural T heatre , 
those arranged by th e  N ational Staging 
Bureau and th e  countryw ide to u rn ees  o f  the  
country ensembles have brought th e  thea tre  
to  num erous larger villages. Local isolation 
or th e  lim ited  capacity o f  cu ltu ral centres 
has deprived several com m unities o f  the  
privilege o f  enjoying th e  perform ances o f  
professional actors.

O n  an average, each o f  th e  com m unities 
organized tw o groups o f am ateur a rtists  in 
bo th  periods. Excepting in  Besnyő, such 
groups existed in  every com m unity  exam
ined, whereas m usic, song and dance groups 
were found in  10 villages only.

T h e  num ber o f  library  v isitors has risen 
about tw ofold, th a t  o f  newspaper subscribers 
fourfo ld  and th a t o f  radio owners sixfold.

A t the  beginning o f th e  1940’s i t  was only 
in  com m unities w ith  advanced production  
o f  com m odities th a t th e  average num ber o f  
inscribed library m em bers was exceeded. By
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i9 6 0 ,  diiferences betw een th e  various com 
m unities were showing a tendency tow ards 
equalization no t only as regards num ber o f 
volumes per head b u t also as regards n u m 
ber o f  library  m em bers. D ata on newspaper 
subscriptions and on fam ilies possessing 
radio sets are vivid illustra tions o f the  equal
izing  effect o f  th e  central cu ltu ral policy 
and th e  changed financial sta tus o f  coopera
tive-farm  m em bers.

T h e  quota  o f  fam ilies a ttend ing  
am ateur perform ances does no t reflect the  
otherw ise observable equalizing tendency. 
A m ateur groups w ith  trad itiona l activities 
are s till m ostly  found  in  th e  com m unities 
where they  used to  flourish before the  liber
ation , i.e., in  isolated se ttlem ents th a t had 
a low level o f  p roduction  and were largely 
inhab ited  by poorly educated agricultural 
labourers. T h e  p roportion  o f  am ateur per
form ers in  tow ns and  in  com m unities 
used to  produce pe tty  com m odities is 
even less th an  in  th e  past. T h is  opposite 
tendency in  th e  developm ent o f  socio-eco
nom ic and in  th a t o f  am ateur activities 
m akes th e  inculcation o f  new and m odern 
concepts and form s im perative.

T here  is, as can be seen fro m  th e  answers 
in  th e  ind iv idual questionnaires, a great 
sim ilarity  betw een th e  various com m unities 
as regards th e  them atic  and sty lis tic  aspects 
o f  th e  plays produced, films presented and 
am ateur perform ances.

Professional and am ateur theatrical 
groups perform ed Jókai’s A  k ő s z í v ű  e m b e r f iá i  

(“T he Baron’s Sons”) and G árdonyi’s E g r i  

cs illa g o k  ( “T h e  Stars o f  Eger”)—both  o f th em  
stage versions o f  classic novels—as well as the  
best know n comic operas in  nearly all places 
where such groups existed. Besides, th e  an
swers referred to  a few  comedies and one- 
acters perform ed by professional touring  
companies.

M otion pictures were m ore o r less th e  
same all over th e  country. T hey  included: 
L e  R ou ge e t le  N o ir ,  L es M ise ra b le s , A n d  

Q u ie t  F lo w s  th e D o n ,  S ze g é n y  g a z d a g o k  ( “ T he 
Poor R ich”), A  N o s z j y  f i ú  esete T ó th  M a r iv a l

(“ Young N o sz ty ’s Affair w ith  M ary T ó th ”), 
R á k ó c z i h a d n a g y a  ( “ R ákóczi’s L ieu ten an t”), 
G á b o r  d iá k  ( “ Gábor, th e  S tu d e n t”). T he fo l
low ing film s contained p lo ts touch ing  on 
u p -to -date  subjects and th e  problem s o f 
y o u th : F e lfe lé  a  le jtő n  ( “Ascent o f th e  Slope”), 
É g re  n y í ló  a b la k  ( “ W indow  on th e  Sky”), 
F én yes e sk ü vő  ( “Splend id  W ed d in g ”), C s ig a 

lé p cső  ( “Spiral S ta irs”), V ir r a d  ( “D aw n”), 
T e g n a p  ( “ Y esterday”), etc.— all o f  th em  
H ungarian  film s o f varying a rtistic  value.

T he repertory  o f  th e  choirs includes 
marches, rally ing  songs, fo lk  songs, dance 
tunes and th e  works o f  a few classic com 
posers.

T h e  chief characteristic o f  th e  i9 6 0  
program s was a strong tendency to  direct 
in te rest tow ards rom anticism . A consider
able quo ta  o f  th e  preferred  works had 
l it t le  value. O perettas, recent pseudo-folk- 
lore m usicals, H ungarian  songs and o th er 
rom antically  tinged  works filled th e  reper
to ry  o f  th e  radio, too . In  ad d itio n  there  were 
a sm all nu m b er o f artistic  theatrical per
form ances and films in  th e  sphere o f  realism  
and  socialist realism .

O f  th e  16 com m unities exam ined it  
was only in  six th a t th e  cu ltu ra l scheme in 
cluded (over and above professional pro
ductions) aesthetically instructive  lectures 
o r m eetings betw een authors and readers, 
e tc . In  tw o com m unities there  were 100 and 
n o  lectures, respectively, in  i9 6 0 , b u t 
only 10 o f  th em  were aesthetically instruc
tive and concerned w ith  im parting  know l
edge in  th e  sphere o f  a rts . T hey  dealt w ith  
th e  literary  activities o f  Sholokhov, Petőfi1, 
E rkel2, K arin thy3, and w ith  th e  works o f 
T ornyai4 and o th er H ungarian  pain ters; 
there  was also a lecture on literary  trash .

1 Sándor Petőfi (1823—1849), outstanding 
Hungarian poet of the 19th century.

2 Ferenc Erkel (1810—1893), composer, 
originator of the Hungarian national opera.

3 Frigyes Karinthy (1883—1938), writer, 
humorist, poet and philosopher. (See Vol. Ill, 
No. 6 of The New Hungarian Quarterly).

4 János Tornyai (1869—1936), painter, devot
ed to illustrating peasant life.
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T h e  lectures, in  add ition , covered Czech 
G othic art, as w ell as French, Greek and 
early H ungarian  literatu re.

A ll these were iso lated  lectures and no t 
p a rt o f  a well-planned cu ltu ral program , nor 
d id  they  show any in terconnection w ithin 
th e  indiv idual subjects. W e endeavoured to  
follow th e  effect o f  these influences on  the  
artistic  taste  o f  those exam ined.

T he m ost popular literary  works, bo th  
before and since th e  liberation , were Jókai’s 
A r a n y e m b e r  ( “T h e  M an w ith  th e  G olden 
T ouch”), E g y  m a g y a r  n a b o b  ( “A H ungarian  N a
bob”), A z j& j  f ö ld e s ú r  ( “T he N ew  L andlord”); 
M ik szá th ’s S g e n t P é te r  e sern yő je  ( “St. Peter’s 
U m bre lla”), N o s g t y  f i ú  esete T ó th  M a r iv a l  

(“ Young N o sz ty ’s Affair w ith  M ari T ó th ”); 
G árdonyi’s E g r i  c s illa g o k  ( “T h e  Stars o f  
E ger”) ;  Petőfi’s J á n o s  vif/^_(“ C hilde John”);  
M óricz’s L é g y  j ó  m in d h a lá l ig  ( “ Be Good U nto 
D eath”) ;  A rany’s T o l d i ; M óra’s sho rt sto
ries; Kodolányi’s F ö ld in d u lá s  ( “ L andslide”) ;  
Fazekas’s L u d a s  M a ty i  ( “ M a ttie  th e  Goose- 
boy”);  T o ls to i’s H á b o r ú  és béke (“ W ar and 
Peace”). M ost o f  th e  preferred  reading m at
te r  consisted, however, o f  literary  trash  o f  
th e  pseudo-folklore type. T h e  follow ing 
works were added to  th e  foregoing in  i9 6 0 : 
M óricz’s B o ld o g  e m b e r  ( “T h e  H appy  M an”); 
E r d é ly  ( “ T ransylvania”), S á r a r a n y  ( “ Gold 
N u g g e t”). T h e  best-read socialist w riters in  
i9 6 0  were G orky and Sholokhov. T he 
works o f  Z ola, Steinbeck, Azhaiev, Polevoy, 
Pál Szabó, Péter Veres and Józsi Jenő T er- 
sánszky were also read, though  considerably 
less frequently . Poem s had a very lim ited  
dem and: th e  lis ts  contained a few references 
to  Ady5 6 7, József A ttilá i;  Kölcsey8 and Csoko-

5 Zsigmond Móricz (1879—1942), leading 
Hungarian novelist of the realistic school. (See 
Vol. I-II, No. 3. of TheNew Hungarian Quarterly)

6 Endre Ady (1877—1919), outstanding poet 
of the beginning of the century. See also Vol. 
Ill, No. 5. of The New Hungarian Quartertly.

7 Attila József (1905—1937), lyricist of the 
proletariat.

8 Ferenc Kölcsey (1790—1838), poet and 
critic, author of the words of the Hungarian 
National Anthem.

nai?. Some im po rtan t examples o f  H u ngary ’s 
classic dram atic literatu re  were produced in  
bo th  periods exam ined. O f  m ore recent 
valuable dram as, only K odolányi’s F ö ld in 

d u lá s  ( “ Landslide”) was perform ed before 
th e  liberation, in  ad d itio n  to  the  classics. 
In terest seems to  have veered in  i9 6 0  to 
wards plays about village life and operettas.

As regards preferences in th e  sphere 
o f  m otion  p ictures in th e  p re-liberation  
era, cheaply sentim ental films dom inate, 
thereby, reflecting th e  low  standards o f cine
m atographic a rt in  H ungary  before 1945. 
O nly  very few h igh-quality  films were m en
tioned  in  connection w ith  th a t  period . T he 
films m ost in  dem and since th e  end o f  th e  
w ar were S z á l ln a k  a  d a r v a k  ( “Soaring 
Cranes”), B a lla d a  a k a to n á r ó l ( “ Ballad o f a 
Soldier”), E m b e r i  s o rs  ( “ M an ’s Fate”), A n y a  

( “ M o th er”), N y o m o r u lta k  ( “ Les M iserab
les”), V ö rö s  és f e k e te  ( “ Le Rouge e t le N o ir”), 
as well as a few recent H ungarian  film s 
o f  h igher quality . A w idespread in terest was 
also m anifested in  valueless films, prim arily  
aim ed a t box-office success.

T h e  song category was dom inated  by  
fo lk  songs and popular tunes. Sentim ental 
dance songs were likewise in  vogue. In  re
spect o f th e  present epoch a lim ited  am ount 
o f  classic m usic was m entioned in  th e  
answers, especially airs from  th e  operas o f  
V erd i, Puccini and E rkel, know n th ro u g h  
th e  radio .

In  sum m ariz ing  th e  m ateria l gathered , 
le t us first p resent some num erical data re
garding those questioned and th e  w orks 
preferred by th em . Com pared w ith th e  
past, th e  num ber o f  readers, thea tre  and 
cinem a-goers showed a considerable increase 
du rin g  th e  las t 20  y ears:

increase in  readers: 77  per cent
(from  540 to
927);

9 Mihály Csokonai Vitéz (1773—1805), lyric 
and epic poet, one of the pioneers of the literary 
renaissance of the 19th century.

— r
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increase in  film  ad d ic ts : 35 per cent

(from  2 7 6  to

523);
increase in  theatre-goers: 72  per cent 

(from  7 1 1 to  
1035).

In the  past—taking lite ra tu re , plays and 
m otion  p ictures as a whole—one th ird  o f 
th e  preferred works can be said to  have been 
o f  artistic  value, while tw o th ird s were no t 
true  works o f  a rt. H ow  m uch artistic  taste  
has developed since th en  is shown by th e  
fact th a t th is  proportion  was reversed a t the 
tim e o f  our census. Tw o th ird s o f  the  prod
uc ts o f  th e  three  branches th a t  were popu
lar in i9 6 0  possessed artistic  value and only 
one th ird  was rubbish . A lthough realistic 
works were no t p redom inant in  term s o f  
absolute figures, th e  change in  th is  respect 
was nevertheless m ost strik ing . T heir relative 
w eight exceeded th a t o f  rom antic  works.

“ Because its  subject bore on peasant life” ; 
“because i t  displayed th e  decline o f  village 
life” ; “because its  them e was taken from  
peasant life .”

2. Those em phasizing past tim es, h isto r
ical epochs:

“ B á n k  B á n 10, because i t  deals w ith  h is to r
ical events” ; “T h e  Baron’s Sons,”  because 
its  heroes lived in  an o ld  h istorcal 
epoch.”

3. “ Because i t  is H u n g arian ” :

“I t  contained m any H ungarian  songs.” 
A nother liked  old recru iting  songs because 
“th ey  are tru e  H ungarian  songs” ; th is  one 
liked  gipsy m usic because “ i t  is characteris
tically  H un g arian ” ; th a t one favoured the  
“ Gipsy Baron” because “its  p ro tagonist was 
a tru e  H u n g a rian .”

( b )  E th ic a l  m o tiv e s

“ ‘T he M an o f  G o ld ’12 contains laudable 
hum an q u a litie s.” In  respect o f  the  “ Ballad

P e rc en ta g e  d is t r ib u t io n  o f  w o rk s  in  th e  f o u r  bran ch es o f  a r t  a cc o rd in g  to  s ty l e  tr e n d s :

P a t P r e s e n t

Literature Film Theatre Music Literature Film Theatre Music

Romantic 
w orks........ 2 9 .4 14 .6 2 .3 — 31 .2 9 .1 19 .2 ____

Realistic 
w orks........ 6 .4 6 .2 6 .2 — 34-5 51-5 15 .9 —

Folk
art ............. 8 .2 — — 38 .4 1 .2 — — 2 5 .6

Valueless 
products ... 2 9 .0 7 9 .0 91 .5 6 1 .4 1 .4 39-4 8 5 .0 7 3 .0

R ea so n s g iv e n  f o r  p referen ce

T he filled-in questionnaires gave th e  fo l
low ing answers as to  why certain works 
were preferred above o thers :

( a )  M o tiv e s  d e r iv in g  f r o m  W e lta n sc h a u u n g

I. T hose rooted  in  peasant life :

o f  a Soldier”— “ because i t  serves the  cause 
o f  peace” ; Soviet films— “because they  show

10 Historical drama by József Katona (1791— 
1830).

11 Dramatized version of one of the most 
popular works by romantic novelist Mór Jókai 
(1825—1904).

12 This too is a stage version of a novel by Jókai*
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hum aneness” ; abou t “ W at and Peace”— 
“T he princess feels th a t, fo r once, she may 
become tru ly  h u m an .”

(c ) P s y c h o lo g ic a l m o tiv e s

X. Sentim ental m otives:

R om eo and Ju lie t: “I t  was beau tifu l, an 
e ternal exam ple o f  love and fidelity” ; 
C hilde  John13: “ O ne could cry a lo t” ; La 
T rav ia ta : “ C harm ing sto ry .”

2. Seeking d iversion:

B á s ty a s é tá n y  77 ( “77 R am part Avenue”)14: 
“ O ne could laugh a lo t” ; K isfaludy’s C s a 

lódások  ( “D isappo in tm en ts”) 15 : “T hey
laughed a lo t  and  m ade m erry” ; T arzan : 
“I t  was th r il l in g " ;  o f  dances: “ Czardas, 
because i t  created h igh  sp ir its .”

3. “ T he first really  in teresting  personal 
experience” :

“A ll films, w hatever th e ir  qua lity , used 
to  please m e in  th e  past, w hen m otion  pic
tures were few  and far betw een.” A t pres
e n t:  “ I rarely get in to  a thea tre , so I like 
a ll p lays.”

4 . M otives show ing no real reason fo r 
selection or preference:

“ A ll are in te resting  and good .” A bout 
th e  rad io : “I t  is a ll r ig h t as i t  is .”

5. P artic ipation :

“I was th e  leader o f  th e  gipsy orchestra” ; 
“ I  like  social am usem ents.”

6. Popularity  o f  particu lar actors.

(d )  A e s th e tic  m o tiv e s

C s á r d á s k ir á ly n ő (“ T he Czardas Princess”)16: 
“I liked  i t  because o f  th e  beau tifu l scenery, 
m usic and costum es” ; F a u s t “ I  enjoyed the  
spectacle and th e  lovely m usic” ; V íg  ö z v e g y  

(“ M erry  W id o w ”): “ I liked  th e  excellent 
ren dering .”

13 Musical stage version of Petőfi’s epic poem.
14 Musical comedy.
15 Comedy by a Hungarian author of the 19th 

century.
16 Operetta composed by Imre Kálmán (1882— 

1953)-

C h a ra c te r  o f  a r t i s t i c  ta s te

Answers explaining preferences reveal fea
tures characteristic o f  the  artistic  taste  o f  
peasants. A ll answers p o in t to  th e  intensive 
em otional effect o f  art.

T h e  group, th a t  is com posed o f  persons 
who practically disregard th e  con ten ts o f th e  
p roducts heard, seen or read and base their 
preference on em otions, is m uch larger than  
th e  category in  w hich preference is governed 
by th e  p lo t or in te llectual aspects o f  the  
novel, play, film , etc. M em bers o f  th is  
group approach and react to  a rtistic  p roducts 
from  th e  angle o f  joy, sorrow, laughter, 
tears, p ity , excitem ent, gaiety, th r il l  or 
fun .

E m otional approach results in  th e  use o f 
qu ite  different subjective reasons in  explain
ing  th e  acceptance o f  one and th e  same 
w ork. “ C hilde Jo h n ,” fo r instance, was giv
en preference because i t  represented village 
l i f e ; because its  hero was a village la d ; be
cause one could cry a lo t;  because i ts  m usic 
was so attractive. O r, to  take an exam ple 
fro m  th e  cinem a, “W ar and Peace” was 
liked  because i t  represented w ar; because 
i t  represented peace; because i t  represented 
love. A esthetic m otivations were very rare in 
connection w ith  even h igh-quality  w orks; 
th ey  were given by persons o f  h igher edu
cation and referred m ainly to  acting and 
scenery.

H eterogeneity , a characteristic feature o f  
peasant taste  as revealed by th e  answers, 
arises from  th e  peasantry’s social, h istorical 
and  cu ltu ral conditions. V aluable and value
less works are placed side by side w ith  the  
same em otional justification. O ne and th e  
same person votes fo r th e  “ C zardas P rin 
cess” and fo r “ W ar and Peace.” T h is  aesthet
ic m edley is rooted  in  a lack o f  aesthetic 
train ing . E m otional m otivation  becomes 
pure sentim entalism . “ La T rav iata”  is conse
quently  chosen because i t  presented “ a charm 
ing ta le” , “ Anna K arenina,”  because i t  “was 
a touching sto ry .”  A lthough th e  very choice 
o f  such works indicates progress in  th e
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peasantry’s aesthetic education, the  m otiv 
ation  m u st nevertheless be qualified as a 
negative feature.

T h is  heterogeneous selection frequently  
m anifested its e lf  in  an identical m anner at 
an  aesthetically low  level. I t  can be best fo l
lowed in  connection w ith  th e  selection o f 
m otion  pictures, fo r cinem as are m ost easily 
accessible. Even films o f h igh  artistic  value 
can be enjoyed w ithout always involving a 
special m ental effort. A lthough  i t  was in  
connection w ith  films th a t  preferences were 
m ost satisfactory from  th e  cu ltu ral view
poin t, d ifferentia tion  according to  age and 
school education  was least pronounced in 
th is  sphere.

T he p roportion  o f  those who expressed 
th e ir  lik ing  fo r socialist films was th e  same 
in  the  group o f  form er agricultural pro leta
rians w ith  fo u r classes o f  elem entary school 
as in th a t  o f  peasants w ith  a h igher level 
o f  education. I t  is, o f  course, s till  problem 
atic  to  w hat extent aesthetically  un trained  
persons are able to  understand  advanced 
films and, in  general, w hat types o f  tru e  a rt 
p roducts can be grasped by them .

F o r m s  o f  a r t  p r e fe r r e d  b y  th e  p e a s a n tr y

As regards th e  g e n re s  in  w hich feudal 
peasant society found  its  m ain  expression, 
in te rest in  fo lk  tales and fo lk  songs began 
to  fade already in  th e  past, and th is  ten d 
ency was even m ore pronounced a t the  
tim e  o f  our investigations. T h is decline in  
in terest applies to  th e  g e n re  itself, i .e ., th e  
fo lk  tale , ra ther th an  to  its  heroes, who con
tinue to  be sought a fte r in  literary  p rod
ucts.

Selection n o t being governed by aes
thetic  considerations, even realistic works 
were chosen according to  a peculiar rom an
tic  taste . T h is  does n o t m erely m ean th a t 
those questioned had a pronounced pred i
lection fo r rom antically  tinged  works, bu t 
th a t  th e  selection—all th e  way from  senti
m ental to  realistic works—was determ ined 
by rom antic criteria. T h e  phenom enon may

be due to  the  fact th a t th e  literary  style o f 
th e  young socialist society follow ed large
ly in  th e  footsteps o f  bourgeois 19th-cen
tu ry  art. N ew  ideas have to  be inculcated 
in  th e  trad itiona l form , because th e  und is
crim inating  public  clings to  accustom ed 
form s to  w hich i t  has taken  a lik ing . 
T h e  preferred  works—th e  artistica lly  valu
able and th e  w orthless ones alike— contain 
m uch m aterial th a t  has no th ing  to  do w ith 
peasant life . U rbanization releases a spate 
o f  w orthless products th a t, even when som e
tim es relying on th e  tru e  sentim ents o f 
th e  public, try  to  captivate i t  th rough  th r ill , 
bravura and sentim entality . T h is explains 
why, in  respect o f  th e  past, we find am ong 
th e  favoured films a num ber o f  worthless 
products w ith  subjects th a t have no bearing 
on peasant problem s, and am ong the  
novels those o f  th e  C ourts-M ah ler or 
M argaret M itchell type, as well as cheap 
m usical h its . For the  same reason, a m ore 
m odest bu t still significant p roportion  o f 
trashy bestsellers, w orthless films and dance 
songs is to  be found  am ong th e  works pre
ferred today.

T h a t m any o f  those questioned voted 
fo r th e  works o f  Verne, D um as and o ther 
authors whose books take  th e  reader in to  
fantastic  surroundings and unknow n regions 
o f  th e  globe, and th a t m any films o f  th is  type 
were also chosen, shows th a t the  m ental 
horizon o f  th is  layer o f  the  public  embraces 
a w ider range th an  before. In terest in  prob
lem s th a t  occupy the  whole o f  m ankind, such 
as th e  cause o f  war and peace, was chiefly 
m anifested in  connection w ith  Soviet films.

Predilection fo r classic works dealing 
w ith  the  fundam ental problem s o f m ankind 
and belonging to  th e  highest category o f 
literary  values was m ainly  evident among 
th e  few educated leaders who were n o t o f  
peasant extraction. T h e ir  choice fell to  th e  
works o f  T olsto i, Katona, M adách, Schiller 
and Gorky, as well as to  th e  great realistic 
works o f  M óricz, to  C hap lin ’s films in  th e  
past, and to  m usical classics. N o  m ention  
was m ade o f  M artin  d u  Gard, T hom as

12
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M ann, Balzac, H em ingw ay, M oliére, Ib 
sen, or, in  th e  sphere o f  m usic, o f  M ozart 
and Bartók. R ealistic works dealing w ith 
peasant life were favoured also by less edu
cated groups.

In  sum , th e  peasants were and  s till  are 
chiefly in terested  in  w orks representing peas
an t life , th ough  perhaps to  a som ewhat 
declining measure. N ew  form s o f  th e  2 0 th  
century, as displayed in  th e  poetry  o f  Ady 
or A ttila  József, o r in  th e  m usic o f  Bartók, 
m ay have had some effect on th e  peasantry, 
b u t they  failed to  take roo t in  th is  layer, 
a phenom enon doubtlessly  due to  th e  exist
ing  contradictions betw een urban and rural 
life.

T h e  re tu rns have m ade i t  clear th a t  th e  
social and  cu ltu ral position  o f  th e  peasantry 
today  offers m uch  w ider possib ilities than  
before. T here  is usually  a t least one among 
th e  fam ily ’s m em bers who works o r studies 
in  tow n. Excepting th e  o ldest age group, 
there  is scarcely a peasant who has never 
been to  th e  capital o r a t least to  th e  chief 
tow n o f  his county.

W h at are th e  obstacles th a t, nearly two 
decades since th e  liberation , have prevented 
th e  peasantry fro m  developing a taste  fo r 
h igh-standard  works o f  m ore universal, so
cialist content? Several fundam ental reasons 
m ay be cited .

T h e  capitalist transfo rm ation  o f  agricul
tu re  disin tegrated  th e  peasantry as a social 
u n it, affecting its  m anner o f  life  and its 
cu ltu ra l developm ent. I t  gave rise to  socially 
heterogeneous sm all-peasant fa rm ing  un its 
and to lerated , a t th e  same tim e, th e  exist
ence o f  propertyless agricultural labourers 
on th e  large estates. D espite  th is  differen
tia tio n  th e  peasantry, com pared w ith  society 
as a whole, rem ained un iform ly  backward 
and isolated, re ta in ing  its  rural features.

In  th e  realm  o f  a rts , th e  search afte r real
i ty  has n o t yet been able to  tu rn  th e  ideo
logical and aesthetic  in te res t o f  th e  peasantry 
tow ards a realistic  illu stra tio n  o f  peasant 
life, h isto ry  and nature . A gricultural labour, 
social oppression and dependence on  natural

forces joined in  ham pering  a sound  devel
opm ent. T h is  is w hy peasants invest even 
realistic  works o f  a r t  w ith  th e  idealized  ro
m antic  features o f  th e ir  struggles w ith  p ro
duction  and nature . T hey  s ti ll  have an aver
sion to  works dep ic ting  th e  real situation  
as i t  has resu lted  fro m  th e  p as t sta tu s  o f  th e  
peasantry. T h is  real p ictu re  is f e lt  by them  
to  be offensive, u n tru e  and  alien to  th e  
peasants’ ethics.

T hese objective socio-historical elem ents 
do  no t fu lly  explain th e  negative features o f  
peasant taste . Im portance also has to  be 
given to  th e  influence o f  conscious cu ltu ral 
guidance. A survey o f  th e  cu ltu ra l activities 
o f  th e  village com m unities in  i9 6 0  shows 
th a t—especially as regards th e  stage—they 
were m ainly  based on th e  p redom inan t ta s te  
fo r rom anticism  and served to  advance i t .  
N ow here d id  we find references to  discus
sions o r lectures dealing w ith  th e  films and 
plays presented or th e  new  books o f  th e  
local library.

Paradoxically, an abundance o f  cultural 
treasures was available to  all social layers in  
i9 6 0 , w hile public  education—w hich is able 
to  rem edy cu ltu ra l backwardness deriving 
fro m  lack o f  sufficient schooling by ad u lt 
in struction  and psychological means— seems 
to  have been restric ted  in  tw o directions. 
A rtistic  education was lim ited  to  th e  few 
m em bers o f  am ateur theatrical ensem bles; 
on  th e  o th er hand , w hile  works o f  tru e  a rt 
were dissem inated  in  fairly  w ide circles, 
th e ir  em otional and  aesthetical reception 
was le ft to  th e  spontaneous reactions o f  th e  
peasant public .

S om e so c io lo g ica l f a c t o r s  d e te r m in in g  the  

s tr u c tu r e  o f  a r t i s t i c  ta s te

A  survey o f  th e  filled-in questionnaires 
reveals th a t  there is a great sim ilarity  be
tw een th e  different com m unities as regards 
th e  peasants’ aesthetic  know ledge and  pre
dilections. T h e  ra tio  o f  preference fo r valu
able and  w orthless products, fo r rom antic  
works and generally fo r o th er d is tin c t cate
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gories, was approxim ately th e  sam e in  
all com m unities exam ined. Nevertheless, 
there were some characteristic differences, 
though n o t w ide enough to  ju stify  th e  es
tab lishm en t o f  separate com m unity  group
ings based on opposite a rtistic  tastes and 
aesthetic notions.

W e were on th e  lookout fo r signs o f  
progress. T hey were to  be seen m ost per
ceptibly in  th e  literary  category o f socialist- 
realism . T h e  works m entioned  in  th e  re
tu rn s m ake i t  clear th a t th e  preferred and 
m ost w idely read products o f  socialist real
ism  were those dealing w ith  th e  socialist

prospects o f  th e  peasantry. T h is is to  be ex
pected in  villages where cooperative farm s 
have long been active. T h e  m ajo rity  o f  
those questioned were accustom ed to  col
lective farm ing, and th e  socialist m anner o f 
life was n o t new to  th em . T hey, accordingly 
read and like  literary  works on socialism 
and a socialist fu tu re . Ind iv idual farm ers 
(i.e., peasants rem aining outside th e  cooper
atives), on th e  o th er hand , showed less in 
terest in  such works. (L et us add th a t the  
continued a ttraction  o f  folk a rt is suggestive 
o f  earlier socio-cultural conditions even in 
th e  cooperative com m unities.)

1 7 9

In te r c o n n e c tio n s  b e tw een  sch o o lin g , age a n d  a r t i s t i c  ta s te  in  i 9 6 0

Preferences in various spheres of art

Percentage of readers with 

4 6 8  
grades of primary 
(general) schooling

Percentage 
of graduates 

from secondary 
schools or 
colleges

Literature:
Romanticis m ......................................... 63.8 66.2 52.8 4 5 - 9
Realism ................................................. 3 3 - 5 30.4 40.4 50.6
Folk products ......................................... 1 - 5 i -3 — —
Trash, cheap bestsellers ......................... 1.2 1 - 5 I. I I .O

Theatre:
Operetta ................................................. 42.O 42.2 44.7 3 1 - 7
Plays bearing on folk life......................... 24.O 24.2 21.2 10.2
Romanticism ......................................... I9.O 21.8 14.8 20.0
Realism ................................................. 15.0 ix .8 19.3 38.4

Motion pictures:
Realism ................................................. 56.3 48.5 51.i 7 4 - 3
Films from socialist countries .................. 28.0 37.0 33.0 II .O
Romanticism ......................................... 7 - 5 9.2 10.2 II .4
Trash ..................................................... 8.5 4 - 7 5.2 2.5

Music:
Composition imitating folk songs.............. 60.4 60.7 40.7 26.0
Folk songs, soldiers’ songs ..................... 28.8 24.6 l6. I 3 3 - 3

Song hits ................................................. 8.3 1 2 . I 3 3 - 9 26.0
Arias from operettas................................. I. I 1.2 7.8 —
Classical music......................................... 0.3 0.2 0.5 14.7

1 2 '
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C om m unities th a t  had  been favoured by 
advanced capitalist conditions o f  produc
tio n  in  th e  past and had  organized th em 
selves in to  cooperative farm s only a t the  
tim e o f  our investigations, m anifested hard
ly  any change in  th e ir  aesthetic tendencies. 
H ere th e  ratio  o f  tales and trash  had  been 
sm aller also in  th e  past, w hile  rom antic  
tendencies had always been pronounced. The 
struc tu re  show ed no change in  i9 6 0 , so 
th a t preference for realistic works rem ained 
below th e  general average. T h e  political and 
economic problem s o f  th e  period o f  transi
tion , adherence to  th e  princip le o f  private 
ow nership and th e  desire to  achieve pros
perity  by private initiative, all con tribu ted  
to a strengthening o f  in te rest in  th e  prob
lems o f  th e  pe tty  peasantry. T he result was 
psychological in h ib ition . T h a t th e  m em bers 
o f  these com m unities showed a very m odest 
dem and for realistic works on  topical peas
an t problem s was due to  th e ir  petty-peas- 
a n t nostalgia, th e ir  introversion and reluc
tance to  work in  cooperatives.

A parallelism  betw een th e  level o f  school 
education and th a t o f  a rtistic  tas te  was 
evident as regards b o th  periods exam ined. 
There was an unm istakable connection be
tween scholastic qualification and age, inas
m uch as the h ighest level o f  education was 
m ostly  represented by young people, bo th  
in  th e  past and—even m ore so—in  1960. 
T h e  question arises here as to  w hether taste  
is m ore influenced by age level or by school
ing  and to  w hat degree th e  tw o factors are 
id en tica l.

C erta in  data , as revealed by th e  returns, 
were characteristic o f the  younger age g ro u p s:
(1) A h igher degree o f  literary  in terest 
in b o th  periods exam ined (54 .9  pe r cent 
o f  th e  to ta l o f  1,700 against 78 .9  per cent 
o f  th e  m em bers o f  th e  younger age groups).
(2) T he percentage o f  adventure stories— 
th rille rs  and  works serving m erely to  en
te rta in —was h igher th an  in  the  o lder age 
groups: 1.1 per cent o f  th e  to ta l o f  1,700 
voted fo r trash  against 1.9 per cent o f  the  
young people; th e  corresponding percent

ages were 5.6 and 8.3 fo r w orthless film s; 
14.6 and 31.3 fo r song h its  and dance tunes.
(3) In terest in  realistic  works proved to  be 
very pronounced am ong young people o f  
to d ay : 41.5 per cent as against 34.9 per 
cent in  the  o lder age classes. (4 ) I t  w ould 
seem th a t young people are no longer 
as m uch a ttrac ted  by rom antic popu lar or 
pseudo-popular plays and com positions as 
form erly. A lthough th e ir  preferences are fa ir
ly  divergent, including as they  do bo th  works 
o f  a rt and aesthetically  objectionable p rod
ucts, there  is, in  com parison w ith  th e  o ld 
er age groups, a m ore urban ized  and more 
m odern  trend . T o have a ttended  e ight school 
classes m eant a com paratively h igh scholas
tic  accom plishm ent in  the  past, when m ost 
o f  th e  peasants finished only 4  or 6 p rim ary- 
school grades. C u ltu ra l differences were cor
respondingly wide between the  tw o categories. 
Since, nowadays, a ll young people have to 
a tten d  school during  e ight years, differences 
betw een m em bers o f  th e  younger age groups 
have becom e m uch  less pronounced. T here 
is, a t th e  sam e tim e, a m arked change for 
th e  b e tte r in th e  aesthetic ideas o f  secondary- 
school and college graduates.

M iddle-aged peasants show ed a greater 
lik in g  th an  d id  th e  younger fo r popular- 
style plays about village life and fo r pseudo
fo lk  songs and rom antic works. T h is  was 
tru e  in  th e  past no less th an  a t the  tim e o f 
our investigations. So-called popular plays 
were indicated  by 22 .2  per cent o f  the  to ta l 
o f  1 ,700 questioned, by 20 .0  per cent o f the  
young people and 24.5 per cent o f  th e  m id 
dle-age group ; pseudo-folk  songs and gipsy 
m usic were ind icated  by 56 per cent o f  the  
to ta l and 69 pe r cent o f  th e  m iddle-age 
group. W hile  13 per cent o f  th e  m iddle-aged 
peasants expressed a pred ilection  fo r folk 
songs and m arching songs, only 9 pe r cent 
o f  th e  young people show ed sim ilar prefer
ences; hard ly  any young people m anifested 
a lik in g  fo r fo lk  tales, as against 1.7 per 
cent o f  those o f  m id d le  age. A lthough real
ism  has m ade considerable headway am ong 
th e  la tter, th e ir  deficient education is still
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a great handicap, re su ltin g  in  a favouring 
o f  rom anticism  in  every sphere o f  art.

$

T he foregoing is an a tte m p t to  ascertain, 
from  a sociological v iew poin t, th e  develop

m en t o f  a rtis tic  taste  am ong th e  peasantry. 
O u r investigations have convinced us th a t, 
in  o rder to  obtain  m ore detailed results, 
a m ore profound  sociological and psycholog
ical analysis th an  has been possible w ith  
th e  m ethods em ployed w ill have to  be 
m ade.

Ju d it  Sas — Z suzsanna Sipos

D I A L O G U E  I N  P R O C E S S

In  th e  past few years certain  te rm s or 
phrases have caught on in  H un g arian  jour
nalistic  language w hich  are sym bolic o f 
transform ation  in  th e  in te rnational a tm o
sphere, ju st as particu lar expressions indicate 
changes o f  scene in  th e  Shakespearean th e 
atre. T h u s w ith  th e  b reaking up  o f  th e  
clouds th a t had  la in  heavily on  th e  in te r
national horizon, th e  w ord  “dialogue” came 
in to  use to  describe E ast-W est ta lks and 
conferences. T h e  idea o f  a dialogue, as in  
th e  d ram atu rg ist’s m anual, assures bo th  par
ties o f  equal opportun ities, th e  balance o f 
sentences guarding an a rtistic  harm ony be
tw een role and stage.

In  an earlier issue o f  th is  m agazine, * I  had  
an op p o rtu n ity  to  recount th e  beginnings o f 
C O M E S , th e  C om m unity  o f  European 
W riters , an all-E uropean organization  th a t  
was established in  1958. T h is  o rganization  
has devised a new  and successful fo rm  o f  the  
now som ew hat conventional p arlou r game o f 
conference-holding. T h is  sum m er, an invi
ta tio n  from  th e  Soviet W rite rs’ Association 
m ade i t  possible fo r delegates to  m eet 
a t a round-tab le  conference in  Leningrad 
and M oscow ; i ts  du ra tion , th an k s to  th e  
generosity o f  th e  hosts, was eventually 
lengthened to  nearly a fo r tn ig h t. O f  th a t 
tim e, th ree  days were tak en  up in  actual 
m eetings a t Leningrad, w hile  C O M E S  held

* The New Hungarian Quarterly, Vol. Ill, No.
7, pp. 194—199-

a short m eeting  o f  i ts  d irecting  council a t 
Yasnaya Polyana. T h e  rest o f  th e  tim e? 
W ell, th a t was th e  heyday o f  d ialogue: every
where, in  buses, on  walks, in  lobbies and* 
m useum  halls, on board ships, a t d inner as 
a t w riter-reader m eetings and press con
ferences—th is  E ast-W est dialogue, a tru ly  
new  one in  i ts  own way, was being carried on.

A t our first m eeting  we recalled Giovanni 
B attista  A ngioletti, th e  founder o f C O M E S . 
T h a t excellent Ita lian  au tho r and philoso
pher, w ho died  tw o years ago, had  fo r m any 
years advocated—often  alm ost by h im self— 
th e  cause o f  an E ast-W est dialogue. For i t  
he fou g h t m any cam paigns in  his calm  b u t 
d ifficu lt life . H e  believed th e  tim e  to  be 
ripe in  au tu m n  1958 fo r convening, in  h is 
capacity as head o f  th e  Ita lian  W rite rs’ 
U nion, a congress o f  European w riters’ as
sociations, to  be h e ld  a t N aples. T h a t con
ference was a ttended  by delegates from  24  
countries. T hen , so far as I  know, th e  word 
dialogue was no t yet being used sym bolically. 
Perhaps th e  dialogue as such was n o t even 
launched then , a lthough  th e  possib ilities o f  
evolving a com m on id iom  d id  arise.

Since th en , ten  m eetings o f  C O M E S  de
legates, on  various organizational levels, 
have taken  place, m ostly  in  Ita ly  b u t also in 
Paris and A thens. A ugust 1963, on th e  banks 
o f  th e  N eva, was th e  first tim e  th a t  C O M E S  
ever m et in fu ll assem bly, includ ing  d irec t
ing council and delegates, to  tes t th e  novel
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acoustics o f  our dialogue. H ow  happy Angio- 
le tt i  w ould have been had he lived to  see 
th a t  lovely A ugust day! A nother th ough t 
th a t occupied th e  m inds o f us a ll was no t 
com m em orative: on th e  very day we were 
m eeting, th e  partia l T es t Ban T rea ty  was 
being in itia lled  in  M oscow. Few in terna
tional conferences have ever m et under such 
auspicious circumstances.

I t  is som ething o f  a p la titu d e  to  say th a t 
a t in ternational gatherings o f  th is  k in d  all 
delegations and all ind iv idual delegates en
joy equal sta tus. A ll th e  same, one always 
looks fo r th e  “great nam es” in  lis ts  o f  dele
gates and program s, even i f  they  are there  
m erely as guests o r observers. O rganizers o f 
in ternational literary  conferences always fear 
th a t th e  protagonists o f  in tellectual life  may 
n o t tu rn  up—w hether th ey  are re luc tan t to  
leave th e ir  ivory towers o r ap t to  look down 
upon w riters’ conferences as assemblies o f 
outsiders. O n  such occasions, th e  m ore im 
p atien t o f  participan ts too  m ay be inclined 
to  regard th e  “field” as ra ther insignificant 
and th e  occasion as a m eeting o f professional 
conference-goers and association officers. 
Y et, a strik ing  feature o f  th e  gathering o f  
C O M E S  in  N o rth e rn  Europe was th e  pres
ence o f  some o f  th e  m ost rem arkable per
sonages o f  European letters, no tw ithstand ing  
th e  fact th a t we should have gladly welcomed 
a few m ore guests who had prom ised to  come 
b u t d id n ’t.

By th e  tim e  these lines appear in  p rin t 
th e  C O M E S  round-table conference w ill no 
d o u b t have ceased to  be o f  topical in terest. 
For all th a t, i t  w ill be recalled th a t am ong 
th e  participan ts were Sartre, Sholokhov and 
U ngaretti—to  nam e b u t three o f  th e  best 
know n. But there  were m any o th er dis
tinguished nam es: Ilya Ehrenburg, Alexan
der Tvardovsky, Polevoi, Fedin, Sobolev, 
Alexei Surkov, N ik o lai Bazhan and Con
stan tin  Sim onov o f  th e  Soviet delegation; 
A lain R obbe-G rillet, N athalie  Sarraute, 
Sim one de Beauvoir, Roger Caillois and 
Frénaud o f th e  French. T h e  excellent Greek 
w riter Venezis was there  too, and A rthu r

L undkvist o f Sw eden; Jerzy P u tram en t and 
M atuszew ski were tw o ou tstan d in g  figures 
am ong th e  Poles. O thers included  Kate 
O ’Brien o f Ireland, H an s M agnus E nzens- 
berger o f  W est Germ any, Bruno A pitz— 
perhaps th e  m ost rem arkable m em ber o f  th e  
E ast-G erm an delegation—A ntony Babel o f 
Sw itzerland, th e  Flem ish w riter A lbe- 
Joostens, th e  Czechoslovak Jiry  H ajek , th e  
Yugoslav M landenovic and Lalic, Veijo 
M eri o f  F in land, Beniuc o f  R um ania  and 
Kalchev o f Bulgaria. T h e  m ost d istinguished 
m em bers o f  th e  B ritish  delegation were 
John  L ehm ann, A ngus W ilson  and W illiam  
G olding, o f  th e  Ita lian  delegation, V igo- 
re lli, D ebenedetti, B igiaretti and  G uido 
Piovene. T he absence o f Spanish and  Por
tuguese delegates was m uch reg re tted ; 
th e ir  involuntary  fa ilu re  to  a tten d  betokened 
th e  lim ita tio n s o f  th e  dialogue, as th e ir  re
spective governm ents had refused to  enable 
th em  to  m ake th e  tr ip  to  L eningrad. As a 
d istinguished “ou tsid er,” M . M ahieu, the  
U N E S C O  D irector General, d ropped in  on 
th e  conference fo r an h our. Perhaps i t  w ill 
n o t be th o u g h t p re ten tious i f  I  in troduce th e  
H ungarian  d e legation : I t  was headed by th e  
academician G ábor T olnai, a literary  h is to 
rian  and critic, and its  m em bers were th e  
novelist T ib o r D éry  (I shall come back to  th e  
con tribu tions m ade by  T o ln a i and D éry a 
lit t le  later), G ábor Goda, know n in  H u n 
gary as an au th o r o f  satirical novels, and the  
w riter o f  these lines, m ost o f  whose works 
characterize h im  as an  au tho r o f  historical 
novels. (I th in k  i t  only fa ir to  m ention , as 
in tegral to  th e  H ungarian  delegation, the  
four wives, who, th ough  th ey  d id  no t ac
tually  participate  in  th e  discussion o f  p rin 
ciples, deserve m uch o f  th e  cred it fo r our 
own p a rt in  th e  dialogue.)

O u r round-tab le  conference was m ore 
th an  an  ordinary  conference an d  less than  
ordinary C O M E S  m eetings. As a m atte r of 
fact, it was an “ extended” p lenary m eeting 
he ld  in  public . I t  was perhaps th e  happiest 
fo rm  o f  gathering o f  th is  k in d  devised so far. 
T h e  delegates v irtually  lived  un d er th e  re-
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lentiess glare o f  p u b lic ity : flash-cameras and 
T V  klieg lig h ts  were a constant accompani
m ent to  sessions as well a sto  talks, “ w orking” 
dinners and even relaxation. Y et th e  cameras 
fa ith fu lly  captured  th e  atm osphere o f  th is  
m em orable gathering, o ften  recording—in  
“ sniped” pictures—friendly  chats between 
people who b u t a sho rt while before w ould 
have been th o u g h t h ighly  unlikely  partici
pants in such discussions; they  recorded the  
gestures o f  heated debate as well as th e  
relaxed sm iles and hugs.

O n  re tu rn  from  a conference he has re
cently attended , a delegate is usually bom 
barded w ith  such questions as “ W h at d id  
you people achieve?” “W h at were you doing 
in  effect?” “ W h a t’s th e  upsho t o f  i t  a ll?” 
People who have a ttended  one or tw o con
ferences o f sim ilar size know th a t th e  p rin 
cipal them e o f  discussion is, as a rule, l ittle  
m ore th an  a pious sta tem en t o f  th e  aim  o f 
th e  literary  pilgrim age. O r ra ther i t  is like 
th e  visible p a r t o f  an iceberg, w hich never 
indicates th e  volum e of th e  p a rt under w a
ter. T h e  them e th a t had  been set fo r the  
Leningrad conference was th e  “problem  o f 
th e  C ontem porary N o vel.” Accordingly, a 
large p roportion  o f th e  participan ts were 
novelists. As no “principal lec ture” was de
livered, no  guid ing lines were la id  down 
w hich m ig h t have com pelled speakers to  
keep to  some pa tte rn . T h is  was partly  good, 
insofar as i t  guaranteed th e  speakers an u n 
restric ted  choice o f  th e m e ; on  th e  o ther hand, 
th e  lack was sorely fe lt in  th e  case o f  some 
speakers who dw elt a t length—in  th e  form  
o f  soliloquies—on th e ir  own principles o f  
literary  creation.

I t  spells th e  death  o f  any literary  con
ference i f  there  is a “conform ist” tendency 
in  th e  views o f  th e  participants, i f  there 
is an absence o f  clashing opinions, o f  heated 
debates. V igorelli, who, m aking use o f  his 
powers as general secretary w ould  intervene 
e ither to  stim ulate  discussion or as m edia
to r, o r again to  sum  up w hat had  been said, 
was always gratified to  see th e  stirred-up 
embers o f  d ispute  rise in to  a t least a m inor

flame. T h is  concerned m ainly  peripheral 
tactics, b u t a controversy instan tly  sprang 
up  when, in  an in itia l Soviet lecture, Proust, 
Joyce and Kafka were referred to  as th e  m ain
springs o f  decadence o f  th e  w estern novel 
and were contrasted w ith  T olsto i and Gorky 
as th e  great m asters o f  th e  realist novel. T h is 
search fo r th e  “in tellectual fa thers” o f  th e  
m odern  novel and evaluation o f  th e  prede
cessors im m ediately  b rough t th e  discussion 
in to  focus and created a t th e  conference an 
atm osphere o f  sp irited  debate. Soviet w riters 
w ould often  enough fire off th e  above-m en
tioned  nam es in  th e ir  speeches, and qu ite  a 
few  w estern w riters accepted th e  challenge.

T h e  debate, w hich was th reaten ing  to  
exceed th e  boundaries o f  a dialogue, was 
w ound up  in  a few  felicitous sentences by 
V igorelli. W e w estern w riters, he said, 
m u st necessarily look  upon Proust, Joyce 
and Kafka as fa thers o f  th e  m odern  novel. 
But, he pursued, i f  we rise sligh tly  above th e  
level o f  th is  sim ple declaration, we m u st 
consider th a t, as a m a tte r o f  fact, th e  “ big 
th ree” are no t so m uch  our fa thers as our 
grandfathers. Such a view m ig h t b ring  some 
flexibility to  w hat w ould  seem to  be h ard - 
and-fast theses and m ig h t even be adapted  
to' become a p illa r fo r th e  in te llectual bridge 
we have set o u t to  construct. T h e  influence 
o f  th e  grandfathers is n o t as unbroken  as 
th a t o f  th e  im m ediate  predecessors: O ver 
th e  p ast h a lf  century  or so, generations o f  
w riters have fo llow ed one ano ther and a 
great deal has happened in  w orld  lite ra
tu re . I t  w ould  be d ifficu lt to  lin k  problem s 
o f  th e  present-day novel closely w ith  th e  
experim entalism  o f  th e  early 2 0 th  century.

T h e  second B ast-W est controversy arose 
about th e  French n o u v ea u  r o m a n . T h is  type 
o f  novel also was unequivocally classified 
by Soviet speakers am ong tren d s in  prose 
to  be frow ned on. However, as we found  out, 
a good m any o f  th e  participan ts o f  the 
round-tab le  conference d id  no t have a clear 
p ictu re  o f  th e  precepts, principles, role and 
aim s o f  th e  n o u v e a u  r o m a n . W e d id  n o t know  
w hether th is  controversial school o f  con-
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tem porary  novel-w riting had  or had  no t 
declared its  princip les in  a m anifesto o f 
som e sort. I f  one is to  take R obbe-G rille t’s 
“ Last Year a t M arienbad” as a canon for 
th e  n o u v e a u  r o m a n , th en  there  is no definite 
p lo t nor, perhaps, are there  any characters 
to  speak of. T he m om entary, physically 
perceptible order o f  th ings and th e  geo
m etrical patte rns expressed form  a surface 
beneath w hich pass flashing phenom ena of 
hum an  life  and soul— successions o f  events, 
passions, solutions. A nd  th e  num ber o f 
possible solu tions was estim ated  by th e  
d irec to r o f  th e  film  version to  be about 
tw en ty  thousand .

T h e  controversy over th e  n o u v e a u  ro m a n  

was in teresting  and characteristic o f  the  
general a tm osphere. I t  is do u b tfu l th a t  the  
thesis o f  a geom etrical p a tte rn  o f  episodes 
o f  a novel w ith o u t characters o r p lo t as a 
form ative force can have any appeal for 
l i t te r a t e u r s  whose standard  can be under
stood and enjoyed by every m em ber o f  a read
ership o f  m any m illions. T o  understand  and 
appreciate th e  w ritings o f  th e  n o u v e a u  ro m a n  

school requires considerable prelim inary  
stud ies in  aesthetics, and  th is  learn ing m u st 
obviously be com bined w ith  a tas te  fo r 
experim entalism . H ence th e  appeal o f the  
n o u v e a u  ro m a n  m u st be lim ited  to  a com
paratively sm all “e lite .” T h is  fact, inciden
tally , was brough t hom e to  us by  a num ber 
o f  w estern speakers who com plained o f  th e  
sm all ed itions o f  novels in  con trast to  the  
socialist countries’ record in  b ringing ou t 
lib rary  series in  hundred-thousand-copy 
ed itions. O n th e  o th er hand , th e  screen 
version o f  “ M ariendbad ,” th ough  no sweep
ing success, d id  undoubted ly  arouse wide
spread in terest fo r th e  au thor, th u s  ensuring 
w ide p u b lic ity  fo r one o f th e  books th a t 
had  been w ritten— and read— by m em bers 
o f  a sm all literary  coterie (regarded as de
cidedly leftis t, considering th e  views o f  
i ts  m em bers).

These sta tem ents m ay be a lit t le  m ore 
succinct, or a t least m ore in  term s o f  “dia
logue,” th an  was possible a t th e  Leningrad

round-tab le  conference, i f  only because th e  
n o u v ea u  ro m a n  school is s t i ll  a t an in itia l 
phase o f  its  developm ent. O bviously i t  has 
n o t yet “ conquered” th e  novel. But th a t 
its  principles—m ainly  th rough  th e  criti
cism  i t  has e lic ited—have come in to  th e  
fo refron t o f literary  in terest was proved by 
th e  very a tten tio n  devoted to  th is  m ovem ent 
in  th e  Soviet delegates’ speeches. T h is  a tten 
tion , moreover, po in ted  up  one o f  th e  posi
tive values o f  th e  conference as an in s tru 
m ent o f  w idening th e  w riters’ in te llectual 
horizons.

T h e  developm ent o f  th e  contem porary 
H ungarian  novel and its  prospects, chiefly 
in  th e  context o f  realism , were elucidated  in  
an in teresting  speech by G ábor T olnai. 
T ib o r D éry’s speech, qu ite  a different so rt 
th an  th e  preceding contribu tions, was lis
tened  to  w ith  keen in terest. H e  raised th e  
question  o f th e  relationship  betw een au thor, 
them e and reader as m ig h t be reflected in 
a novel about an anonym ous hero o f  th e  
Battle o f  A zincourt. Should  such a novel 
be w ritten , am ong th e  num erous problem s 
w ould be  th a t o f  nationalistic  bias. T hough  
he d id  n o t undertake  to  answer th e  ques
tions th u s raised, in  his analytical trea tm en t 
he p u t  his finger on th e  source o f  th e  d iffi
culties th a t bedevil th e  contem porary novel. 
H is  speech was considered by  th e  partic i
p an ts o f  th e  round-tab le  conference to  be 
one o f  th e  m ost significant co n tribu tions to  
th e  discussion. Again and  again, "A zin
co u rt” was referred  to  in  subsequent de
bates, probably th e  m o st rem arkable sta te
m ents com ing fro m  Angus W ilson . Pon
dering  over th e  questions th a t  had  been raised 
by Déry, he  said, he had tu rn ed  to  Shake
speare, who in  several o f  h is w orks proves 
to  be an em inent au th o rity  on  th e  Battle 
o f  A zincourt; and he  had  fo u n d  th a t i t  
was n o t th e  anonym ous sold ier th a t  his 
great countrym an had  m ade th e  “positive 
hero”—rather, i t  was th e  scoundrel.

T h e  closing event o f  th e  m eeting  was 
unquestionably  th e  m ost significant o f  a ll; 
i t  cam e when th e  C O M E S  leadership and
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th e  heads o f th e  various national delegations 
were received by Khruschchev a t his Black 
Sea villa, and du ring  a subsequent boat tr ip  
on  the  "Sea o f  M oscow ,” th e  canal leading 
in to  th e  Volga. I t  was an exceptionally fine 
day, and th e  beauty of th e  countryside was 
m ade m ore fascinating by the  rh y th m  o f 
w hite  beech groves th a t line  th e  shore. 
In  th e  in fo rm al atm osphere on  board, th e  
Babelian barriers o f language seemed to 
disappear. I had  a chance to  read an Italian  
version o f poem s o f a Georgian poet, and 
French, w hich had ru led  th e  conference 
p latfo rm , here was rivalled by English and 
even by Spanish. T he Slavs understood  one 
another enviably well, w hich can hardly  be 
said to  have been th e  case in  H ungarian- 
F innish  discussions, where G erm an or Eng
lish  was used. I believe i t  was in  the  course 
o f  th is  sea-faring “dialogue” th a t th e  clashes 
o f  opinion in  Leningrad—about literary  
paren thood , th e  n o u v e a u  ro m a n  and the  
w riter’s responsibility—became finally calm ed 
and sm oothed ou t.

T he C O M E S  d irecting  council m eeting 
was held  in  th e  sm all school bu ild ing  at 
Yasnaya Polyana th a t T o lsto i had  b u ilt for 
m u z h ik s ’ ch ild ren ; i t  was in  a relic-filled 
room  he used to  teach his p u p ils th a t  we sat 
a t the  desks. T o ls to i’s sp ir it was present 
th roughou t th e  proceedings, and he h im self

seemed to  orchestrate m ost beautifu lly  the  
closing dialogue. T he m eeting yielded seve
ral practical conclusions. O ne is th e  reali
zation  th a t th e  o ld  type o f conferences, 
those  ra th e r on the  spectacular side, are 
too d ifficu lt to  organize and too costly. Be
sides, they  seldom  achieve th e  aim s th a t 
are set, particu larly  i f  th e  m em bers are 
supposed to  ham m er ou t a com m on p la t
fo rm  on some selected v ita l issue relating  
to  in te llectual life . Short gatherings o f  
people as ind iv idualistic  as w riters can 
scarcely be expected to  achieve such a resu lt. 
O n  th e  o th er hand, the  Leningrad and 
M oscow m eetings have proved th a t i t  i s  

possible to  establish contact betw een sm all 
— bu t no t too sm all—groups o f delegates 
so th a t in terest, th e  debating  sp irit and 
harm ony play equal parts. O f  particu lar 
im portance in  th is case were th e  newly d is
covered countryside, local problem s and, o f  
course, hosp itality . T h e  abundance o f  fresh 
experience w ould seem to  w arrant th e  h o ld 
ing o f  regional gatherings during  the  
newly set three-year intervals betw een m ajor 
C O M E S  conferences. Such m eetings provide 
a possibility  for w riters o f  neighbouring coun
tries to  discuss business in  com m on and a t 
th e  same tim e  th e  presence o f  the  leader
ship from  R om e w ould guarantee organi
zational u n ity  and th e  necessary support.
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BOOKS AND AUTHORS

F O U R  Y O U N G  P R O S E W R I T E R S

Form erly, w hen a young H ungarian  
a u th o r’s w ork was crowned w ith  success, 
such ep ithets as “young” o r “prom ising” 
were a t once discarded and  he became a 
w riter o r poet to u t  c o u r t, whose b ir th  date 
on ly  posterity  m ig h t properly keep a record 
of. I t  was perhaps a decade ago th a t th e  new 
generation o f  novelists began to  elevate youth  
alm ost to  a special aesthetic rank. A t th a t tim e 
young prosew riters beginning th e ir  careers 
adhered  to  a realism  which, though  rooted 
in  trad itio n , nevertheless sought novel 
so lu tions th a t  h in te d  a t a com ing literary  
renewal and gave rise to  th e  hope th a t from  
th e ir  ranks depictors o f  an ever-changing 
life w ould arise who w ould succeed in  in 
sp iring  a w ide circle o f  readers. Every suc
cessful short story was a prom ise, b u t i t  
w ould be foolish to  m aintain  th a t  a ll pro
m ises were fu lfilled . Some o f  th em , on  
th e  contrary, came to  no th ing , and m any 
ta len ts already reached a deadlock in  the  
in itia l phase o f  th e ir  developm ent. N ever
theless, a new  group or w riters came in to  
being, m ore th an  one o f  w hom  has in  th e  
m eantim e gained th e  esteem  o f  critics and 
readers alike.

A year and a h a lf  ago T h e  N ew  H u n 
garian Q uarterly  (N o . 7  o f  1962) pub lish 
ed a selection o f  short stories by young 
au thors . T h is  choice m ade i t  possible for 
our readers to  becom e acquainted w ith  
th e ir  m ost characteristic w ritings. Since

th a t  tim e th e  generation th en  in troduced 
has taken several steps forw ard, and a num 
ber o f  its  m em bers have published  collec
tions o f  th e ir  w ritings during  th e  past year. 
I t  m ay therefore be o f  in te rest to  discuss 
a few new books o f  th e  younger generation 
o f  H ungarian  prose w riters.

F E R E N C  S Á N T A : ö tö d ik  p ecsét

("T h e  F ifth  Seal”) Szépirodalm i Pub lish 
in g  H ouse, 1 9 6 3 , 3 0 0  pp .

T h e  first work o f  a novelist invariably 
arouses great expectations, especially i f  he 
has stepped so ab rup tly  and w ith  such re
m arkable success in to  contem porary lite r
ature as d id  Ferenc Sánta. H is  first novel, 
S okan  v o l tu n k  ( “T here  W ere M any o f  U s”) 
revived w ith  bew ildering em otional and 
literary  force a harassing dram a o f  peasant 
life—th e  role o f  necessity in  converting a 
m an  in to  an assassin; th e  fa te  o f  o ld  people 
condem ned to  death  because they  are unfit 
to  work and are no m ore th an  add itional 
m ou ths to  be fed . I t  was th is  pow erful s ta rt 
th a t provided reviewers and  readers w ith  
th e  yardstick  fo r m easuring th e  la te r short 
stories o f  Sánta appearing in  periodicals 
and in  his first volum e o f  short stories 
T é l i  v i r á g z á s  ( “ W in te r Blooming” ), 1956. 
A lthough th e  la tte r  again offered evidence 
o f  th e  au th o r’s d ram atic sense and  powerful 
style, i t  gave rise to  th e  question: “  W hich  way 
now ?” Ferenc Sánta had to  tread  th e  rough
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p a th  to  genuine prom inence a f te r  a success
fu l sta rt. H e  is still fighting his ow n battle  
fo r an  independent literary  outlook on life. 
T h is  is w hy h is second volum e o f  short 
stories F ark a so k  a  k ü szö b ö n  ( “ W olves on  th e  
T hresh o ld ”), 1961, no longer m et w ith  
unequivocal enthusiasm . I t  was particularly  
in  connection w ith  h is cycle o f  short stories 
o f  an antifascist con ten t th a t  reviewers 
blam ed h im  fo r th e  abstract qua lity  o f  his 
hum anism , w hich leads h im  to  regard war 
as eternal and  unavoidable, to  condem n te r
ro r in  general, and to  represent th e  conflict 
betw een th e  m an-in -the-street and those 
in  pow er as tim eless. T h is  weakness o f 
Sánta’s is a t th e  same tim e  his force: he a t
tem p ts—in  th e  wake o f  D ü rren m att and 
Frisch—to  serve tru th  o f  a w ider validity  
th an  th e  concrete them e w ould im ply. 
H is  endeavour, however, is n o t always suc
cessful in  th is  volume.

"T h e  F if th  Seal” is a parable o n  an 
antifascist them e in  a h istorical fram ew ork. 
I t  takes place in  th e  B udapest o f  1944, its  
heroes are every-day people: a book sales
m an, a w atchm aker, a carpenter, a photo  
a rtis t w ith  wooden legs, and  th e  p roprieto r 
o f  a p u b  th a t  serves as th e  scene o f  th e  nar
rative. T h e  story its e lf  can hardly  be sum m a
rized . A discussion th a t  began in  th e  pub  
spreads i ts  waves in to  th e  hom es o f  th e  
participan ts, u n til  an  unexpected t u r n -  
som e o f  th e  heroes o f  th e  novel are carried 
o ff to  th e  Arrow-cross H ouse*—affords th em  
an o pportun ity  to  answer th e  debated  issue 
th rough  th e ir  actions. T h e  ra ther strange ques
tion , posed by th e  w atchm aker and represent
ing th e  core o f  th e  novel, is t h i s : i f  after 
th e ir  death  they  could rise from  th e  dead in  a 
new  body, whose w ould they  choose—th a t  o f  
th e  ru ler o f  an im aginary island, abusing 
h is great power, o r th a t o f  an oppressed and 
h u m ilia ted  slave? T h is  fiction embraces 
th e  w hole complex o f  contradictions in

* The premises of the arrow-cross (Hungarian 
nazi) party, the most extreme fascist organization 
in Hungary, where innocent people were often 
tortured and slain in 1943 and 1944.

hum an life : assum ption o f  responsib ility , 
rela tionsh ip  between ru ler and subject, 
egoism  and generosity, p u rsu it o f happiness, 
vigilant and  artificially lu lled  conscience— 
in  short, th e  h istorically  determ ined  issues 
o f  hum an ity  and  inhum an ity .

T h e  dual constrain t o f  decision form s th e  
real conflict o f th e  novel. A nd  th e  conversa
tio n  in  th e  pub , w hich in  th e  exposition o f 
th e  novel is suggestive o f  th e  atm osphere, 
th e  odour o f  beer and th e  noisy jokes in  the  
Prague “ G ob le t,” th e  fam ous in n  o f  
“ Shveyk,” opens even w ider in te llectual per
spectives to  th e  reader ra th e r th an  to  th e  
heroes them selves. W h a t is th e  m eaning o f  
ethics? W h at obligations does sincerity 
im pose? Do we have th e  s treng th  to  accept 
ourselves as we actually  are? W h at are we 
really? W h at is stronger in  us—th e  desire 
to  escape suffering, or honesty? A nd is i t  na t
ural th a t  one should  defeat th e  other? T h e  
questions accum ulate dram atically  u n til 
even in  th e  brains o f  th e  debating  every-day 
people th e  accusing tru th  takes sh ap e : “ W h at 
k in d  o f  w orld  is th is , where m an cannot be 
good because he  w ants to  l i v e . . . ” and 
“ everybody w ould  like to  be good in h im 
self, and yet society consists o f  persons o f 
bad  conscience and  w ith  a sense o f  m alaise.” 
Sán ta’s heroes a t first waver when faced w ith  
th e  eth ical te s t. T hey hesita te  and doubt, 
lie and apologize, u n til one o f  them , rec
ognizing th e  degree o f  responsib ility  o f  the  
social and  pow er hierarchy, voices th e  crisis 
o f  conscience o f  th e  “lit t le  rascals,” while 
another—personifying th e  ideal v irtues o f  
the  citizen—lulls his own anxiety to  sleep 
by saying th a t  one m ust live as one is al
lowed to .

O n ly  th e  m ost cruel tr ia l im posed by th e  
reality  o f  captiv ity  in  th e  prisons of th e  ar
row-cross m en m akes these average people 
oppressed by circum stances discover th a t 
there  is a p o in t where hum an m orality  de
feats even th e  hum an craving fo r life , where 
honesty becomes stronger th an  th e  desire to 
escape to rm en t. T hough  poor in words they  
are strong in  action, because they , a ll b u t
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one, prefer to  die ra th e r th an  d ishonour the  
body o f a fellow  prisoner who has no m ore 
th an  a few  hours to  live. W h en  th e  w orld 
falls in to  the  dep th  o f  inhum an ity , th e  hu 
m anity  o f  sm all grey people rises to  unsus
pected  heights.

T h e  reality  o f  th e  story o f  “ T h e  F ifth  
Seal” may be contested from  several aspects. 
T h e  in tricate  in te llectual d ilem m a and ca
tharsis experienced by w hat are actually  p ri
m itive characters is unlikely. If, however, we 
take  th e  novel to  be a parable— as I believe 
is th e  au th o r’s intention.—and analyse the  
m oral issues abstracted from  th e ir  concrete 
m otivation , th e  relationship  betw een th e  l i
terary conception and th e  w orld represented 
a t once becomes clearer. T h e  abstract quality  
o f  th e  figures is thereby m ade acceptable and 
even justified; i t  is as i f  we were confronted 
w ith  th e  abstract heroes o f  Franz Kafka, car
riers o f  th o ugh ts and  questions. T h e  sym
bolism  and abstractness o f  these characters 
is th e ir  force and weakness a t one and the 
same tim e, fo r Santa’s novel, th r illin g  and 
harassing as is its  in te llectual content, fails 
to  create a single really  m em orable hum an 
type. A lthough th e  novel ends by unequi
vocally opposing a society th a t debases m an 
in to  inhum anity , i t  never achieves an au
th en tic  p ictu re  o f  th e  epoch represented. 
M ore exactly, there  are some peripheral 
flashes from  broken pieces o f  th e  m irro r o f  
h istorical reality—for instance, th e  sta te  o f  
m in d  o f  th e  persecuted girl who incessantly 
asks: “ H ow  old m u st I  grow to  get k illed  
m yself?” But th e  silvering th a t  w ould reflect 
th e  epoch in  its  to ta lity  is lacking.

IS T V Á N  SZ A B Ó : A  v a r á z s l a t  k ertje  

( “T he M agic G arden”) Szépirodalm i 
P ub lish ing  H ouse, 1 9 6 3 , 198  pp.

T h is  au thor is fo u r years younger than  
Ferenc Sánta, b u t th e ir  literary  careers show 
a sim ilar tren d . Szabó also appeared early in 
th e  fifties w ith  stories o f  peasant life, and 
he too published a volum e o f sho rt stories o f  
his ow n (“ T he R ebel”) fo r th e  first tim e  in  
1956. T h e  years when th e ir  w ork came to  a

stan d still coincided too . A nd as in  Sánta’s 
case i t  was the  political and literary  consoli
dation  in  H ungary th a t  enabled István Szabó 
to  get over his crisis and place a volum e o f  
h is sh o rt stories before th e  public .

In  th e  above-m entioned num ber o f T he 
N ew  H ungarian  Q uarterly  a key story o f h is 
new volume appeared under th e  t it le  “ Every
th in g  Is as I t  U sed to  Be.” In  i t  he described 
th e  experience o f  a young Budapest stu d en t 
who pays a v isit to  his village and feels the  
s tan d still and sickening to rpor o f  an im m ov
able sta tus quo. T h e  plates are where they  
have always been, th e  door o f  th e  k itchen 
stove is still hard  to  close, b u t th e  w orld, as 
well as th e  youngster h im self, has changed 
fundam entally . T h is  change is so far fe lt 
only as a burden and has hard ly  any effect: 
the  wordless dissension w ith  th ings a t hom e 
finds a discharge in  helpless intoxication.

T h e  conflict m ade tangible in  th e  story 
seems to  have been a basic experience o f  th e  
young au thor. T h e  crisis o f  th e  East-E uro- 
pean peasant’s way o f life is no t a sim ply  ob
servable social phenom enon b u t a d ram a th a t 
fastens onto th e  fate o f  everyone. T h e  colli
sion o f  generations obtains a special social 
con ten t in th e  village. Father and son clash 
n o t only like rival cocks, as in  P a jk o sk o d ik  

( “ M aking M isch ief”), the  first story o f  th e  vol
um e, b u t also as th e  tw o heroes o f N e h e z t e l i  

n a p  ( “H a rd  W in te r  D ay”), where in  th e  
forced w inter inactiv ity  th e  revolt o f th e  son 
against th e  pennyless sm all peasant’s life and 
th e  repugnance o f th e  fa ther tow ard  the  co
operative farm  flare up . T h e  na tura l direc
tio n  o f th e  peasant boy’s revolt is a ttach 
m ent to  a new form  o f life . T h is  s ituation  is 
represented in th e  m ost pow erful w riting  o f  
th e  collection, A  s za b a d s á g  k e r e s z tje  ( “ T he 
H oliday Cross”). T h e  word holiday is used 
in  its  double m eaning. * In  a figurative sense 
th e  whole o f  th e  story goes fa r beyond th e  
two-week holiday o f th e  young trac to r d riv e r; 
i t  is enlarged to  epic scope, to  w hat makes 
a life  w orth  living, to  th e  peasant yo u th ’s

4 In Hungarian the concepts of “freedom” and 
“holiday” are denoted by the same word.—The Ed.
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real freedom . A holiday unexpectedly comes 
to  th e  hero o f  th is  story when his trac to r 
breaks dow n, and th en  he does no t apply 
fo r o th e r w ork a t th e  m achine sta tion , as is 
usual. In  defiance o f  hom e trad itio n s he does 
n o t go off to  drudge w ith  h is fa th e r on  th e  
peasant’s sm all ho ld ing  b u t id ly  saunters 
about in  th e  tow n and a t Lake Balaton. T h e  
confusion  o f  one n o t accustom ed to  rest 
renders th is  g if t o f a holiday a burden, a 
cross: th e  boy. does n o t know  w hat to  do 
e ith e r w ith  h is tim e  or w ith  h im self. But 
s t i ll  m ore essential is th e  conflict th a t  un 
fo lds w ith in  th e  fam ily . T h e  boy is un 
w illing  to  share th e  b u rden  o f  hom e work, 
n o t o u t o f  laziness b u t o u t o f  rebellion. T h is 
is why th e  fa th e r is so deeply h u r t  by th e  in 
activ ity  o f  h is son. H e  feels th a t the  boy, in 
h is actions b u t m ainly in  his dem ands, is vio
lating  centuries-o ld  peasant trad itions . T he 
w riter h im self finally does n o t know  w hat 
to  do w ith  th e  energies accum ulated in  h is 
hero, and  ju st as th e  la tte r  spends th em  in 
senseless rough-and-tum ble , he too is satisfied 
w ith  a grotesque and m eaningless epilogue.

R ig h t fro m  th e  s ta rt, István  Szabó’s 
m ost valuable literary  asset is dram atic  cha
racterization . According to  h is own con
fession, he watches th e  struggle o f  o ld  and 
new w ith in  th e  ind iv idual in  a transito ry  
epoch and is particu larly  susceptible to  th e  
p rob lem  o f  persons w edged in  th e  d ilem m a 
o f  "already and  no t y e t.” H e  a ttem p ts  to  
dem onstra te  w hat w ounds th e  peasants re
ceive in  th e  struggle fo r self-knowledge and 
"how  they  extricate them selves from  o ld  
bonds to  th e  sunshine w ith  i ts  prom ise o f  
o th e r and  b e tte r  th in g s .” T h is  struggle is 
s t i ll  represented  by th e  au th o r w ith  some 
insecurity , in  a grotesque form  th a t  b lu rs 
th e  hum an  faces o f  th e  strugglers, such as in 
th e  sho rt story  H a z u lr i l - o d & ig — “From  H om e 
to  T h ere ,” o r he is som etim es unable to  carry 
i t  th rough , as in th e  story  ju st referred  to .

In som e instances, however, he represents 
h is them e w ith  m uch concision and subtle  
technique, as, fo r instance, in S ir a tó - d a l  

( “D irge”), w hich tells o f  th e  last bread

baking of an o ld  peasant wom an revolting 
against shop-baked bread. T h is  story, even 
i f  only in  its  p ictu re  o f  th e  72-year-old 
A un t Reza as she relaxes in  deligh t over the  
accustomed, long-m issed w ork, w ould be 
a pastel o f  h igh  rank. But Szabó takes a 
fu rth er step, intensifying to  th e  level o f 
dram a a p o rtra it w ith  lyrical beginnings. 
For when it  is found  ou t th a t A unt Reza 
has fo rgo tten  to  add  sa lt to  th e  dough, all 
th e  bending  and stooping, th e  tes tin g  o f  th e  
w orn-out body, a ll th e  conservative revolt 
against th e  young people become suddenly  
infinitely  hopeless, id le  and anachronistic. 
Szabó represents his characters from  th e  in 
side to  th e  very end, from  th e  plane o f  com 
plete  em otional identification, b u t th e  dra
m atic  “offence” co m m itted  in  th e  process 
o f bread-baking suddenly makes i t  clear no t 
only fo r outsiders b u t to  A unt R eza herself 
th a t t r u th  is w ith  th e  young people who buy 
th e  bread in  th e  shop. Some so rt o f  sorrow
fu l b u t s till  m oving au then tic ity  warm s th is 
sto ry ; th e  understand ing  o f  th e  representa
tives o f  th e  passing w orld is never nostalgic 
in  regard to  th e  o ld  w orld, b u t neither does 
th e  vote cast in  favour o f  tom orrow  pass sen
tence upon th e  people o f  yesterday.

E N D R E  FE JE S: A  h a z u d ó s  (“ T he L iar”) 
M agvető P ublish ing  H ouse, 1 9 6 3 , 1 7 8  pp.

Perhaps some readers w ill rem em ber the  
short story th a t  gave its  nam e to  th is  vol
u m e; i t  too was one o f  those published in  
N o . 7  o f  T h e  N ew  H ungarian  Q uarterly  last 
year. T h e  book its e lf  w ent in to  its  second 
ed ition  o f  14,000 copies no t long ago. T h is  is 
a surprising  figure in  H ungary . T h e  explana
tio n  is probably  th a t  th e  in te rest o f  readers 
in  th e  person and works o f  Fejes has in 
creased a great deal th is  year. W hen  “ T he 
L iar” first came on  th e  m arket, i t  was g ra ti
fy ing  to  w itness th e  a ttem p ts  and  in itia l re
su lts o f  a prom ising  young au thor. N ow  th is  
sm all volum e has become only th e  ante
cedent o f  th e  greatest novelistic success of 
th e  past year, R o z s d a te m e tő  ( “Scrap-iron 
Y ard”). T h is  first novel o f  E ndre  Fejes is a
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condensed fam ily h isto ry . I t  presents the  
fa te  o f  an average H u ngarian  worker, th e  
chronicle o f  people who, th o u g h  they  have 
obtained freedom  and  a relatively good life, 
have n o t yet arrived a t  th e  level o f  hum an  
cu ltu re  w hich w ould  enable th em  to  m ake 
use o f  its  possib ilities and  to  elevate th em 
selves hum anly , m orally  and sp iritually . In  
a certain  sense th is  novel is re la ted  to  th e  
one o f  Ferenc Sánta w hich is discussed above. 
Fejes also exam ines th e  average m an  in  th e  
curren t o f  h isto ry . B ut his w ork is n o t only 
akin  to  Sánta’s ;  i t  also contrasts w ith  i t :  
w hile in  “T h e  F ifth  Seal” th e  people set in  
th e  fram ew ork o f  an abstract social m echa
n ism  struggle w ith  essentially abstract m oral 
problem s, here th e  m em bers o f  a fam ily , th e  
m ain  characters, are exam ined w ith in  present 
H u ngarian  reality .

I t  w ould exceed th e  lim ita tio n s o f  th e  
present article  to  discuss th e  debates w hich 
arose around “Scrap-iron Y ard” *; besides, 
w hen “ T he L iar” appeared fo r th e  first tim e, 
readers could n o t have been influenced 
by th a t  book. T h e  general reaction  to  Fejes’s 
first book derived fro m  its  rem arkable au
then tic ity , th e  p rox im ity  o f  th e  au tho r to  th e  
w orld  he  chose to  portray . A lthough, in aes
thetics , sincerity  and factual know ledge are 
a s in e  q u a  n on  o f  a lite rary  w ork, i t  should  be 
no ted  th a t, in  ju st th e  years before “T h e  
L iar” appeared, m any w ritings were pu b lish 
ed  w ith  scenes in  a w orker’s m i l ie u  whose 
au then tic ity  and au tho rity  in term s o f  th e  
them e seemed to  be a t least d o u b tfu l. S il
houettes o f  im aginary m uscle-colossi, irre
proachable heroes exclusively in te rested  in  
p roduction  diagram s, popu lated  th e  “ lite 
ra ry ” works o f  th e  epoch o f  so-called sche
m atism . T h e  w ritings o f  Fejes, however, 
are m arked w ith  th e  years th a t  th e  au th o r 
h im se lf spen t a t th e  w ork  bench  and  his 
inside knowledge o f  factories.

T h e  independen t tone  o f  h is  stories has 
n o t qu ite  developed as y e t:  he  is m ostly  a 
follow er o f  A ndor E ndre G elléri, th e  pre-

4 Reviewed in our previous issue, by György 
Szabó.— The Ed.

W o rld -W ar-II m aster o f  th e  H ungarian  short 
stories o f  th e  suburbs, a great realis t w ho 
could  also be lyrical, b u t as he  tu rn ed  to 
w ards th e  anecdote in  g e n re  so has he  ben t 
h is style tow ards n aturalism . Fejes m ixes par
ticu larly  th e  b righ ter colours: hum our and 
poetic  language harm onize surprisingly in  
some o f  his stories (“T h e  L iar,” "T h e  W a
te r  G u n ”). A lready in  these w ritings th e  sure 
guidance o f  th e  sto ry-teller m akes its e lf  fe lt. 
Careful ed iting , however, is n o t ye t th e  
au th o r’s strong  p o in t ; th e  equ ilib rium  o f the  
w ork is som etim es upset by tangling  up  the  
episodes.

H is  greatest danger has been presenta tion  
on  a single plane, b u t th is  fa u lt has by now 
been definitely contro lled  and overcome. T h e  
m o tif  o f  th e  stories o f  th is  volum e is m an’s 
d isappo in tm en t in  w om an. T h e  tones are 
varied, b u t th e  them e is always w om an’s in 
fidelity, th e  v o lte - fa c e  o f  girls and  wom en who 
sacrifice love fo r m ateria l goods. Some o f  
th em  fall in to  a m oral m orass, w hile  others 
sim ply  prefer th e  m an  who prom ises m ore 
security, b u t  a ll these characters com m it a 
crim e against th e  m an  who honestly  loves 
th em . T h e  deserted, d isillusioned  m an th en  
leads a life  ever m ore w retched, b itte r  and 
lonely . A ctually  no story  in  th e  book fails 
to  re itera te  th is  so rt o f  d isillusionm ent. In  
th e  p resent collection, Fejes m ade use o f  
w h a t was really  valuable in  h is experience 
as a short-sto ry  w rite r: a  realistic  m ethod  
o f  representation  th a t  is convincing b o th  in  
its  deta ils and in  i ts  relationships, th e  power 
o f  creating a tm osphere and th e  a rt o f  story
te llin g . H e  enriched these a ttrib u te s  later by 
developing m eans o f  condensation and con
struc tion .

LAJOS G A L A M B O S : K e s e r ű la p u  

(“ Burdock”) M agvető P ub lish ing  H o u se , 
1963, 199 pp.

O f  th e  young generation o f  story-tellers 
Galam bos is th e  m ost a le rt. H e  seeks ou t, 
w ith  constan t sensibility , th e  m o st burn ing  
issues o f  th e  day. T h e  struggle betw een o ld  
and new is no  abstract philosophical thesis
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b u t reality  caught a t every tu rn . H is  w orld 
is therefore n o t only absolutely today’% 
w orld  b u t a m ultico loured  one. W hile  Is t
ván Szabó w rites about peasants and Endre 
Fejes about workers, Galam bos is bound 
by his basic experience to  peasant life, b u t 
is a ttached  a t th e  same tim e  to  th e  tow n  and 
th e  in te lligen tsia . Last year, fo r instance, 
th e  education o f  teachers, w ho are in  tu rn  
to  educate th e  com ing generation, stood in 
th e  focus o f  h is in te rest.

T h e  tw o m ain  a ttrib u te s  o f  his new  vol
um e o f  sho rt stories, besides a lert in terest 
and  variegated w ord usage, are probably th e  
elem ents o f  passion and in terest. T h e  passion 
derives fro m  h is daring , im petuously  and 
self-confidently, to  assum e responsib ility  no t 
only fo r th e  w ritten  w ord b u t also fo r th e  
m oral p osition  he takes up . Galam bos is no t 
afraid  o f  unm asking p e tty  m onarchs—as in  
J o b b  em berek  v a k á c ió ja  (“ T h e  H olidays o f  Bet
te r  People”)—o f being revolted about back
w ard farm steads, o f  representing th e  narrow
m indedness and th e  in te llectual m isery o f  
those who live only fo r them selves. A nd 
whenever he  takes a stand , he  draws th e  
story along in  such a way as a t least to  ligh t 
up  th e  d irec tion  and  hope o f  a so lu tion . So 
far as in te rest is concerned, in  Galam bos th is 
literary  asset coincides w ith  those m entioned 
b e fo re : h is stories are in teresting  because they  
refer to  essential issues and topical problem s 
presented courageously and passionately. In  
T irp á k o k , fo r exam ple, he  is concerned w ith  
th e  problem  o f  democracy and  consistently 
develops th e  issue, discussed also in  a recent 
film, o f  w hether i t  is possible and perm is
sible to  m ake people “happy” against th e ir  
w ill, w hether th e  leader is en titled  to  en
force a theoretically  correct w ill on  h is com 
m unity . László Cser, th e  hero o f  th is  story, 
says yes to  th is  question . H e  is th e  son o f  
day-labourers; th e  ups and downs o f  his 
yo u th  and h is d isappoin tm ent in  love lead 
h im  to  fight fo r his righ ts. H e  is th e  so rt o f 
m an  who always feels th a t th e  w orld  moves 
too  slowly, w hile those liv ing  around h im , 
th e  peasants who had m is tru s ted  th e  co

operative m ovem ent and  now  sim ply  aquiesce 
in  its  rh y th m , he  regards as uncom prehend
ing , a lm ost as enem ies. “I w ant to  create a 
Garden o f  E den ,” he bursts ou t, “doesn’t  
anyone understand? T hese people don’t  w ant 
to  fly, they  w ant to  creep in  th e  m u d  forever. 
H ow  can you force th em  to  fly?” T h e  au
th o r, concluding th e  fa te  o f  László Cser in  
an a ttem p ted  m urder upon h im , takes a 
position  against antidem ocratic  m ethod  o f  
leadership. I t  is to  be regretted  th a t  finally, 
in  depicting  Cser’s catharsis, th e  dram atic  
in ten sity  o f  th e  story slackens and th e  p ro
cess o f  recognition is n o t entirely  convincing. 
T h e  deficiencies in  th e  story—in te rru p tio n  
o f  th e  sp lend id  exposition o f  them es and 
fast-m oving th reads and th e  rough sketch
ing o f  th e  characters—are s till  ra th e r strong  
lim ita tio n s on  G alam bos’s literary  develop
m en t.

I t  is w orthw hile, fo r instance, to  exam ine 
th e  “ H olidays o f  Better People” m ore close
ly . T h is  story reveals and criticizes bold ly  
and passionately th e  destructive powers o f  
corruption  active even in  today’s leadership 
and the  sp irit o f nepotism  th a t can flare up  
as an em ber o f  th e  trad itio n  o f  th e  fo rm er 
gentry. In  th e  apparently  objective tone  th e  
au th o r’s unequivocal stand  can be fe lt—th e  
critique o f  a C om m unist au tho r who feels h im 
se lf to  be p a rt o f  th e  system  and passionately 
opposes all m istakes. O ne misses, however, 
a broader social au then tic ity  th a t  w ould 
deepen th e  objective genuineness (w hat m akes 
such abuses possible?), a deep character
ization, a dram atic  vein. Galam bos stops 
w ith  th e  precise, tru e  report o f  th e  occur
rence ; he seems unable to  create a perspective 
o r to  reveal by  literary  m eans th e  heart o f  
th e  m atte r.

How ever, th e  fem ale characters o f  these 
stories are form ed w ith  particu lar care and 
affection. I t  is a special m erit o f  th e  au th o r 
th a t  th e  wom en are n o t only participan ts in 
a love story bu t, and first o f  all, persons w ho 
have th e  sense o f  vocation w ith  w hich th e  
au tho r is constantly  concerned; they  are 
heroines and v ictim s o f  th e  struggle fo r vo
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cation . T w o such characters w ill be rem em 
bered w ith  special affection : E rzsi V irrasztó  
a n d  T anja, th e  R ussian w ife. E rzsi, in  th e  
t it le  story, is a teacher, one o f those nameless 
heroines who confront trem endous difficul
ties w ith  silen t generosity and are victorious 
in  th e  fight against in tellectual darkness and 
indolence in villages. T anja, on th e  o ther 
hand , was born  and educated fo r a creative, 
active life, a Soviet g irl, who, w hile a studen t 
o f  forestry, came to  H ungary  to  m arry. T h e  
g lam our o f  love and th e  shelter o f  safe m ar
riage do  not, however, d u ll her sense o f  voca
tio n , b u t do fa il to  p ro tec t he r from  th e  
dreariness o f  life  w ith o u t purposeful w ork. 
E rzsi has to  struggle w ith  a w hole village, 
Tanja w ith  herself. T h e  successful presenta
tio n  o f  th is  struggle in  th e  t it le  story,

A U T H O R S  O F  T H E

S á n t a , Ferenc (1927). M iner, officer and, 
since 1958, lib rarian  o f  th e  In s titu te  o f  th e  
H isto ry  o f  L iterature. H is  sho rt stories have 
appeared in  literary  reviews and anthologies 
since 1953. For his first volum e o f  sho rt 
stories (1956) he was aw arded th e  A ttila  
József prize. T h e  second was F ark a so k  a  k ii-  

ĵ 6'i>ó>i(“W olves on th e  T hresh o ld ”), 1961. A z_  

ö tö d ik  p ecsét ( “ T he F ifth  Seal”)is  his first novel.
S z a b ó , István (1 9 3 1). Son o f  a poor peas

a n t fam ily, tractor-driver and soldier. H e  
cam e to  B udapest in  195 3 and  has been 
w riting  ever since. For his volum e o f  short 
stories A  lá t ta d ó  ( “ T h e  R ebel”) he was awar
d ed  th e  A ttila  József prize.

“ Burdock” , resu lted  in  an au then tic  social 
«picture, b u t in  th e  “ R ussian W ife ” th e  
au tho r was satisfied w ith  a general schematic 
draw ing o f in tellectual processes; by  over
em phasizing random  m otifs he le ft the  
steeper pathw ay o f  realism .

W h ile  G alam bos’s sho rt career has been 
a successful one, he still has a rough pa th  
ahead o f  h im  before becom ing a full-fledged 
novelist. W ith  his variegated ta len t he now 
handles heavy problem s easily. T h is  facility 
itse lf is one o f  th e  secrets o f  his success. 
C om m on m erits o f  h is novels and  short sto
ries are th e  weaving o f  a th read  th a t  is fu ll 
o f  surprise tw ists, and  readability . B ut to  be 
able to  penetrate in to  th e  dep ths o f  the  
hum an  spirit, th is  attractively sh in ing  ta len t 
m ust gather m ore streng th .

A nna  Földes

B O O K S  R E V IE W E D

F e j e s , E ndre (1923). T u rn er fo r m any 
years and a m iner in  Belgium ; spen t several 
years in  Paris; has published  since 1955. 
For h is first volum e o f  stories he  won th e  
T rade  U nion  p rize ; his novel R o z sd a te m e tő  

(“Scrap-iron Y ard”) received th e  A ttila  Jó
zsef p rize .

G a l a m b o s , Lajos (1929). Previously a 
journalist, radio and television assistant; 
w riter o f  film  scripts. Several o f  h is films have 
a ttrac ted  considerable in terest, e.g., M eg

s z á l lo t t a k  ( “ Fanatics”) and I s te n  ő s z i  c s il la g a  

( “ G o d ’s A u tum n S ta r”). H e  is an  A ttila  
József prize-w inner.



A M A N U A L  O N  H O T E L S

A lthough  u n til recently H ungary  was no t 
one o f  th e  m ost-frequented  tou ris tic  areas 
o f  Europe, in  th e  course o f  th e  past tw o or 
three  years there  has been a definite increase 
in  to u ris t traffic.

T h e  developm ent o f  tou rism  on a large 
scale depends, o f  course, on  a netw ork  o f  
ho tels o f  adequate capacity, w hich is a ques
tio n  o f  investm ent and  o f  a considerable ex
pansion o f staff. In  1962, several new hotels 
were opened—for exam ple, on  th e  shores o f  
Lake Balaton— b u t th is  is only a fragm ent o f  
w hat is actually needed. Several big to u ris t 
hotels have been p lanned  fo r Budapest and 
its  surroundings, and innum erable problem s 
are raised thereby. W h a t is th e  best type 
o f  hotel? W h a t tren d  w ill th e  public’s re
qu irem ents take in  th e  years to  come? W here 
shou ld  th e  ho tels be b u ilt, and  w hat inci
d en ta l investm ents are to  be looked for? 
H ow  m uch w ill th e  h o te l in d u stry  be tran s
form ed by th e  steadily increasing cam ping, 
house-trailer travel and use o f  m otels? T hese 
are questions th a t  ho tel industries all over 
th e  w orld  are constantly  try ing  to  answer 
and th a t  th e  specialists in  th e  H ungarian  
catering and ho tel in d u stry  are also seeking 
to  resolve in  th e  best possible way.

T h is  com plex o f  questions is th e  subject o f 
a book by György Rózsahegyi, H o te l  A ch ie ve 

m e n ts *, one o f  th e  first scientific works on 
th is  m any-sided subject. H aving follow ed 
th e  ho tel trad e  fo r m any years, th e  au th o r’s 
experience gives h im  a good grasp o f  
even th e  sm allest details in  th is  vast field. 
T hus, th e  book provides answers to  m any 
questions th a t  have rem ained practically u n 
touched  up  to  now . T h e  reader recognizes 
m ore clearly, page by page, th a t, on account

4 György Rózsahegyi: S zá llo d a i ism entek, Közg. 
és Ifj. Kiadó, 1962.

o f th e  extent o f in te rnational to u rism  b  ing 
developed a t present, h o te l trade  has been 
subjected to  radical changes; as a particular 
branch o f th e  service in d u stry  w hich is in te r
woven w ith  psychological elem ents, i t  can no 
longer be developed and  m anaged by m eans 
o f  th e  o ld er em pirical m ethods. A n u p-to - 
date  h o te l in d u stry  can be b u ilt up  only on 
princip les o f  organization  and m anagem ent 
e laborated along th e  lines revealed by scien
tific research.

A chapter in  R ózsahegyi’s book th a t  is o f 
in te res t fo r th e  non-professional reader is 
th e  one dealing w ith  th e  h isto ry  o f  hotel 
trade  from  an tiq u ity  to  our days. In  add ition  
to  previously unpublished  data on the  H u n 
garian ho te l industry  in  th e  past, th e  story is 
given o f  how  th e  in d u stry  began w ith  th e  
re ta iling  o f  w ine and  sp irits , as m entioned  
by  a deed issued by S t. S tephen in  1006. 
T h e  first in n  was m entioned  in  a contract 
o f  sale, da ted  1279, in  Esztergom . T h e  doc
u m en ted  h isto ry  o f  th e  H ungarian  catering 
indu stry  th u s  covers som ew hat less th an  
700 years.

For a long  tim e, accom m odation o f trav
ellers was provided m ainly  by th e  C hurch. 
T h e  m onastery o f  Pannonhalm a, founded by 
S t. S tephen in  th e  eleventh century, was able 
to  accom m odate 70  guests "o f  ran k ” and 
a vast num ber o f  persons o f  th e  “ lower 
classes” a t th e  same t im e —an achievem ent 
th a t is n o t to  be depreciated even now .

T h e  book is d iv ided  in to  fo u r parts , to  
w hich  an appendix is added . T h e  first p a rt 
deals w ith  th e  basic problem s o f th e  hotel 
industry , th e  second trea ts o f  ho tel build ings 
and  prem ises and  th e  th ird , ho tel equip
m en t. T h e  fo u rth  p a r t is th e  m ost im po rtan t 
from  th e  practical p o in t o f  view : i t  gives 
an analysis o f  how  to  ru n  a ho tel.

L ászló H uba

H
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M O D E R N  T R E N D S  I N  N E W  H U N G A R I A N  FILMS

T o understand  th e  p resent sta tu s  o f  H u n 
garian film  production  its  antecedents should 
be briefly surveyed.

T h e  only film  th a t  survived W o rld  W ar 
II, apart from  a few lig h t com edies, was 
E m b e re k  a  h a vason  ( “ O n th e  A lps”), d irected  
by István Szőts. A ll o thers have gone under 
together w ith  th e  anachronistic epoch th a t 
b rough t th em  in to  being. T h o u g h  H ungary  
had  some ou tstand ing  directors in  th e  past, 
th ey  tr ie d  to  escape fro m  th e  choking, in 
sincere atm osphere a t hom e by unfo ld ing  
th e ir  ta len t abroad, as d id  Sándor (Sir Ale
xander) K orda in  B ritain, M ichael Kertész 
(C urtiz ) in  H ollyw ood, o r G éza Bolváry in 
Berlin.

T h u s no trad itio n s were le ft over from  
th e  in ter-w ar period  unless we regard false
hood and th e  hush ing  up o f  reality  as a tra 
d itio n . In  th e  w ords o f  one o f  ou r young 
film  d irec to rs: “ O u r younger d irectors could 
n o t rely on  predecessors capable o f  co n trib u t
ing  to  th e  developm ent o f  a young national 
film  a rt th e  way C huhray could  rely on 
R om m  or D onskoy, W ajda  and his follovers 
on  Ford  and Jakubowska, w ho in  a rt as in  
o th er m atters paved th e  way fo r th e  next 
generation. T h is  task—in  m y opinion—falls 
to  our au tho rs .”

L iterature came to  th e  rescue o f  H un g a
rian  film  a r t:  in  recent tim es m o st o f  our 
good  films have been based on  som e literary  
w ork o f  m erit.

In  1947 G éza R adványi and  Béla Balázs 
succeeded in  doing so w ith  th e ir  "Som e
where in  E urope.” T h is  film , w hich  drew 
on th e  trad itio n s  o f  th e  French school, was 
successfully show n th e  w orld  over and  has 
been sponsored by th e  U n ited  N a tions. I t  
was th e  first H ungarian  film  to  raise a prob
lem  o f  universal im p o rt, th a t  o f  th e  chil
dren and  youngsters w ho became hom eless in  
th e  war, and  i t  gave a som ew hat rom antic  
and  sen tim en ta l answer. T h o u g h  th is  film  
already touched  w orld-w ide problem s, th e  
ta sk  o f  p u ttin g  on  th e  screen th e  m o st bu rn 
ing  issues o f  ou r ow n country  s ti ll  lay ahead. 
I t  was tackled  in  th e  first film  produced  a fte r 
nationaliza tion  o f  th e  H ungarian  m otion - 
p ic tu re  in d u stry  in  1942. T h e  w ork o f  Fri
gyes Bán and  Pál Szabó, T a l p a la tn y i  f ö l d  

(“Soil U n d erfo o t”) gave a realistic  and  still 
unsurpassed p ic tu re  o f  th e  d ifficu lt life o f  
th e  poor peasants and  pick-and-shovel m en 
in  H ungary  before th e  liberation .

Subsequently  th e  screen darkened fo r  
seven long years in  th e  shadow  o f  th e  perso
n a lity  cu lt, and  m ost o f  th e  film s o f  th is  
p eriod  are characterized by ran tin g  “posi
tiv e” heroes, flagrant lack o f  au then tic ity , 
and disagreeable h istrion ics. T h e  com plete 
fiasco o f  th e  Z hdanov  cu ltu ra l policy is best 
evidenced in  th e  fact th a t  in these  seven 
years no significant film  could  tak e  shape 
save perhaps fo r tw o coloured film -com edies 
draw n from  classic national lite ra tu re :



FILM
“ Ludas M a ty i” (d ire c te d  by Kálm án N á- 
dasdy) and  “ L ilio m fi” (d irected  by Károly 
M akk).

T h e  tu m  a t la s t  cam e in  1955, beg inn ing  
w ith  th e  p rom ising  film s o f  Félix  M áriássy, 
B u d a p e s ti  t a v a s z  (“ Spring  C om es to  Buda
p e s t”) and  £gy p ik o ló  v i lá g o s  ( “A Glass o f  
L igh t Beer”)— sc rip t o f  th e  fo rm er by Ferenc 
K arinthy, o f  th e  la tte r  by Ju d it  M áriássy— 
and  Z o ltá n  F á b ri’s K ö r h in ta  ("M erry -go- 
ro u n d ”)— scenario by Im re  Sarkadi. These 
th ree  film s rep resen ted  a reaction  to  th e  th e 
a trica lity  o f  th e  p reced ing  years and  were 
ak in  to  neo-realism . T h e  psychological m o
m en t was, indeed , sim ila r to  th a t  in  p o st
w ar Ita ly  a t th e  s ta r t o f  neo-realism  w ith  its  
a rtis tic  freedom  afte r a period  o f  com pulsory 
and  lo u d -m o u th ed  cliches.

“Spring  Com es to  B udapest” deals w ith  
th e  lib eration  o f  th e  c a p ita l; i t  te lls  its  story 
sim ply , sub tly  an d  lyrically , in  th e  m irro r 
o f  a trag ic  love.

“A G lass o f  L ig h t Beer” was th e  first 
film  to  represen t our every-day life  in  an 
unsophisticated  way, w ith o u t artificial poses; 
in  i ts  heroes th e  generation  grow n u p  since 
th e  war cou ld  recognize itse lf.

“ M erry -go-round” was th e  greatest suc
cess b o th  a t hom e and  abroad am ong H u n 
garian films p roduced  so fa r. W ith  its  lyrical 
in tonation , scenic dynam ism  an d  th e  poetry 
o f  a pure  love, i t  is s t i ll  unsurpassed  in  H u n 
garian film  art.

S z a k a d é k  ( “ A byss” ) an d  H a n n ib á l  ta n á r  ú r  

(“ Professor H a n n ib a l” ) w ere screened in  
1956.

“A byss” is L ászló  R an ó d y ’s screen ver
sion o f  a d ram a by Jó zse f Darvas. I t  revolves 
around  th e  crisis in  th e  life  o f  a village 
school-teacher, w ho h as to  choose betw een 
love and  prosperity  o n  th e  one side and loy
a lty  to  th e  people on th e  o th er. T h e  b itte r  
fa te  o f  th e  p rovincial in te llig en ts ia  in  H u n 
gary betw een th e  tw o w o rld  wars is portrayed 
w ith  strong realistic  colours.

In  “ Professor H a n n ib a l” Z o ltán  Fábri 
adapted  a sh o rt s to ry  b y  Ferenc M óra for 
th e  screen. H e  d ep ic ts  w ith  great sym bolic

pow er th e  struggles o f  an oppressed, clum sy 
professor o f  L atin  and  h is subsequent trans
form ation  in to  a hero un d er th e  growing in 
hum an ity  o f  fascism.

Sim ilarly  to  rom anticism , national neo
realism  stim ulated  in  H ungary  an awakening 
o f th e  conscience o f  th e  people. I t  was n o t so 
m uch a  sty listic  school as a clear view o f  
reality  a t hom e. For th is  reason, i t  is less 
poetical and a t the  same tim e  less inclined  
tow ards naturalism  th an  th a t  o f th e  I ta lian s ; 
i t  also has - som ewhat pathe tic  hue, is charged 
w ith  sym bols, and lacks th e  playful irony 
and th e  M editerranean colour so characteris
tic  o f  th e  Ita lian  variety. H ungarian  realism , 
i f  we m ay call i t  so, is m ore shadowy and 
therefore darker th an  th e  o rig inal; a t the 
same tim e  i t  is harder and m ore rigid.

T h is  hard , statuesque H ungarian  realism  
m akes H á z a  s z ik lá k  a l a t t  ( “ H ouse Below th e  
R ocks”), Károly M akk’s adap tation  o f a 
novel by Sándor T atay , so m em orable. T h e  
tragedy tak ing  place in a sm all house h idden  
un d er th e  basalt colum ns o f  one o f  th e  m ost 
fam ous w ine-grow ing h ills  o f  th e  country, 
Badacsony, is dw arfed b o th  in  dim ensions 
and significance by th e  im m ense social ta b 
leau o f  “Soil U nderfoo t” , b u t in  sp irit and 
style i t  is ju st as characteristically H unga
rian .

A softer, m ore resolved and  lyrical p ictu re  
is d raw n about th e  fa te  o f  th e  unem ployed 
in  V a s v ir á g  ( “Iron  F low er”), d irected  by 
János H erskó, w ith  scrip t by A ndor E ndre 
G elléri. I f  from  M ak k ’s film  i t  is m ainly  th e  
action, th e  faces and  passions th a t are re
ta ined  by m em ory, w ith  H erskó i t  is th e  
surroundings, th e  situations, a staircase, th e  
unem ployed w aiting  on th e  benches o f  a 
square in  la te  au tum n, th a t  we recall. T h e  
film is woven in to  a whole fro m  several nov
els by A ndor E ndre  G elléri; there  is no 
s tric tly  closed dram atic com position, and its  
loose series o f  episodes already reveal—along 
w ith  a late  influence o f  neo-realism —th e  
first signs o f a new cinem atic language.

A gentle poetical atm osphere also fills 
Im re Fehér’s B a k a ru b á b a n  (“In  In fan trym an’s
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U nifo rm ”). T h e  love story o f th e  journalist 
who pretends to  be a private and o f  the  
lit t le  servant g irl (after a short story  by Sán
d o r  H unyady) is justly  regarded as th e  m ost 
successful screen adap tation  o f  a sh o rt story 
up  to  now .

A fter 1956, th e  progression o f th e  H u n 
garian film  was suddenly in te rrup ted , and 
i t  has n o t yet succeeded in  recovering the  
he igh ts reached in  1955— 5^-

T h e N e w  E r a

T h e  first prom ising  film  o f th e  new  era, 
th e  M e g s z á l lo t ta k  ( “ O bsessed”), d irected by 
Károly M akk, w ith  scenario by Lajos Ga
lam bos, appeared in  1961. I t  deserves m ore 
thorough  discussion, because i t  began a pro
cess th a t still has no t come to  a close. T his 
film  does no t enchant th e  spectator in  the  
first place, b u t  com pels h im  to  take a stand 
as regards h im self and th e  w orld. I t  is 
th e  personal affair o f  th e  p resent genera
tion , particularly  o f  those 30—40  years old 
today, a rediscovery o f fa ith  in  a cause th a t 
was disgraced so often  and by so m any. One 
cannot live w ith o u t th e  belie f th a t  i t  is 
possible to  m ake th e  w orld  better, tru e r and 
m ore hum ane. T h is  film  is a declaration of 
fa ith  by th e  “obsessed” as against th e  “clever 
ones,” th e  cynics. I t  is an inheren t character
istic  o f  these “obsessed” th a t they  cannot 
be tam ed in to  lackeys, w hether by force or 
by m oney. T h is  is th e  film  o f our own gene
ra tion . H ow —it  m ay be asked—does a gener
a tion  come in to  being? Both psychology and 
practical experience teach us th a t  suscepti
b ility  to  th e  im pressions o f  external reality 
differs a t various age levels. T h e  m ain  period 
w hen a ttitudes tow ards life evolve, opinions 
on  th e  w orld crystallize and one’s relation 
to  society and to  oneself becomes clarified is 
betw een sixteen and  th ir ty . Particular gen
erations are therefore involuntarily  pre
occupied w ith  com m on problem s. T h e  main 
requirem ent o f  our generation, I feel, is to  
speak th e  t ru th  a t w hatever cost and to  strive 
to  p u t  th is  tru th , once recognized, in to  prac
tice.

T h e  film  begins m editatively . A m an is 
going h is way. T ram  cars and  big clum sy 
tro lley  buses pass by. An autom obile nearly 
runs th e  m an dow n. A gay com pany ju st 
leaving a n igh t-c lub  crosses his p a th  and 
asks h im  to  join. Acquaintances? Strangers? 
W e do no t know . H e gets o u t o f  th e ir  way 
and  goes along th e  street. O ver his head neon 
ligh ts are g littering . Daw n breaks. H e  goes 
and goes, and th e  street becomes em pty  even 
o f h im self. H e  disappears b eh ind  an  adver
tiz in g  p illar. T h en  we see h im  from  th e  side 
as he emerges again and  continues h is walk. 
T h e  pavem ent is shining, th e  watering-cars 
m u st have been passing here n o t long ago, 
m aybe th is also occurs to  h im  fo r a m om ent. 
H e  goes and  goes on.

W h at is th is  long in itia l scene? A tac it 
m onologue o f  p ictu re  and  m otion . A p icto
rial though t, w hich I am  try ing  to  form ulate 
in  words. T h e  specific cinem atic fo rm  o f ex
pression, w hich is filled w ith  concrete con
te n t th rough  knowledge o f la te r action. I t  is 
lyrical and  h igh ly  subjective, b lu rring  the  
boundary-line betw een hero and  spectator 
and com pelling m e to  en ter th e  th o ugh ts o f 
th e  m an w alking along th e  street, w ith o u t 
try in g  to  find ou t why his w alk is so m ono
tonous, long and  apparently  aim less. W ho 
w ould no t rem em ber n ig h ts  such as th is, 
w hen we were ju st jogging along as i f  ou t 
o f  th is  w orld  and th e  street became em pty 
o f  us. O nly  th u s  could  we sum m arize m any 
a th ing , only th u s  decide crucial issues. W e 
were alone in  o rder th a t  we shou ld  no t be 
obliged to  be alone any longer. T h is  is no t 
th e  loneliness o f  alienation, o f  th e  dis
astrous k in d  o f  solitude, b u t ra th e r th e  in 
troversion o f th e  long jum per before th e  
run -up . Seen fro m  outside, i t  is th e  purpose
less wandering o f  A nton ion i’s in te llectuals; 
from  inside, i t  is ju s t th e  opposite.

S i  d u o s f a c i u n t  id e m . . .

T h e  cu t clears. An autom obile is running  
in  a sea o f  sand. Engineer Bene—w hom  pre
viously we saw w alking th ro u g h  th e  streets— 
has come here to  do a levelling job. H e is a
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“scorched” m an . In th e  period  o f  irrealistic 
over-fulfilling o f  th e  P lan  he too  m ade h im 
self overdim ensional. But h is obsession leaves 
h im  no peace even now . H e  finds w ater be
low  th e  sand. A nd in  alliance w ith  th e  o ther 
obsessed, th e  p residen t o f  th e  cooperative, 
he declares w ar on  th e  “clever ones,” those 
o f  th e  Inspectorate. H e  nearly fails, a lm ost 
lands in jail, b u t finally tu rn s  th e  sand 
steppe in to  an irriga ted  garden.

T h e  story  is sim ple, and  i t  is tru e  to  life . 
W h at is com plicated , is th e  hero’s behav
iour. A nd even i f  Bene had  failed , we could 
n o t say th a t  he was w rong. T h e  tru th  o f  the  
“obsessed” is n o t  verified by pefsonal suc
cess b u t by th e  facts w hich sooner o f  la te r 
are bound  to  confirm  th e  correctness o f  his 
ideas.

T h e  o th e r im p o rta n t H u n garian  film  o f  
th is  period  is K é t  f i i i d ő  a  p o k o lb a n  ( “T w o H a lf
tim es in  H e ll”), d irec ted  by Z o ltán  Fábry 
w ith  scrip t by  P é ter Bacsó. I t  shows th e  
tran sfo rm ation  o f  a representative soccer 
player, w ho has come to  th e  fron t-lines to 
gether w ith  inm ates o f  a forced labour cam p ; 
how  a professional foo tball add ic t becomes 
a hero consciously tak ing  upon  h im self th e  
fa te  o f  o thers . T h e  final scene, w hen th e  
nazis tr iu m p h  over th e  prisoners only 
T om m y-gun  in  hand , is a t r ib u te  to  th e  m ag
nificent sym bol-creating force o f  Fábry.

O f  th e  film s th a t  appeared in  1963, tw o 
shou ld  be exam ined m ore thorough ly . O ld á s  

és kötés ( “U n ty in g  and  B inding”), directed 
by M iklós Jancsó w ith  scrip t by  József Len
gyel, an d  P á r b e s z é d  ( “D ialogue”), w ritten  
and  d irec ted  by János H erskó .

“U n ty in g  and  B ind ing” , th e  second film  
o f  a young d irector, caused a strong  reaction 
b o th  am ong reviewers and  audiences. I t  
speaks already en tire ly  th e  new  cinem atic 
language, a lthough  s ti ll  m ixing som e fo r
eign w ords in to  its  sentences. Jancsó’s re
m arks on  th is  deserve q u o ta tio n : “A rt devot
ed to  great dram as or actions is n o t nearest 
to  th e  m an  o f  to d a y . . .  i t  is th e  m apping 
o f  th e  rem ain ing  w h ite  spots—th e  w ork
days su rround ing  th e  great actions—th a t  is

to p ic a l. . .  T h is  tren d  is—falsely in  m y opin
ion—referred to  as A ntonionism , although 
th is  creative m ode can be adapted  to  d if
fe ren t a rtistic  concepts and different views o f  
th e  w orld , o f  w hich A nton ion i’s is only one 
am ong m a n y . . . T h e  charge o f im itation  is, 
in  my op inion, m uch m ore frequently  m ade 
th an  is justified. O ften  i t  w ould  be m ore 
correct to  refer to  healthy  insp iration  com ing 
fro m  different quarters, w hich is only n a t
ural, fo r th e  fe rtiliz ing  influence o f settled  
artistic  trends and aesthetic system s can be 
found  everywhere in  th e  history o f  th e  a r ts .”

T h e  ch ief character o f  th e  film  is A m brus 
Járom , a young surgeon, w ho w ith  th e  cruelty  
o f  yo u th  questions th e  ab ility  o f  h is o ld  
professor. W hen  th e  la tte r, w ith o u t spar
ing  his own health  and as a resu lt o f  assidu
ous efforts brings th e  operated p a tien t back 
to  life  fro m  clinical death , Járom , overcom : 
w ith  sham e, becomes aware o f  h is  rig id  
in h u m an ity . Broodingly roam ing about in  
th e  circle o f  his young a r tis t  friends, he 
reaches a sudden  decision and jum ps in  h is 
car to  re tu rn  to  his native village and  to  h is 
fa ther. But even there  he  does n o t find 
h im self, and finally, back on th e  road, the  
C a n ta ta  P r o fa n a , resounding from  th e  radio 
o f  th e  car in  B artók’s ow n E nglish  version, 
m akes h im  clearly un d erstan d  his ow n fa te .

As in  th e  in itia l scene o f  th e  “ O bsessed ,” 
here too  loneliness does n o t m ean th e  fa ta l 
cond ition  o f  being closed in , o f  alienation 
from  society and  fro m  self, b u t th e  m om ent 
o f  catharsis. In  its  loose d ram atic com posi
tio n , i ts  susta ined  p ictures, i ts  representa
tio n  o f  m an ’s in n er w orld , its  changing 
rh y th m , th e  film , m uch  as i t  m ay be related  
to  A ntonioni, o f  whose influence Jancsó 
h im se lf is aware, is absolutely different in  
sp irit, in  i ts  sense o f  life.

“ In  recent tim es,” says A nton ion i, “ we 
have reached th e  p o in t o f  unearth ing , ana
lysing and deepening m an ’s em otions. T h is  
we were able to  do, b u t  no m ore.” A nd on 
another occasion: “ I prefer to  place m y char
acters in  a rich  surrounding , because there  
em otions are less de term ined  by practical
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c o n s id e ra tio n s ... E m otions can m anifest 
them selves m ore clearly in  th e ir  tru eq u a lity .”

T hese tw o quotations m ay convey an 
idea o f  why th e  films o f  M akk  and  Jancsó 
differ from , say, L a  N ő t te  o f  A ntonioni. 
T h e  C a n ta ta  P r o fa n a  com ing over th e  BBC in  
Bartók’s w ords is m ore th an  a “deepening 
o f  em otions” ; i t  speaks a lm ost in  th e  im 
perative: you have le f t your native house, 
th e  o ld  w orld, th ere  is no way back, you 
m u st b u ild  your ow n w orld . F rom  th is  
m om ent o f catharsis th e  road  can lead  only 
tow ards th e  clear springs o f  th e  fu tu re .

T h e  o th er essential issue on  w hich we 
p a r t com pany w ith  A nton ion i is th e  legend 
th a t  em otions m anifest them selves freely 
in  a wealthy m i l i e u .  W e definitely doub t 
th a t  th ey  find tru e r expression there  and 
even claim  th a t great im pulses affecting 
th e  entire  personality  are always attached 
to  th e  w hole o f  reality  and  p o in t beyond 
them selves. W h a t A ntonioni proceeds from  
m ig h t perhaps be characterized  as th e  pro
vincialism  o f  p len ty . W e m ay agree th a t, 
in  a w orld  where leisure is practically  un 
lim ited  and people are n o t restric ted  by 
financial considerations, feelings find th e  
road  less blocked, b u t i t  is ju s t because they  
are so easily b rough t in to  play  th a t  they  
lose th e ir  specific w eight, th e ir  hum an  au
th en tic ity  and are a t th e  m ercy o f  th e  in terio r 
w him s o f  th e  ind iv idual. In  th is  tes t-tu b e  
w orld  th e  w anton, d is tilled  sen tim ent 
p o in ts only tow ards its  ow n evaporation 
(as in  L a  N ő t te ) .

N earer to  us is th e  em otional w orld  o f  
W ajda’s K a n a l  o r F ábri’s “ M erry-go-round,” 
where love is linked  w ith  liberty , th e  b ir th  
o f  a new w orld, i.e ., th e  m o st im p o rtan t 
th in g s in  life.

W e do no t claim  th a t  th e  w orld  o f  ver
tig inous or paralysing feelings is unknow n 
to  us. But here and  now  we have m ore im 
p o rtan t th ings to  do th an  to  indulge in  
em otional affectation. “ O h, th e  poor th in g ,” 
said a housewife, m o ther o f  tw o, who in  
add ition  works e igh t hours daily  in  an 
office, “ how unlucky she is to  be so outside

o f  everything. S till, i t  is fo rtu n a te  th a t  she 
has enough m oney fo r cabs to  ram ble  all 
about th e  c ity !”

A vulgar opin ion, th is?  I t  comes closer 
to  our view th a n  th e  otherw ise very a rtis
tic  vagaries o f  a Jeanne M oreau. W ork , 
we believe, perta ins to  life  here ju s t as 
m uch  as do feelings, and i f  we live w ith 
in  a society an d  n o t above i t ,  th e  danger 
o f  o u r burn ing  o u t is less im m in en t.

T h e  o th er film  we w ish  to  m ention , one 
th a t  set its e lf  th e  h ighest aim s, is P á r b e s z é d  

(“D ialogue”), w ritten  and  d irec ted  by  Já
nos H erskó . W h a t he a ttem p ts  here is no 
less th a n  to  p resen t th e  h isto ry  o f  a love 
an d  m arriage fro m  1945 to  th e  present.

T h e  film  begins w ith  a b road over-all 
view : across a snowfield redoubtab le  m on
sters— Soviet tanks— are seen approaching, 
rum bling  and  ra ttlin g , and  stirrin g  up  an 
im m ense c loud  o f  snow. T h ey  bring  no t 
death  b u t lib e rty : they  are crushing th e  
concrete posts o f  th e  concentration  cam p’s 
fencing. Behind th e  w ire fence stands a 
young girl w ith  shorn  h a ir ; in  he r to rm en t, 
she can h ard ly  sm ile, h a rd ly  rejoice a t her 
regained liberty .

T h is  series o f  to ta ls  aim ing  a t m onu- 
m en ta lity  runs th ro u g h  th e  w hole film : 
im m ense bu ild ings, tanks lin ing  up , supply 
th e  background to  th e  story  o f  th e  m arriage. 
As i f  we were being show n an in tim a te  play 
on  an im m ense stage w ith  projected  scenery. 
For th e  action i tse lf  involves few p erfo rm 
ers and  is en tire ly  concentrated  o n  th e  
tw o m ain  characters. I t  te lls  o f  how  tw o 
people lose and  find each o th e r again. T h e  
m an is a w o rk er; a fte r th e  liberation , while 
th e  cannons are s till  roaring , h .  goes 
stra ig h t to  th e  headquarters o f  th e  C om m u
n is t Party, where, shortly  afterw ards, he be
comes acquain ted  w ith  th e  g irl w h o  has 
come back from  dep o rta tio n . In  th e  new  
w orld th e  m an  becom es an officer, th e  g ir l 
studies to  becom e an  arch itec t, a n d  th ey  
soon m arry. O n  th e ir  w edd ing  day th ey  
are sittin g  on th e  terrace o f  a sm all espres
so-bar, w hile  a round  th em  th e  new s vendors
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sh o u t: “ T h e  tra ito r  László R ajk  and h is 
band  have been a rrested !” But they  are 
too preoccupied w ith  them selves and hardly  
notice w hat is going on  around  th em .

A fter they  have been living together fo r 
a  short tim e, th e  ha ll-door be ll rings. T h e  
young m an is arrested  on  forged charges 
and  convicted. T h e  young w ife rem ains 
alone, and under th e  trem endous pressure— 
these are th e  darkest days o f  th e  personality  
c u lt—is unable to  h o ld  her head up . She 
discards he r husband’s nam e and  cannot 
resist he r one-tim e su ito r, a young poet and 
form er school-com panion o f  he r husband.

W hen  th e  greying husband re tu rns hom e 
years later, he  finds an entirely  changed w om 
an . But he  to o  has becom e brooding and 
has lo s t his assurance. H u sb an d  and  w ife 
are can d id  to  each other, and  try  to  live 
together again, b u t th e  m an  cannot bear 
i t  any longer and  a break-up o f  th e ir  m ar
riage becom es inevitable. T h e  wom an lives 
w ith  th e  poet, her husband is m ade d irector 
o f  a factory  som ewhere in  th e  provinces. 
T h e  au tu m n  o f  1956 arrives. T h e  p oet and 
th e  w om an are m ore and  m ore sw ept along 
by th e  events, w hile th e  husband  contem 
plates w hat is about to  happen w ith  d istru st 
and  aversion. W hen  th e  w orkers’ and  peas
an ts’ governm ent led  by K ádár is set up, 
he supports i t  w hole-heartedly. H e  is al
ready a m em ber o f  th e  new m ilitia  when, 
du rin g  an  id en tity  check, he has a chance 
encounter w ith  h is w ife, who in  th e  m ean
tim e has been deserted  by th e  poet fo r 
an  actress.

T h e  tw o o f  th em  m eet anew after years 
and  find each o ther again, th is  tim e, per
haps, fo r good.

H erskó in  th is  film  no t only undertook 
to  span a historical period , b u t endeavours 
to  create a new  style. In  p icto rial technique 
he relies on th e  trad itio n s of R ussian realism , 
b u t fo r psychological characterization and 
m ore in tim are  d ram a he tries to  u tilize  
th e  new cinem atic language o f  A ntonioni 
and Resnais. H is  efforts m ay be regarded 
as exem plary, fo r we have to  find a new

synthesis, and th e  pa th  follow ed by th e  new 
film  probably po in ts in  th is  direction .

Such synthesis cannot, however, be 
b rough t about from  outside, from  th e  as
pect o f  style, because then , even w ith  th e  
best in ten tions and h ighest standards, th e  
different style-elem ents on ly  resu lt in  a 
m ixture , n o t in  a new  com pound. In  H ers- 
k ó ’s film  th e  synthesis is n o t en tirely  suc
cessful: tab leau  and  psychological analysis 
som etim es weaken instead  o f  corroborating 
each o ther, due m ainly  to  th e  lacking emo
tional fu lfilm ent o f  th e  tw o heroes. A sort 
o f  anti-schem atism  seems to  act as a brake 
on th e  d irec to r in  portray ing  th e  two 
characters. As a resu lt, th e  w om an be
comes weak an d  unstable in  her em otional 
life , th e  m an  passive and  irresolu te  in  
b o th  private  and  po litica l life . T h e  pene
tra tin g  force o f  genuine em otions is ab
sent in  b o th  01 them , and so we cannot iden 
tify  ourselves w ith  e ither o f  th em . W hen  
th e  show  ends we feel th a t  th e  tw o o f  th em  
m ig h t possibly behave as they  d id , b u t 
som ehow i t  was no t inevitable.

In  its  aim s “Dialogue” can be ranged 
beside W ajda’s “Ashes and D iam ond” and 
C huhray’s “ Clear Sky ,” b u t i t  lacks th a t 
som ething w hich m akes th e  tw o others 
b u rn  w ith  such a consum ing inner flame— 
th e  fire o f  genuine passion, th e  creator’s 
love and, a t  th e  sam e tim e, severity tow ards 
h is heroes.

Y o u n g  T a le n ts

Last, b u t n o t least, we should  speak o f 
th e  younger ta len ts . T h e  greatest prom ise 
o f  a reb ir th  o f  H u ngarian  cinem atic a rt 
is th e  young generation o f  directors who 
have recently  le f t th e  T heatre  and  F ilm  
Academy and are ra llied  in  th e  Béla Balázs 
S tud io . T hese young people sta rted  o u t as 
directors from  th e  beginning, and th e  film 
is th e ir  p rim ary  m eans o f  expression. Re
m arkably cu ltu red  and  knowledgeable, they  
already speak th e  cinem atic language th a t 
came in to  being afte r th e  “language refo rm .” 
T h e  quality  o f  th e ir  short films—even o f  th e
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weaker ones—exceeds th e  average product. 
O ne o f  our critics w ittily  rem arked: “ T here 
are great sm all film s, b u t unfo rtunate ly  too 
m any sm all great film s have been m ade o f 
la te .”

L et us exam ine a few  o f  these  shorts.
“V ariations on a T hem e. P art O n e : O b 

jectiv ity .” N ew sreel fragm ents. M ilita ry  
parade. M arching m ilita ry  fo rm ations. Dive 
bom bers, releasing th e ir  bom bs. Concise 
tex t: “Forty  m illions d ied  in  W o rld  W ar 
I I .  T w enty-seven o f  them  are dying now .” 
T anks. Aw arding o f th e  Iron  Cross. Bomb
ing. W alls crum ble. “ T h is  is how  a house 
collapses.” A ttack . A so ld ier’s arm  drops, 

.and  he topples on  i t .  “ T h is  is h o w am an d ies .” 
“ Part T w o : C onsternation .” M useum  o f 
M ilita ry  H isto ry . Fathers and sons looking 
a t arm s in  a glasse case. M annequins in  un i
form s o f  W o rld  W ar II . A fa th e r explains 
to  his son how  to  m anipu late  a Tom m y-gun. 
T h ey  sm ile, they  are in  h igh  sp irits . T h e  
fa th e r raises his hand , show ing how  to  
shoot. H is  arm s, as i f  ho ld ing  a T om m y- 
gun, rake all along th e  room . A t th is  m o
m en t th e  m achine guns, th e  arm s enclosed 
in  th e  glass cases, begin to  ra ttle . R u th 
lessly, as i f  war h ad  again broken ou t. 
“ Part T h ree : Like a Scream .” T h e  broad 
terrace o f  an espresso-bar. Sunshine. Young 
people bask in  th e  sun, each w earing fashion
able sunglasses. A saxophonist plays. From  
fa r o ff th e  low  sound o f  m arching. Sun
ba th in g  faces. T h e  sound  o f  m arching gets 
stronger, i t  covers every o th er sound. 
Boys d rum m ing  on th e  table  in  m arching 
rh y th m . T h e  sound o f  m arching boots in 
creases u n til i t  becomes a lm ost unbearable. 
O ne feels com pelled to  sh o u t: “ H ow  can 
you s it so quietly? D o n ’t  you hear?” A nd 
a t th a t m om ent a m an tosses u p  h is head 
and  strip s off h is  sunglasses, paying a tten
tio n . T h e  p ic tu re  stiffens. T h e  end.

“V ariations on  a T h em e” was th e  first 
sm all film  o f  István  Szabó, m ost ta len ted  
m em ber o f  th e  group o f  young directors, 
w ith  th e  strongest sense fo r fo rm s. Since 
th a t  tim e  he has already m ade tw o o ther

sm all film s: “ C oncert” and “ Y ou.” In “ Con
cert” there is m ere fancy, playfulness— “Ad
ventures o f  a Piano on  th e  D anube E m bank
m en t” m ig h t well have been its  sub title . 
“Y ou“ is in  th e  category o f  “love film s.” 
I t  is all rh y th m  and m ovem ent. I t  shows 
w hat a young m an sees in  h is beloved, and 
w h a t he “sees” in to  her.

As to  technique and v iew point Szabó has 
learned m uch fro m  th e  young directors o f  
th e  n o u v e lle  v a g u e , n o r does he fa ll sh o rt o f  
th em  in  ind iv idual approach or in  w it.

O f  th e  shorts o f  th e  Béla Balázs S tudio , 
Sándor Sára’s docum entary, “ G ipsies,” is  
th e  m ost consistent and forceful and de
serves to  be sum m arized  a t greater leng th .

N ew spaper cu ttings. “ T here  are 200 ,000  
gipsies in  H u n g ary .” S tills . Faces o f  m en 
and  w om en. H ovels dug in  th e  earth . A gipsy 
cam p. A w ild  d ru m  solo. Inside  th e  hovels: 
ab ject poverty, d ir t,  sem i-anim al existence. 
A gipsy song.

M others w ith  ch ild ren  w aiting  fo r th e  
d octo r. A jet-p lane crossing th e  sky, th e  
ch ild ren’s eyes follow ing it.  In  th e  consul
ta tio n  room  th e  doctor examines th e  chil
d ren . “Does he receive m ilk  ?” “ N o .” “ W h at 
does he  eat?” “ Potatoes, th is  o r th a t, w hat
ever we happen to  g e t.” “ H ow  o ld  is he? 
Four?” “ N o , e ig h t.” “Does he  go to  school?” 
“ N o .” “ W hy n o t?” “ H e ’s too weak, can’t  
w alk .”-—An eight-year-old ch ild  being 
weighed on in fan t scales.

A n  autom obile, a tra in  sweeping along. 
F rom  th e  road side, fro m  beh in d  th e  dam , 
ch ild ren  looking on. Faces. “ Because we 
were oppressed in  th e  past and are n o t w anted 
in  th e  present e ither. I  am  alive, a m an, 
and I dw ell in  th e  ea rth .”

M ourning. People around  th e  open cof
fin. Prolonged dirge. A v e  M a r ia  in  gipsy 
language, sung in  chorus.

O ld  wom an, s to ry -te lling : “ O nce upon  
a tim e  we were b irds, we could  fly from  
one place to  th e  o ther. W here  we found  
som ething to  eat, we a lighted , fed  and 
th en  continued our flight. O nce we arrived 
a t a sp o t where there  was a lo t to  eat. N oon
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came, and  th e  evening o f  th e  next day. O u r 
wings disappeared, we go t arm s and hands 
instead. M any gipsy ch ild ren  were born  since 
then , b u t  none has w in g s . . .  Y et we still 
hope we shall fly again one day .”

G ipsy b lacksm iths. T in k lin g  o f  ham 
m ers. O n  an  anvil red -h o t iron  is given 
shape. T h e  rh y th m  o f  th e  m ovem ent and 
o f  p ic tu re  changes, accelerates.

School. H om e-w ork. T h e  voices o f  lit t le  
g irls reading. “ W hen  I  grow up , I shall be 
a school m istress . . . w hen I  grow up, I shall 
be  a d re ssm a k e r .. .  when I  grow up I 
shall be a n u rse . . . ” Voice o f  a lit t le  b o y : 
“W h en  I  grow up  I shall be a conductor 
and I shall w ear a nice su it. T h e  tra in  moves, 
th e  rails ra ttle . But th a t’s a long  way off.” 
C hild ren  are w ashing, draw ing. T hey  re
cite verses— M ayakovski, Petőfi.

A long  road w ith  a forest on b o th  sides 
—th e  ch ild ren 's  way hom e from  school. 
G ipsy song. D ru m . S tills . A t hom e, a l it t le  
boy draw ing.on th e  w all o f  th e  hovel. 
A road  along w hich th e  ch ild ren  go—five, 
ten , fifteen, m ore and  m ore o f  th em . T h e  
end.

As Béla B artók w ith  h is recording appa
ra tus, so Sára w ith  h is m o tio n  p ictu re  ca
m era v isited  gipsy se ttlem ents and collect
ed th e  m ateria l fo r th e  film . In  H ungary  
h is m ethod  has im p o rtan t trad itio n s . Since 
Bartók e thnographers and  fo lk-m usic re
searchers have used and  continue to  use i t .  
T h e  resu lts arouse w ide in terest, an d  i t  is 
n o t m ere chance th a t one o f  th e  books th a t  
has seen m any ed itions is P u s z t á k  népe  

( “ People o f  th e  Puszta”) by G yula Illyés, 
describing life on farm steads in  th e  th irties .

L ike Illyés, Sára too  appeals to  th e  
n a tio n ’s conscience, exh ib iting  th e  life 
o f  th e  denizens o f  th e  hovels n o t fo r the  
sake o f  c o u le u r  lo c a le . H is  film  canvasses and 
agitates: you cannot— it  says—live qu ietly  
as long as th ere  are people living under 
such conditions! A nd th a t  th e  film  rises 
above propaganda and  sim ple docum enta
tio n  and  becom es a r t is due to  Sára’s en
thusiasm  and com positional m astery. H e  im 

bues every inch  o f  th e  film  w ith  h is in d i
v iduality .

T h e  sh o rt film  o f  István  Gaál, “ T here  
and Back,” sim ilarly  outgrow s a m ere docu
m entary  by its  a rtis try  and  s tric t com po
sition . I t  draws a tten tio n  to  th e  workers 
who pass m uch o f  th e ir  lives co m m u tin g  
by ra il to  and  from  th e ir  place o f  w ork. 
A lready in  h is sh o rt study  P á ly a m u n k á so k  

( “Surfacem en”), w ritten  as a college s tu 
den t, Gaál revealed h im self as an adep t in  
rh y th m . T h is  g if t is realized in  th e  film . 
T h e  early slow rh y th m  accelerates, th e  m o
notonous, dark hues b rig h ten  in  th e  day
lig h t o f  w ork, to  slow dow n once m ore and 
flicker away in  th e  cruel, dreary sluggish
ness o f  th e  re tu rn  journey. As i f  an a n ti
thesis to  th is  film , Gaál created one o f  our 
m ost beau tifu l coloured shorts, th e  “ T isza .” 
F illed  w ith  g litterin g  p le in  air th is  film  
shows by th e  m irro r o f  th e  w ater, in  th e  
play o f  w ind , waves, colour and  lig h t, how  
vanguard, how  abstract O ld  N a tu re  can be, 
i f  we b u t have th e  eyes to  see i t .

W e have le f t to  th e  las t w hat is perhaps 
th e  m ost in teresting  venture— Sándor Sára’s 
“ A lone.” I t  is th e  grand them e o f  A ntonioni 
em bodied  in  a docum entary film . Sára visited 
hom es fo r th e  aged and  hospitals for 
suicides w ith  his tape recorder, lis ten 
ed  to  lonely  o ld  people and young girls, 
a tten d ed  m eetings o f  th e  social policy 
u n it o f  th e  B udapest city  council, sought 
o u t a tr ib u n a l and  spen t some tim e  in  
th e  ch ild ren ’s tow n a t Fó t. T h en  he com 
posed h is film , as y e t n o t show n to  th e  
public . I  shall try  to  convey h is creative 
m eth o d  by tw o exam ples.

"W h y  d id  you a tte m p t suicide?” 
“ Because m y husband  d ied ; th e  m achine 

fell dow n .”
“D id  you love your husband?”
“ I  was m ain ly  g ratefu l to  h im .”
“ H ave you any ch ild ren?”
“ N o .”
“You fe lt le f t a ll a lone?”
“ I  was alone before; I  was b rough t u p  

in  seven different places.”
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“Y our parents?”
“I have a m o th er som ew here; I  was 

seventeen years o ld  w hen I learned th a t she 
was alive. I  h ad  th o u g h t she was dead, 
because I  was to ld  th is  was w hy I was 
brough t up  a t so m any places. A nd  when 
she came, i t  was n o t to  take m e w ith  her. 
She does no t like  ch ild ren . She does no t 
w a n t to  be t ie d  d ow n .”

“H aven’t  you seen your m o th er since?” 
“Yes I  have. For years she passed my 

door every day .”
“ She d id n ’t  look fo r you?”
“ N o , and I  d o n ’t  w ant her to  come e ither. 

T h is  is th e  one th in g  I could n o t bear. She 
is  responsible fo r m y life ’s being w hat i t  
w a s .”

“ Have you considered w hat you w ill do 
a fte r you leave th e  hosp ital?”

"N o , I ’m  tired , som eth ing  in  m e is 
b ro ken . . . I d o n ’t  know , I ’l l  never th in k  
ab o u t any th ing , and I w on’t  ho p e . . . ”

T h e  tex t is accom panied by th e  sight 
•of tang led , confused branches, as i f  we were 
w alking under th em . Branches in  w ild  con
fu sio n ; m ore branches, tw isted , to rtu o u s; 
a t th e  end o f  th e  conversation, a succession 
o f  m u tila ted  acacias, and beh ind  th em  the  
c o ld  w hite s k y . . .

P ic tu re :
A fternoon o f  M ay first in  th e  ch ild ren’s 

to w n  o f  Fó t. T here  is a fo o t race. A lter
nately, we see th e  applauding fans, th e  
sp rin ters . T he cam era approaches from  differ
e n t  angles. T h en  th e  tape  is cu t th rough . 

T h e  goal-shot.
Snapshots o f  th e  ch ild ren  a t  different 

occupations. T hese photos are n o t sad, they  
are  natural, even gay.

S ound :
Cheering. Shouts o f  encouragem ent.
“ I w ould  be happy, i f  I  could  find m y 

m o th e r.”
“ I f  m y paren ts were alive, I  could  go 

hom e every S unday .”
“ If  I  could only live as I  see o thers liv e ! 

A m ong m y fam ily . W ith  m y m o th e r.”
“I ’m  already accustom ed to  loneliness.”

“I ’m  so fa r fro m  m y bro thers. M y fa th e r 
does n o t care fo r m e. H e  m urdered  m y 
m other. I t  is h is fa u lt th a t  I am  alone. 
I f  m y m o th er were alive, m y fa th e r w ould 
s ta rt a new life  and  I  could  be h appy .”

“I  never saw m y fa ther. Even m y young
er b ro th er and  m y m o th er only once. I do 
n o t blam e anybody. B ut i t  w ould  be a good 
th in g  i f  m y p aren ts w ould  look  a fte r m e.” 

“ M y daddy  som etim es w rites a few  lines, 
b u t  m y m um m y never. H ow  happy I  w ould 
be i f  I could  live w ith  m y paren ts and  d id  
n o t have to  stay in  an in s titu tio n .”

T h is  film , too , is  an appeal to  conscience, 
to  parents w ho abandoned th e ir  ch ildren , 
to  ch ild ren  w ho no longer care fo r th e ir  
paren ts. T h e ir  loneliness is beyond th e  help 
o f  society, th e  in d iv id u a l m u st be stirred  
up , in cited  to  rebellion  against h is  own 
indifference. Som ebody said to  m e after 
th e  perform ance: “ N ex t week I am  going 
to  Fehérvár. I ’ve an au n t liv ing  th ere  all 
alone. I w ant to  see w hat she’s do in g .”

L et me add , to  avoid m isunderstand ing , 
th a t  th e  film  is n o t a sum m ons to  em otion
al ch arity ; i t  is h a rd  and objective, rigor
ously—alm ost m athem atically—composed. 
But i f  som ebody says in  your presence: 
“Seven tim es seven”— and waits—you invol
un tarily  answ er: “ F o rty -n ine .”

Ragosin, R ouch, Reisz? C in e m a  v é r i t é ?

I th in k  i t  is a m a tte r  o f  paralle ls. As al
ready m entioned , there  are long-stand ing  
trad itio n s in  th is  country  o f  such research 
afte r t ru th .  T h is  e th ically  in sp ired  hum an
is t realism  w ill und o u b ted ly  be one o f  th e  
m ost im p o rtan t com ponents o f  H ungarian  
cinem atic a r t  o f  th e  fu tu re .

So far, these sh o rt film s are m ere studies 
—preparation  fo r som ething b e tte r. Gaál 
has already sta rted  h is first big pioneering 
film , un d er th e  t i t le  “In  th e  C u rre n t.” 
I  have seen p a rts  o f  i t  (it is n o t yet assem
bled), I have read  th e  scrip t, and find i t  p rom 
ising. I t  has an e th ical content, fo r its  
subject is responsib ility . T h e  scene is th e  
river T isza . Sára w ould  like to  m ake a
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great docum entary  film  on  all th e  gipsies 
o f  th e  w orld . Perhaps he  w ill succeed i f  
he  gains th e  su p p o rt o f  U N E S C O . N ow  
he wishes to  expand an episode o f  “A lone” 
in to  a big film .

T h e  w hole young film  generation is boil
in g  and  sparkling . I ts  m em bers are in  a 
m ore fo rtu n ate  p osition  th a n  th e ir  colleagues 
in  th e  w est. W h ile  an  essential factor 
o f  th e  realization  o f  th e  N ew  Y ork school, 
th e  “ free cinem a” o r th e  n o u v e lle  va g u e  is 
th e ir  striv ing  to  becom e in d ependen t o f  th e  
film  com panies and  producers, in  H ungary  
th e  m ateria l possib ility  is p rovided by th e  
Béla Balázs s tu d io  fo r  even th e  youngest to  
s ta r t  w ith  a big film . T h e  conflict w ith  th e  
o lder generation  is n o t sharp e ith e r; th e ir  
professors, M áriássy, M akk, H erskó, are o f  
th e  same age as C huhray and  W ajda, and  
th e ir  ou tlook  is undergoing a transform a
tio n  sim ilar to  th a t  o f  th e  youngest.

L et m e illu s tra te  th is  by way o f  a re
m ark  o f  M akk’s :  “W hen  in  th e  early fifties 
neo-realism , th e n  in  i ts  b righ test period , 
gave new  life  to  th e  film , we succeeded w ith 
in  a few  years in  en tering  th e  p a th  ju s t

opened. U tiliz in g  th e  achievem ents o f  neo
realism  we m ore or less reached th e  w orld 
level. I t  w ill n o t be so easy to  repeat th is  
now . I t  seem to  be too  fa r beh ind  th e  sche
du le. T h e  present sta tus o f  cinem atic art 
is characterized n o t only by such m aster
pieces as th e  B allad . . .  o r H iro sh im a . . . ,  
th e  film s o f  G oddard  or W ajda, b u t by  re li
able h ig h -quality  standard  works and  even 
by som e com m ercial film s scornfully  referred 
to  as tra sh  b u t  w hich—as to  realization, 
ideas, taste , hum our, acting—som etim es 
give evidence o f  excellent professional eru
d itio n . W e took no notice o f  it, and  in  th e  
course o f  a few  years film  a r t go t such a  head
sta rt th a t  i t  w ill be d ifficu lt fo r  us to  
catch  up .

Both m asters and stu d en ts  are striv ing  
to  m ake up fo r tim e  lo st. I t  is d ifficu lt to  
forecast w hether th e  o lder o r  th e  younger 
generation w ill first succeed. Freshness o f  
ou tlook  speaks ra ther in  favour o f  th e  pupils, 
technical and  a rtistic  practice in  favour 
o f  th e ir  m asters. Such healthy  com petition 
is, however, b ound  to  p rom ote  th e  evolu
tio n  o f  film  a rt.
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E X H I B I T I O N
OF “ C O N T E M P O R A R Y  B R I T I S H  P A I N T I N G ’'

I N  B U D A P E S T

Contem porary B ritish pa in tin g  is hardly  
know n to  th e  H ungarian  public  from  origi
nal w orks. T h e  sixteen pa in tings by British 
artists—among th em  works by Reynolds, 
R aeburn and Gainsborough— in th e  collec
tio n  o f  th e  M useum  o f  Fine A rts in  Buda
pest give th e  H ungarian  v isito r som e idea 
about eighteenth-century  B ritish pain ting . 
A dditiona l in form ation  can only be acquired 
fro m  reproductions in  a rt books or from  
visits to  foreign galleries in  th e  course o f  
to u rs abroad. In  1947 there  was an  exhibi
t io n  o f  B ritish graphic works in  Budapest, 
and in  th e  au tu m n  o f  19 6 1 a sm all show 
o f  H enry  M oore’s works—m ostly  copies or 
photographs o f his m ost fam ous sculptures— 
was he ld  in  th e  E rn st M useum . T h e  pro
fo und  im pact o f  H en ry  M oore’s exhibition  
paved th e  way fo r th e  great in te rest aroused 
by th e  p resent show  o f  “ C ontem porary  Bri
t ish  P a in tin g .”

T h e  w riter o f  th e  p resent article  assisted 
M iss M argaret Luce, representative o f  th e  
B ritish C ouncil, in  arranging th e  exhibition . 
T h e  tim e spent in  th e  com pany o f  th e  works 
in  question  th u s  b rough t about a sort o f 
personal contact betw een th em  and th e  H u n 
garian organizer o f  th e  show.

T h e  p ictures, a survey o f  six decades o f 
B ritish pa in ting , fro m  1900 to  1962, were 
exhibited  in  th e  E rn st M useum , a gallery 
approxim ately contem poraneous w ith  the  
early works on  show . T h e  a r t  n o u v e a u  in terio r 
o f  th e  bu ild ing , exposed to  so m uch invec

tive in  th e  past, has acquired a certain  patina  
du rin g  th e  h a lf  century  o f i ts  existence and 
has becom e a shrine o f  m odern  H ungarian  
a rt trad itions . I ts  vestibule, i ts  spacious 
room s and its  d istingu ished  atm osphere 
m ade it  a m ost su itable m i l ie u  fo r th e  Ex
h ib itio n  o f C ontem porary B ritish Pa in ting .

T h e  arrangem ent o f  th e  room s m ade it  
possible for th e  d ifferent phases o f  B ritish 
pa in ting  as w ell as th e  different groups o f  
a rtists  to  be displayed in  separate u n its . 
T h ere  was p len ty  o f  wall-space fo r th e  p ic
tu res to  be hung  “a irily” and elegantly, a t 
an appropriate  distance fro m  one ano ther.

T h e  exh ib ition  begins w ith  R . W . S i
ckert’s “D ancer in  a Green D ress.” O n  see
ing  a photograph  o f  i t  one w ould  never have 
th o u g h t th a t  th e  pa in tin g  is so sm a ll; how 
ever, th e  p e t i t  f o r m a t  can con tain  a r t o f  th e  
h ighest level. T h e  range o f  S ickert’s pa le tte  
is econom ical; side by side w ith  m any hues 
o f  green he also used blacks, b u t probably th e  
p a in t has since darkened. Seem ingly i t  is an 
unassum ing p icture, w hich a t first s igh t does 
n o t reveal its  fu ll value. Sickert consciously 
avoided gaudiness, w hich he loathed . By no 
m eans d id  th is  denote a lack o f  a rtistic  pow
er, w hich h is self-discipline sought to  re
stra in . T h e  tones are soft, like those o f  cham 
ber m usic. T h is  p ictu re  provides th e  keynote 
o f  th e  w hole exhibition , fo r in  th is  respect 
i t  is re la ted  even to  those pa in tings th a t are 
rem ote  fro m  S ickert’s a rt in  th e ir  concept 
o r are diam etrically  opposed to  i t .  T h e
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“ Dancer in  a  Green D ress”— like his la te r 
works, so ft and cool in  th e ir  colour range—  
is a m odel o f  genuine B ritish art, n o t so 
m uch in  i ts  external trapp ings as in  i t s  
e th ical a ttitu d e .

H aro ld  G ilm an’s “ In terio r,” sim ilarly  
sm all in  dim ensions and in tim ate  in  them e, 
and th e  lavish and  fu ll-b looded  works o f  the  
Post-Im pressionist S ir M atthew  S m ith  are 
m ore fam ilia r to  H ungarian  spectators th an  
m ost o f  th e  o th er B ritish pain tings.

S ir Stanley Spencer’s pictures, secluded 
in  a w orld  o f  th e ir  own, represent a singular 
style. A lthough  they  m ig h t be com pared to 
th e  works o f H enry  Rousseau, o f  th e  “ N a
ives” o r o f  th e  H ungarian  Csontváry, such 
com parisons w ould  no t be exact. Spencer 
is a  unique a rtis t, specifically British, who 
cannot be included in  any school, E nglish 
o r  foreign. T hree  works o f  h is were exhibit
ed. I t  is n o t in  o rder to  grasp th e  surface o f 
th ings th a t he so sharply— and perhaps too 
sharply—-follows n a tu re’s form s. By m eans 
o f  these clear-cut lines he gains an in sigh t 
reaching below th e  surface. I t  was a pleasure 
to  find in  th e  show “ T he Eclipse o f  th e  Sun
flower” by th e  o ld  w arrior o f  th e  E nglish 
a v a n t-g a r d e , Paul N ash .T h e  pain ting  is know n 
to  H ungarian  a rt lovers fro m  its  reproduc
tio n  in  a publication  o f  th e  1958 Brussels 
W o rld  E xhib ition . T h is  p ictu re  (like m any 
another) testifies to  th e  generosity o f  the  
B ritish C ouncil, w hich collected th e  m ate
ria l to  be exhibited , in  representing B ritish 
a r t  by th e  inclusion  o f  first-class works. In  
th e  works o f  N ash, who, having m astered 
to  perfection th e  c raft o f  pa in ting , and w ith 
o u t d isdain ing the  elem ents o f  nature, strives 
fo r surrealistic expression, th ere  is again th a t 
tem perate range o f  hues, we consider so ty p i
cally British. T h e  same colouring can be 
found— o f course always in  a handling  th a t 
conform s to  th e  personality  o f  th e  a rtis t—- 
in  th e  p ictures created du ring  th e  Second 
W o rld  W ar, w hether th e ir  subject be th e  
Battle o f  Britain o r a landscape. T h e  war 
years th row  lig h t upon a new  aspect o f  Bri
tish  pain ting . M ention  should  be m ade here

o f S ir W illiam  C oldstream ’s w artim e tow n- 
scapes, rooted  in  o ld  E nglish  trad itions , and 
o f  R obert C o lquhoun’s p ic tu re  “ W eaving o f 
th e  M ilita ry  C lo th .” T h e  la tte r’s m eans o f 
expression, w ith  th e ir  in d irec t d isto rtions, 
show th e  influence o f  O rien ta l, perhaps o f 
Ind ian , a rt. A n d  yet, C olquhoun’s a rt ex
presses th e  same as C oldstream ’s, in  a d if
fe ren t m anner, m oreover th e ir  colours are 
d is tan t re la tions.

I t  is w ell w o rth  w hile to  spend som e tim e 
in  fro n t o f  th e  single p a in tin g  o f  th e  only 
w om an a rtis t represented  a t th e  exhibition , 
P runella C lough’s “ G lasshouse in  W in te r .” 
T h e  subject o f  th e  sm all p ictu re  is spread 
ou t on  one plane. D espite  its  sensibility  th e  
com position  is firm  and pow erful, w hile  th e  
brushw ork is natu ra lly  fluent. I ts  “ E n g lish ” 
colour range im bues th e  canvas w ith  a m u ted  
un ity  o f  tone, and  one o f  i ts  m ost rem ark
able qualities is th e  devotion  o f a trecen to  

a rtis t rad ia ting  fro m  th is  w ork o f  a th o r
oughly  m odern  pain ter.

T h e  sequence in  w hich th e  p ictures are 
h u n g  leads us to  th e  works of Ivor H ichens, 
o f  G raham  Sutherland  and  o f  Ben N icho l
son, represen ting  th e  vanguard o f  m odern 
pa in ting . N icholson’s rem arkable p ictures 
are suspended on th e  first w all o f  th e  room  
devoted to  abstract pain ters, a lthough  side 
by side w ith  h is abstract pa in tin g  (M arch  
1949) there  is also a s till-life , as well as 
ano ther pa in tin g  in  w hich landscape m otifs 
are com bined w ith  abstract elem ents. I t  is 
in teresting  to  no te  th a t, a lthough  these th ree  
works o f  N icho lson’s are u tte rly  d ifferent 
in  style, th ey  unm istakab ly  reveal h is hand . 
N o  v o l te - fa c e  can be fe lt  a t a ll ;  he  has re
m ained tru e  to  h im se lf a ll a long.

T h e  p rincipal w all o f  th e  largest room  
carries p ictures by H ilto n  and  Scott, in 
cluding, in  b o th  instances, p a in tin g s based 
on realistic elem ents and o thers com posed o f 
purely  abstract m o tifs. H ave th e  gentle  hues 
o f  A lbion come to  an end in  S co tt’s “ O range 
and  Blue,” o r in  th e  m ultico loured  p ictu res 
o f  b o th  pain ters, o r those based on  black and 
w hite contrasts? N o , th e  national character
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istics are there , only th e  em phasis has been 
sh ifted . H ilto n  w ent a step fa rth e r th an  
Scott. T h e  form er’s works are colourfu l b u t 
n o t gaudy; th o u g h  sober and  im bued  w ith  
cool stillness, they  are anything b u t cold. 
H is  is a sta id  and pleasant a rt— “pleasant” 
in  th e  best sense. I t  is m ore attractive than , 
fo r exam ple, Lanyon’s coldness; i ts  w ell- 
bred reticence has m ore appeal th an  Lanyon’s 
self-confidence. A lthough H ilto n ’s pain ting  
“ O ctober, i9 6 0 ” (Blue)—w ith  i ts  charac
te ristic  large b lue  spo t and th e  black pa rt 
pa in ted  w ith  a h a lf-d ry  b rush  to  give th e  
im pression o f  a charcoal draw ing—though  
no t a t all ostentatious, rivets th e  v isito r’s 
a tten tio n  by its  very softness, as soon as he 
enters th e  room .

T h e  response th e  exh ib ition  has h ad  in  
H ungary  w ill be o f  in terest to  th e  B ritish 
reader. T h e  fact th a t  some ten  thousand 
people have v isited  i t  illustra tes th e  in terest 
aroused.

As w ith  every exhibition, opinions differ. 
T here  were those who, having seen H enry  
M oore’s a rt, expected sim ilar, epoch
m arking w orks. T h e  abstract pain tings struck 
th e  eye m ost and  gave rise to  th e  m ost heated 
argum ents.

A bstract a rt has no deep trad itio n s in 
H ungary , a lthough  there  have been ab
stract and surrealist a rtists  here too , fo r in 
stance M oholy-N agy. T h e ir  activ ity  was 
confined m ainly  to  architectural decoration, 
applied  a rt and garden sta tuary  (fountains,

form s in  concrete fo r p laygrounds); only 
in frequently  d id  th ey  have th e  opportun ity  
o f  displaying th e ir  works on  th e  walls o f  
galleries.

H ungarian  newspapers discussed th e  ex
h ib itio n  w ith in  a week o f  its  opening, reveal
ing  a variety o f  opinions. Each o f  th e  re
views stressed th e  significance o f  th e  show, 
b u t there  was censure as w ell as eulogy, par
ticu larly  w ith  regard to  th e  abstract p a in t- 
ings.

T h e  Budapest exhibition  o f  C ontem po
rary  B ritish Pain ting  is a significant artistic  
event, whose im portance rises fa r above th e  
form al courtesies called fo r by th e  C ultu ral 
A greem ent and above all opinions on  ques
tio n s o f  detail. I t  is a significant m ilestone 
in  H ungarian  cu ltu ral history, i f  fo r no o ther 
reason th an  th a t th is  has been th e  first 
exhibition  of B ritish pain ting  in  H ungary.

A nd now, a fte r a taste  of H enry  M oore’s 
a r t and th e  p resent survey of British p a in t
ing , H ungarian  a rt lovers are looking fo r
w ard to  fu rth e r exhibitions o f  B ritish a rt. 
I t  is to  be hoped th a t, w ith in  th e  fram ew ork 
o f  th e  C ultu ral A greem ent concluded be
tw een th e  tw o countries, th e  H ungarian  pub
lic  w ill be given a chance to  welcom e in  
H ungary  an exh ib ition  o f  today’s excellent 
and pow erful B ritish sculpture, includ ing  a 
m ore comprehensive selection o f  H enry  
M oore’s original works as w ell as those o f  
L inn Chadw ick, K enneth A rm itage and  
Barbara H epw orth .

J ános F rank



ARCHEOLOGY

A F O R T I F I E D  R O M A N  P R A E T O R I A N  
PALACE I N  A Q U I N C U M

Palaces fo rtified  w ith  tow ers b u t o th er
wise representing  sum ptuous dw ellings were 
a special type  o f  b u ild in g  in  th e  epoch o f  
th e  R om an em pire.1 Such villa-fortresses 
served as private  residences o f  proconsuls, 
p raetorian  o r consular legates in  th e  pro
vinces, legion com m anders, th e  m ost w ealthy 
landow ners and o th er com parable per
sonages. Also, em perors on  th e ir  travels 
are know n to  have stayed a t th e  fortified 
palaces and  praetoria .

T h e  lan d  betw een th e  D anube and Sava 
rivers was conquered by th e  R om ans in  about 
th e  year i o  B .C. T h e  new  province was 
given th e  nam e Pannónia. In  107 A .D . i t  
was d iv ided  in to  tw o  p a rts . A quincum , on 
th e  site o f  th e  p resent th ird  d is tr ic t (Ó buda) 
o f  Budapest, became th e  capital o f  th e  
province o f  E astern  Pannónia, in  th e  m id st 
o f  th e  Illy rian-C eltic  tr ib e  o f  th e  Eravisci, 
a t th e  fortified cam p o f  th e  legion p ro tec t
ing th e  l im e s  (R om an system  o f  border for
tresses) a t th e  m iddle  stre tch  o f  th e  Danube. 
T h e  legion a t th a t  tim e  consisted o f  
m ore th an  6 ,000  in fan try  m en . A elius H a d 
rianus was appoin ted  first le g á tu s  p r a e to r iu s  

o f  th e  new  province by  th e  em peror T rajan  
w ho was succeeded on th e  th ro n e  by 
H ad rian ,2 in  N . A. M askin’s justified opin
ion th e  greatest b u ilder am ong th e  R om an 
em perors. H ad rian  spen t no m ore th an  tw o

1 S zázadok  70. 1936. 44. (Alföldi, A.)
2 Schultz: Leben des K a isers H a d r ia n , pp. 23—24.

years in  th e  new province, b u t in  th is  sh o rt 
tim e, as recorded by th e  im perial b iogra
pher, he  drove back th e  Yazigians attacking 
th e  province from  th e  eastern bank  o f  the  
D anube, discip lined  th e  p rocurators ad
m in iste ring  th e  finances o f  th e  province and 
restored and  consolidated d iscipline in  the  
m ilita ry  forces.

Am ong h is  recorded m erits, th e  com 
m encem ent o f  th e  b u ild in g  o f  th e  legate’s 
private residence, th e  m ost abid ing achieve
m en t o f  H ad rian  as th e  East-Pannonian 
le g á tu s  p r a e to r iu s , is n o t m entioned . How ever, 
th e  archeological excavations conducted  in  
1941 and fro m  1951 to  1956 have b rough t 
to  lig h t th e  m o st m onum ental dw elling  
o f  A quincum , w hich m u st have been p a rtly  
th e  m eans and  p a rtly  th e  crown o f  H ad rian ’s 
accom plishm ents. T h e  bu ild in g  costs were 
obviously defrayed by im provem ent o f  
financial ad m in istra tio n ; th e  m arks on  the  
m any thousand  bricks found  during  th e  
excavation prove th a t  every m ilita ry  u n it  
o f  th e  province actively co n tribu ted  to  th e  
bu ild ing  o f  th e  fortified palace. O ne m ay 
conclude th a t  concentrated w ork  m u st have 
had  an im p o rtan t role, perhaps com bined 
w ith  arm y exercises, in  th e  restoring  o f  
d iscip line.

A lthough th e  m em orial bu ild in g  tab le t 
o f  th e  sum ptuous v illa  (83 m  w ide, per
haps 106 m  long) excavated on  th e  D anube 
island  o f  th e  p resent Ó bu d a  dockyard h as
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n o t survived, several circum stances show con
vincingly th a t  th is  was th e  private  residence 
o f  th e  governor and  com m ander-in-chief 
o f  th e  p rov ince: O n ly  he  cou ld  have h ad  th e  
pow er and au th o rity  to  concentrate a ll m il
ita ry  u n its  o f  th e  province in  th e  activity  
o f  p ub lic  b u ild in g ; in  th e  m id d le  o f  the 
so u thern  w ing o f th e  fortified  palace (see 
N o . 27  o f th e  ground-plan*), around th e  
sanctuary  erected in  th e  closed court, a 
series o f  sm all, votive stone a ltars were 
established, a ll by legates (in  a single case 
by th e  freedm an o f  a legate).3

L iterature abroad has generally sub
scribed to  th e  assum ption  o f  H ungarian  
researchers regarding th e  destina tion  o f  th is  
fo rtified  palace. T h e  explorer o f  th e  im pe
ria l palace in  Colonia A grippinensis (Co
logne) regrets th a t  so l it t le  is know n about 
th e  fo rm  and  o th e r aspects o f  th e  p r a e to r ia  

o f  th e  legates and regards i t  as a fo rtunate  
circum stance th a t  in  Budapest th e  private 
residence o f  th e  governor has been com plete
ly  investigated.4 In  ano ther contribution  
he  notes th a t  th e  palace o f  th e  com m ander- 
in -ch ief in  A quincum  is an im p o rtan t spec
im en  o f  th e  v illas o f  m ilita ry  com m anders 
an d  o th er im p o rtan t persons.5 T h is  b u ild 
ing  is a fu lly  developed com bination  o f  th e  
v illa-types w ith  corner-projections, portico 
or peristyle (inner court o f  honour), as in 
th e  case o f  its  la te r  parallel, th e  private 
palace o f  th e  com m ander-in-chief o f  D ura- 
Europos in  th e  provincial cap ital on  th e  
river Euphrates.® Aelius H adrianus, during  
h is  sh o rt te rm  as legate, constructed  m ainly 
th e  eastern w ing o f  th e  representative palace, 
w hile  som e o f  h is p ro m in en t successors

* Figures in parentheses hereafter always refer 
to  the ground plan, unless otherwise specified.

3 Budapest rlgislgei (Antiquities of Budapest) 
XVI. 1955. pp. 406—7, 422.

4 J. Colin, Antiquitl Classijue 23. Bruxelles, 1954. 
pp. 155—6. Doppelfield: Germania 24.1956.

6 Ibid. p. 155, note x; p. 160.
6 Ibid. p. 160, note 4. Rostovtzeff-Bellinger- 

Brown-Welles: The Excavations at Dura-Europos. 
III. The palace of the dux. New Haven, 1952. pp. 
18, 71, 93.

(such as M árcius T urbo , 117— 1x8 and 
A elius Caesar, 137) added  m ore and  m ore 
to  i t .  T h e  p ictu re  o f  th e  fortified villa w ith  
com er-tow er, fro n ta l portico and  inner court 
has come dow n to  us also in  m osaic repre
sen tation .7

T h e  fortress-like  developm ent o f  th e  
governor’s v illa  in  A quincum  can be easily 
understood  when i ts  location  is  considered. 
I t  was constructed  on  an island  o f  th e  
D anube betw een th e  legion’s fortified  ca s-  

trutn and th e  bridgehead cam p-fortress 
(Transaquincum )— rig h t along th e  boundary 
line—on th e  banks o f  th e  Kisduna (L ittle  
D anube) backw ater. A lthough th is  bridge
head-fortress afforded pro tection  against 
unexpected assaults an d  those  fleeing from  
th e  fo rtified  palace had  to  pass only th e  
branch—about 80 m  wide— o f th e  D anube to  
reach th e  she lte r o f  th e  legion cam p, the  
palace its e lf  was also p rov ided  w ith  de
fense structures. O n  th e  bo rder side o f  th e  
palace, first o f  all, th e  tw o tow ers w ould 
have provided a sense o f  security ; th e  d is
tance betw een th em  was abou t 70  m . O n  
th e  n o rth ern  w ing th e  ro u n d  struc tu re  p ro 
jecting from  th e  m ain  p a rt o f  th e  bu ild ing , 
and  including a b a th  w ith  cold-w ater pool, 
could , in  an  emergency, act as a bastion  
(a t a d istance o f  4 0  m  fro m  th e  w atch- 
tow er; 68a). T h e  sou thern  side o f  th e  pal
ace was pro tec ted  by a m uch  sm aller, b u t 
equally decorative, bu ild in g  next to  it ,  w hich 
m ay have housed  th e  guards o f  th e  im perial 
legate ( 19—2 1, 79 — 80 and  perhaps 3 9—40). 
T h e  passage betw een th e  governor’s resi
dence and th e  castle o f  th e  guard  (18 and  22) 
was constructed  as a closed corridor secured 
by a stone w all f rom  b o th  sides—probably o f 
im portance in  th e  case o f  a siege. T h e  w ork
ing  halls o f  th e  a tten d an ts  (slaves) (e.g., 29 
and  37) along w ith  th e ir  quarters (e.g., 30—  
31, 35) are appropriately  placed in  th e  vicin
ity  o f  th e  a le rt squad o f  th e  guard , in  th e  
sou th  w ing o f  th e  governor’s palace.

7 Daremberg-Saglio: Dictionnaire.Vol. IX.Villa, 
p. 875, fig. 7,483.



69

G r o u n d - P l a n  o f  H a d r i a n ’s P a l a c e  i n  A q u i n c u m



S t o n e  V a s e  w i t h  R e l i e f  

R e p r e s e n t i n g  a  P r o c e s s i o n  

o f  D i o n y s o s



L i m e s t o n e  S t a t u e  o f  N e m e s i s



W a l l  R e m n a n t s  o f  t h e  W o m e n ’s B a t h s

E n t r a n c e  t o  t h e  R o u n d , T o w e r - s h a p e d  C o l d - w a t e r  P o o l



ARCHEOLOGY
I t  m ig h t have been a preventive m easure 

n o t only against th e  in tru s io n  o f  unw anted 
guests b u t also against desertion  o f  th e  slave- 
servants th a t  a guard-niche (34a) p rojecting  
fro m  th e  b u ild in g  and a l i t t le  tow er (34^») 
were erected in  fro n t o f  th e  gate closing th e  
corridor (3 3) leading fro m  th e  w ing where 
th e  w orkroom s and living quarters o f  th e  
servants were located . A defense w all (68) 
was b u ilt in  f ro n t o f  th e  3 m  m ain  gate on 
th e  n o rth ern  side o f  th e  palace. A long th e  
eastern representative w ing o f  th e  m ain  
b u ild in g , betw een th e  tw o w atch towers (1 
and  9), on  th e  270 sq. m  terrazzo  floor, ran 
a cerem onial corridor fo r delegations, and 
there  was space enough fo r festive ban
q u ets . O n  th e  m ain  fro n t, th e  traffic flowing 
th ro u g h  th e  tw o w ide gates could  be sur
veyed fro m  th e  w atch-tow er nex t to  th em . 
A ll th e  room s o f  th is  w ing (includ ing  th e  
great corridors, 10, 17, 4) could  be heated  
from  beneath  th e  floor by th e  so-called hypo- 
caustum  system .

T h e  east w ing b u ilt by H ad rian  is char
acterized, besides th e  w atch-tow ers and  th e  
hall-passage ru nn ing  along th e  bu ild ing , by 
th e  large central room  and  o th er sym m etrical 
structures, e.g., th e  heating  stoves in  each 
court (12 , 14). T h e  governor, as representa
tive  o f  th e  em peror, was surrounded  by cor
responding pom p, and  therefore th e  floors o f 
th e  cen tral recep tion  h a ll (about 12 X 12 m  
in te rio r space) and o f  th e  audience and con
ference room s, as w ell as o f  th e  three  room s 
o f  variable dim ensions o n  each side (2, 3, 
I I  and  6— 8, respectively), were adorned 
w ith  mosaics o f  geom etrical design, and  th e  
planes o f  th e  latera l walls w ith  pa in ting  and 
stucco. T h e  pro to types o f  these earliest m o
saics can be fo u n d  in  N o rth e rn  Italy , whereas 
th e  la test w all pain tings were based on Alex
andrian  p a tte rns in  th e  epoch o f  G ordianus 
(238 to  244  A .D .).

I f  th e  one or tw o areas (18, 25 an d /o r 16) 
adjo in ing  th e  m ain  w ing a t th e  corners were 
b u ilt sim ultaneously w ith  th e  eastern wing 
(under H adrian), th e  first v illa-type—w ith  
vestibule, corner-projection, great central

hall—was o f  an  L or U  shape. As m ay be 
concluded also from  th e  1 m  thickness o f  
th e  walls, th is  m ust have been a one-storey 
house.

A lthough  17 areas have been unearthed  
so fa r in  th e  sou thern  w ing (household and 
servants), no traces o f m osaic floor or hypo- 
caustum  were found . In  som e room s th e  
floor consisted o f  ram m ed clay or a t m ost o f  
octagonal bricks. M oreover, th e  w all divi
sions are th in n e r (45 to  65 cm) and  carry 
rem ainders o f  sim ple pa in ting .

T h e  tw o m ost im p o rtan t areas o f  th e  
sou thern  w ing are next to  th e  guard house. 
O n  one side o f  th e  corridor leading from  
there  (24), th e  granary (25) and  th e  food- 
storage room s are to  be fo u n d . T h e  level 
o f  th e  gravel and  broken stone floor o f  th e  
earlier granary (probably on  account o f  th e  
floods about 200 A .D .) was raised  by a lm ost 
I m  th ro u g h  filling up  w ith  earth  as in  o ther 
pa rts  o f  th e  palace.

A t th e  o th er end o f  th e  corridor referred to  
above a 265-cm -w ide gate fo rm ed th e  en
trance in to  th e  court a round  th e  sm aller 
sanctuary (27). In  th is  court o f  abou t 115 sq. 
m  th e  servants could gather, b u t i t  was also 
a sim plified pan theon , w ith  sm all votive 
stone-altars along th e  n o rth ern  and w estern 
sides, w hile in  th e  south-w estern  corner, on 
an  earthen  substruc tu re  60 cm  high, stood 
a sm all tem ple  (28), consisting  o f  a single 
cell w ith  a tw o-colum n vestibule. T h is  tem ple  
was erected a t a trad itio n a lly  holy spot, 
since un d er i ts  foundations th e  rem nants o f  
a differently  o rien tated  w all belonging to  an 
earlier sanctuary were discovered. According 
to  th e  in scrip tion  o f  th e  l i t t le  stone a lta r 
b u ilt  in to  th e  w all o f  th e  tem ple, th e  earlier 
sanctuary was dedicated to  th e  “ im perial 
(m ajesty  o f) M ercurius.” A M ercurius, id en 
tified  in  m any cases w ith  a G erm an or C eltic 
deity , and  w ho a t th e  same tim e  was de
signated  w ith  th e  a ttrib u te s  o f  th e  em peror, 
m u st a t one tim e  have fostered  th e  em peror- 
cu lt am ong th e  orig inal in h ab itan ts . I t  is 
perhaps n o t to o  far-fe tched to  assum e th a t  the  
site was chosen for th e  legate’s palace for

209
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th e  very reason th a t i t  had  been th e  centre o f  
a cu lt since tim es im m em orial. (Below th e  
R om an stra tu m  traces o f  th e  second period 
o f  th e  Bronze Age have been found.)

T h e  no rthern  w ing (governor’s apartm ents 
and  bath) ob tained  its  final shape only in  
th e  epoch o f  th e  em peror Caracalla (211 to  
217  A .D .). T h is  is n o t due to  m ere chance, 
because a t th a t  tim e  th e  area o f  Eastern 
Pannónia was enlarged by th e  annexation o f 
th e  o th er legion c a s tr u m  a t Brigetio-Kom á- 
rom , w hich augm ented th e  financial resour
ces o f  th e  legate resid ing  a t A quincum , th u s 
enabling h im  to  carry ou t m ore sum ptuous 
bu ild ing . T h e  absence o f  any un ifo rm  con
cept in  th e  d is trib u tio n  o f  th is  w ing o f  th e  
palace po in ts to  successive construction  or 
radial reconstruction  during  th e  tw o cen
tu ries w hile th e  palace was in  use. T h e  first 
spaces joining th e  eastern side (41—47) were 
parts o f  th e  legate’s private apartm en ts. A 
strik ing ly  broad gate led  in to  th e  L-shaped 
room  (46) w hich m ay have served as w ait
ing and  reception room  (fo r clients?). Be
yond  th e  m ain  fro n t (6, 7) only in  th e  p r i
vate apartm ents are th ere  room s w ith  niches 
serving as seats and  fo r  sta tues (41, 47). 
A ll th e  room s could  be heated  from  below 
th e  floor, w hich even in  th e  la trin e  (45) is 
adorned w ith  m osaic o r a t least w ith  terrazzo 
(lim e-m ortar m ixed w ith  crushed brick). In  
th is  section too  th e  walls were decorated 
w ith  pa in tin g  and stucco coating.

From  th e  ap artm en t o f  th e  legate there  
was a d irec t entrance in to  th e  b a th  w ing 
(57—6 4 , 83— 93). T here  were separate dress
ing room s (60, 62), as w ell as w arm -w ater 
(57 , 83) and tep id -w ater (58, 88) pools, for 
m en and wom en, since each room  or pool 
was b u ilt in  duplicate. Beyond these the  
section for m en also included  cold-w ater 
basins (63, 68, 92), a covered sw im m ing pool 
o f  about 9 x 1 1 m  (64) and  lounges o r as
sem bly room s (88— 93).

T h e  w arm -w ater bathroom s can be easily 
recognized because th ey  were heated  from  
b o th  sides. Both in  th e  w om en’s and  m en’s 
sections tw o areas had m osaic floors (57, 58,

63, 89). In to  th e  m en ’s departm en t a gate 
led  also from  th e  outside  o f  th e  palace in to  
th e  lounge w ith  private basin (63), from  th e  
w estern court o f  th e  palace, from  th e  legion’s 
cam p. T h is  seems to  ind icate  th a t  th e  offi
cers o f  th e  legion were au thorized  occasion
ally  to  use th e  bath ing  installations and th a t 
th e ir  access was lim ited  to  th a t  p a rt o f  th e  
palace.

T h e  ha ll w ith  exedrae in  th e  fo u r com ers 
and a stone-plated  gully  in  th e  centre (63) 
had  a special purpose. O ne o f  th e  exadrae 
was transform ed in to  a sunken ba th -tu b  
w ith  th ree  steps. T h e  level o f  th e  floor has 
an  inclination  o f  15 cm  tow ards th e  centre. 
T h e  room  could  n o t have been heated  from  
beneath th e  floor. In  th e  canal un d er th e  
stone p late o f  th e  gully  a goblet was fou n d , 
bearing th e  in sc rip tio n : “ L et us c link  glas
ses!” T h is  h a ll was probably  th e  scene o f  
orgies. T h e  socles o f  i ts  walls were covered 
w ith  m arble p lates, th e  floor was decorated 
w ith  mosaics representing various anim als.

T h e  stoves th a t  heated  th e  dressing and 
ba th ing  room s from  beneath were grouped 
p a rtly  in  a sm all court (61) and p a rtly  aligned 
in  th e  in n er court o f  th e  palace along th e  ou t
w ard  w all o f  th e  localities. T h e  th ree  stoves 
figuring un d er N os. 84— 85 m ay have served 
as baking ovens and were probably b u ilt as 
early as about 120 A .D . T h e  sem i-circular 
h a ll (93) in  th e  northw estern  corner o f  th e  
palace was a com m on latrine, th e  sink-hole 
o f  w hich m ust have len t i ts e lf  to  thorough  
rinsing , ju st as in  th e  legate’s private  apart
m en t, by m eans o f  th e  used w ater o f  th e  b a th 
ing  pools, w hile  a t th e  m ain  fro n t side th e  
rainw ater was probably collected fo r sim ilar 
purposes.

T h e  space o f  th e  inner courts became 
m ore and m ore filled w ith  bu ild ings, except 
fo r  th e  p a rt in  f ro n t o f  th e  legate’s private 
apartm ent, w hich rem ained a garden to  th e  
end . For evident security  reasons th e  enlarge
m en t o f  th e  palace proceeded m ainly  a t th e  
expense o f  th e  inner court. C u ltivation  and 
irrigation  o f  th e  garden was m ade possible 
by a netw ork o f  w ater conduits consisting o f
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canals fo rm ed  by stone w alls. Even th e  lead 
p ip in g s  o f  th e  junctions have been found at 
several places. T h e  tow er standing isolated 
in  th e  southeastern com er o f  th e  inner court 
(48) h ad  th e  struc tu re  o f  a w ater rower, 
ro u n d  on  th e  inside and square outside.

In  th e  first pa rt o f  the  second century the 
c lo is te r-sh ap ed  corridor (17, 26) probably 
s ti ll  su rro u n d e d  th e  in n er court in  its  fu ll 
U -fo rm  a n d  was also heated  from  beneath 
its  terrazzo  floo r. T h e  wall closing th e  court- 
side was d ecora ted  w ith  pain tings. L ater no t 
on ly  th e  w ater tow er was added  to  th e  court 
w all b u t also a huge h a ll (77), w hich could be 
m oderately  heated  fro m  a th e rm a l canal be
neath  th e  floor and where p robably  th e  serv
an ts gathered  on festive occasions. From  
am ong th e  s tru c tu res  o f  th e  in n er court the  
m ajor sanctuary em erged (50  a—r), also a 
one-cell tem ple  w ith  a vestibule, as a  m inor 
sanctuary a t th e  cen tre  o f  th e  sou thern  wing. 
A larger th an  life-size stone sta tu e  o f th e  em 
peror m u st have s to o d  in  th e  cell to  prom ote  
veneration o f  th e  em peror. T h e  walls o f  th is  
sanctuary were uncom m only  th ic k  (145— 
160 cm) w hich  p o in ts  to  its  having been 

m ore th a n  one storey  h igh . O f  th e  o ther 
objects found , p a rticu la r im portance should 
be a ttr ib u te d  to  a h a lf  life-size  stone statue 
rep resen ting  a m erged concept o f  th e  god
desses N em esis an d  F o rtu n a .8 (O riginally , 
th e  up p er garm ents o f  th e  goddess were 
pa in ted  red , th e  low er garm ents w hite, 
th e  h a ir dark  brow n and th e  sk in  flesh- 
coloured .) T h e  sta tue  has been assem bled 
from  22 pieces and dates p robably  from  the  
m idd le  o f  th e  second cen tury .

From  th e  ru in s o f  th is  sum ptuous villa 
a m asterpiece o f  th e  a rt o f  th e  province also 
came to  l ig h t:  a lim estone vase (kráter) for 
th e  m ixing o f  w ine. Its  re lief w ork com m em 
orates a m y tho log ica l scene: Dionysos 
(Bacchus) com es across th e  sleeping Ariadne 
on th e  island  o f  N a x o s ; th e  god is accom

8 Scrip toris H is tó r ia i A u g u sta s, v i ta  M a x im in i 8,5
(Hohl, II. 63). C orpu s inscriptionum  L atin aru m  III.
1125. R ealengyklopädie d ir  klassischen A ltertu m sw issen -

schafl, Stuttgart, Nemesis, column 3782 (Herter).

panied by a dancing procession including a 
draped female figure w ith  a double pipe in  
her h a n d ; th e  Silenos head is also o f  excep
tiona l qua lity9. T h e  m asters o f  th e  palace 
shew ed m ore devotion to  bronze sculpture. 
Aside frem  a passing m ention  o f  th e  sm all 
statues o f  M ercurius and a w inged G enius,10 * 
as well as o f  tw o em pty bronze statuettes11, we 
feel justified in  stressing the  excellence o f  th e  
sm all sta tue  representing Satyros w arding off 
w ith  his rig h t hand th e  sun shining in  his 
eyes (“ Satyros aposkopeuon” in  Pliny). T h e  
pro to type  o f th is  figure can be traced back 
to th e  fo u rth  century B.C. T h is  figure o f  th e  
pain ting  o f  A ntiphilos appears also in  the  
C a s a  d e i V e t t i i  in  Pom peii12.

M uch  violence and unlaw fulness appears 
to  have occurred beh ind  th e  th ick  walls of 
th e  palace. An inscrip tion  scratched on th e  
w all13 and deciphered already in  the last cen
tu ry  reads t h u s : “ . . .  G ratus, you w ho force
fu lly  detain  in  your house Grega, th e  slave 
girl o f Lupus, centurion o f  th e  second aux
iliary legion o f em peror Alexander Severus, 
a lthough th is  is to your d e trim en t, w ill no t 
thereby be able fo r ever to  re ta in  th e  support 
o f  your p a re n ts . . . ” (the  em peror’s nam e in 
dicates th a t  th e  inscrip tion  dates from  222—  
235 A .D .). T h e  young m an, who dared  to  
defy a cen turion  th e  m ass o f  civilians re
garded w ith  awe, was obviously th e  son o f 
th e  legate and h is w ife, b u t is n o t identifi
able am ong th e  personalities who had a b ril
lia n t career la te r on.

T h e  follow ing "m agic square” (palin 
drom e, v e rs u s  recu rre n tes14— a sentence ru n 
n ing  th e  same way when read e ither forw ards 
and backwards o r upw ards and downwards),

9 Paulovics, I. Archaeológiai É rtes ítő  (“ Archeo
logical Bulletin”) 49. 1936. p. 93.

10 Magyar Nemzeti Múzeum Naplója (Journal of 
the Hungarian National Museum), 85/1865.

11 H id . 43/1870.
12 Budapest története (History of Budapest). Vol. 

I. (1942) p. 618 (Nagy, L.).
13 Torma, K. Arch. Ért. 3. 1883. 38. p. Corpus 

Inscr. Lat. III. 10,716; p. 1,728.
14 Revue Archíologique 6e Sárié, tome 48. 1956 

p. 180 (J. Carcopino). Theologische L itera tu rgcitun g  

!957. N r. 5, column 391— 4  (K. Karner).

N '
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scratched in  a b rick  b u ilt  in to  th e  w all o f  th e  
palace,

R O T A S
O P E R A
T E N E T
A R E P O
S Á T O R

has already provoked au tho ritative  com m en
taries in  p e rtin en t lite ra tu re  abroad. I t  is a 
frequently  recurring form ula th a t  has often  
been dea lt w ith . A n enum eration  o f th is  l i t 
eratu re  w ould  require  m any pages. In  th is  
case, however, th e  w ell-know n m agic square 
is preceded by ano ther such cryptogram  
w ritten  by an o th er h an d :

R om a t ib i  su b it (?) ita  (?).

W e feel justified  in  com pleting  th is  frag
m en t in  th e  sense o f  th e  ancient version by 
S idonius A pollinaris (fifth  cen tury  A .D .) 
reading

R om a t ib i  subit(o  m otibus ib it  am or)

C om m entators are d iv ided  in to  tw o 
cam ps. According to  th e  one, sym bols o f  
Early C hristians are involved in  th e  case o f  
b o th  palindrom es, w hile  th e  o th e r regards 
th em  sim ply  as p ro ducts o f  lin gu istic  and 
poetical p layfulness. In  th e  p resen t instance 
i t  is h igh ly  significant th a t  th e  s tam p  im 
pressed  on th e  b rick  shows th e  in scrip tion  
as d a tin g  fro m  107 A .D ., so th a t  i t  m ay be 
regarded as th e  earliest one a fte r th e  Pom peii 
case. T h e  fo llow ing in te rp re ta tio n  is given 
by F . D ölger15 to  th e  co lum n o f  scrip t, th e  
d ra ftin g  o f  w hich  is a t any ra te  som ew hat 
a rtific ia l: “ T h e  slave ho lds th e  cart, th e  fa rm 
er th e  p lo u g h .” T h e  sim pler o f  th e  tw o 
palindrom es cou ld  be rendered  th u s : “ Rom e, 
sudden  love w ill flow in  your d irec tio n .” 
I f  th e  tw o palindrom es had  a h id d en  C hris
t ia n  m eaning, a p lay  on  w ords w ould  also 
be involved, because R om a =  th a t
is, Force, w ou ld  have tu rn ed  in to  th e  p rin 
ciple o f  early C h ristian  love16 (am or). E.

15 F. Dölger, ’I X & v 8 5. 1932. p. 61.
18 Fr. Focke, Würgb. Jahrbücher. . .  3. 1948., 

p. 397 and note 1.

A ndrieu  gives a d ifferen t, som ew hat artificial 
in te rp re ta tio n  o f  th e  m agic squ are :17 “ Le 
sem eur m ain tie n t p a r sa p o itrin e  les roues 
(du  m onde) son oeuvre.” T h e  in te rp re ta tio n  
o f  T h . V elenciner is also am ong those  th a t 
deserve m ore a tte n tio n :18 “D ieu  t ie n t  les 
m ouvem ents des é toiles e t les oeuvres (des 
hom m es) dans sa m ain  depuis le com m ence
m en t d u  m o n d e .” T h e  m o st generally 
adop ted  view is th a t  th e  m agic square in  
question  is com posed o f  th e  dism em bered 
and  th en  reassem bled le tters o f  th e  “pater 
n o ster.”

I t  is, o f  course, possib le th a t  th ere  m ay 
have been b ilingual educated  C hristians 
am ong th e  b u ild in g  labourers (slaves and 
com m on soldiers) ga thered  by  th e  legate 
H ad rian . B ut i t  is a d is tu rb in g  circum 
stance th a t  th e  w ord  “i ta ” (“sim ilarly , th u s”) 
is used, im p ly in g  search fo r an exam ple. I t  
is th u s  conceivable th a t  tw o  slaves w ho de
served a b e tte r  lo t were com peting  w ith  each 
o th er in  know ledge o f  lite rary  h is to ry . T o  
record th e  circum stances m ore com pletely, 
i t  shou ld  be no ted  th a t  on  ano ther b rick  b u ilt 
in to  th e  palace th e  p rim itiv e  contours o f  
th ree  anim als— snail, dog and  do lph in—have 
been cu t in  by  an o th er w orker som etim e 
betw een 21 x and  222  A .D . (according to  
th e  stam p ind ica tin g  th e  nam e o f  th e  troop  
u n it) . T h is  m ay also be in te rp re ted  as an 
ideological m anifestation , i f  th e  anim als are 
taken  as sym bols o f  first p rincip les o r o f  
som e re lig ion .

J ános Szilágyi

S p e c ia l l i te r a tu r e

Budapest Régiségei (Antiquities of Budapest). XIV. 
1945. PP- 3 1— 153 (Szilágyi, J.); XVI. 1955, pp. 
393—409, 421—425 (id.); XVIII. 1958, pp. 
53—145 (Kaba, M .—Póczy, K. — Szilágyi, J.).

C arnuntina.. .  Vorlesungen beim  in ternationalen  
K ongress der A ltertu m sforsch er. . . (Graz—Köln 1956), 
pp. 187—194 (Szilágyi, J.).

17 R ev. A rch . 24. 1945. p. 239.
18 R ev. A rch . 24. 1945. p. 174. N r. 117.
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ID A  B O G N Á R -K U T Z IÁ N : T he Cop
per Age C em etery o f  Tiszapolgár-Basa- 
tanya. A rc h a e o lo g ia  H u n g a r ic a , Series N ova 
X L II Publish ing  H ouse o f  th e  H ungarian  
Academ y o f  Sciences, B udapest 1 9 6 3 . W ith  
146  figures, com prising 1 5 8  illustra tions, 
1 3 9  p la tes and 5 supplem ents, 5 9 5  p.

A ppendix: T h e  copper o f  th e  cem etery, 
results o f  spectroanalytical investigations by 
E dw ard Sangm eister, pp . 5 5 7 — 5 6 4 .

T h e  lite ra tu re  produced  on th e  Copper 
Age by H u ngarian  p reh isto rical research 
awoke th e  in te res t o f  fo reign  experts long 
ago. A t th e  Budapest archaeological congress 
in  1876 Ferenc Pulszky  was able to  sum m ar
ize th e  resu lts  o f  a controversy th a t  had  been 
going on fo r a lm ost tw en ty  years in  E urope.1 
Partic ipan ts a t th e  congress included  a ll the  
m ajor personalities o f  European archaeolo
gical research, and th e  a tten d in g  experts 
were surprised  to  see th a t  th e  m anagem ent 
o f  th e  congress had  collected th e  copper im 
p lem en ts o f  a w idely controversial period  
in  am azing num bers. T h e  richness o f  th e  
C arpath ian  Basin in  copper ore, and th e  large 
num ber o f  copper im p lem en ts and  jewels 
found , d isarm ed m o st o f  those  w ho had  
d o u b ted  th e  existence o f  a C opper Age. N e 
vertheless, a good m any questions rem ained 
unansw ered, as was clear to  H ungarian  re
searchers also. Pu lszky  h im se lf was w ell 
aware th a t  w ith o u t th e  excavation o f  a Cop
per-age se ttlem en t and  cem etery h is sta te
m en ts w ould  rem ain  un fo u n d ed  in  fact and 
therefore  pressed fo r th e  discovery an d  exca
vation  o f  such sites.

A good fo rty  years h ad  to  pass before such 
finds were actually  m ade. O n ly  w hen th e  
cem eteries o f  B odrogkeresztur and  Puszta- 
istvánháza were opened up  in  th e  early 
1920’s, was th e  existence in  th e  C arpath ian

1 Pulszky, F„ L 'age i u  cu iv re  en H o n g rie . 
Compte-Rendu de la huitiéme session, Budapest, 
1876. Vol. I, pp. 220—7.

Basin o f  an  in d ependen t Copper Age proved. 
Jenő H illeb ran d  sum m arized  th e  resu lts 
achieved a t th e  existing research level and 
prepared  th e  first synthesis o f  th e  H ungarian  
C opper Age.2

Between 1930 and  1950 large-scale ex
cavations, w hich  are o f  im m ediate  in te res t 
w ith  reference to  th e  H ungarian  Copper Age, 
took  place in  th e  N ear E ast, th e  Aegean and 
th e  Balkans. T h e  relevant lite ra tu re  filled vol
um es, and  its  findings were d ifficult o r 
dow nrigh t im possible to  reconcile w ith  H ille -  
b ra n d ’s views. H ungarian  research preferred 
to  sh u t i ts  eyes to  th e  situation , despite  th e  
fact th a t  subsequent excavations a t hom e 
seemed to  con trad ic t th e  basic period ization  
o f  H ille b ran d ’s synthesis. O nly  th e  opening 
up o f  add itional cem eteries and settlem ents, 
m ore fo rtunate  in  th e ir  com position, could 
provide th e  answer to  th e  problem s th a t  
were accum ulating. For th e  purposes o f  th is  
type  o f  research, th e  H ungarian  Academ y o f  
Sciences m ade available substan tia l fu n d s  
fo r several years, beginning in  1950. W ith  
Tiszapolgár-Basatanya, Ida  B ognár-Kutzián 
chose a site  th a t  prom ised  to  answer some 
o f  th e  m ajor questions. D uring  th e  course o f  
excavations carried on fo r a period  o f  fo u r 
years she a ttem p ted  to  open up th e  cem etery, 
o r  ra th e r th e  site, com pletely.

A ltogether 1 5 6  prehistoric  graves were

2 Hillebrand, J., A  hodrogkeresgtúri régkori k u ltú ra  
köre (Der kupferzeitliche Bodrogkereszturer Kultur
kreis in Ungarn). A rch . É r t . Vol. 41, pp. 50—7 ; A  
pu sg ta is tvá n h d g i korarlzkori tem ető (Das frühkupfer
zeitliche Gräberfeld von Pusztaistvánháza). A rch . 
H u n g . Vol. 4, p. 41. It was at this time that the 
concept of the Bodrogkeresztur Copper-age culture 
was introduced by Hillebrand into international 
literature. This culture, in his opinion, marks the 
first half of the Copper Age in the Hungarian basin. 
It was preceded primarily by the culture typefied 
by the material from the Kisrétpart site (Tisza- 
polgár culture), which J. Hillebrand, together with 
F. Tompa, ascribed to the transition phase between 
Stone and Copper Ages (Aeneolithic). Both of them 
suggested a genetic connection between the Bod- 
rogkeresztúr and the Tiszapolgár cultures.



2 1 4 THE NEW HUNGARIAN QUARTERLY
excavated w ith  th e  greatest care and  the  
results subsequently  published . T h e  to ta l 
num ber o f  graves in  th e  cem etery is esti
m ated  a t betw een 199 and 213 . T h e  de
scrip tion  o f  th e  graves indicates th a t  th e  ex
cavation was done w ith  th e  m ost up-to -date  
technique, w hich  m ade i t  possible to  draw  
a p lan  o f  th e  cem etery and  have i t  available 
fo r analysis. T h e  au th o r was able to  assert 
th a t  burials in  a ll p robab ility  to o k  place in  
rows, as evidenced b o th  by th e  relative posi
tions o f  th e  graves and—w ith in  th e  ind iv id 
ual rows—by th e  m aterial fo u n d  in  th e  
d ifferent graves, revealing a slow  b u t ob
servable change in  variants. In  th is  way the  
au th o r was able to  classify th e  graves in  three  
categories: those  belonging to  th e  T iszapol- 
gár culture, those o f  transito ry  character and 
those  belonging to  th e  B odrogkeresztár cul
tu re . Decisive is th e  classification o f  th e  rows 
o f  graves and ind iv idual graves o f  transitory- 
character, w hich was m ade possible by th e  
m ortuary  g ifts  and  th e  fo rtu n ate  stra tig ra
ph ic  positions. In  th is  group th e  superim po
sitio n  o f  graves N os. 56 and 57 p rovided de
cisive evidence o f  th e ir  tran s itio n a l charac
te r . O n  th e  basis o f  th e  p lan  o f  th e  cem etery 
and th e  m ortuary  g ifts , th e  au th o r was th e  
first in  H ungary  to  a tte m p t a de term ination  
o f  th e  grave-by-grave sequence o f  th e  b u ri
als. H aving estim ated  th e  nu m b er o f  graves 
and th e  num ber o f  skeletons, she deter
m ined  th e  len g th  o f  th e  period  during  w hich 
th e  cem etery was in  use as betw een 210  and 
225 years. T h is  m eans th a t  th e  Basatanya 
cem etery served as a burial g round  fo r about 
220  years.

T h e  results th u s  obtained m ake th e  task  
o f  p resenting  an over-all p ic tu re  relatively 
easy. T h e  au th o r’s views are definite on  m ost 
o f  th e  basic problem s. L et us first examine 
th e  prob lem  o f  origin.

T h e  au th o r agrees w ith  H illeb ran d  and 
T om pa in  accepting th e  existence o f  genetic 
connections betw een th e  T iszapolgár and 
th e  B odrogkeresztár cultures. O n  th e  o th er 
hand , she is o f  th e  w ell-founded opinion th a t 
th e  T iszapolgár cu ltu re  belongs to  th e  first

period  o f  th e  C opper Age (E arly C opper 
Age); th u s  th e  question  o f  o rig in  has to  be 
posed in  connection w ith  th e  T iszap o lg ár 
and  n o t o f  B odrogkeresztár cu ltu re . H ere  
again her s tan d  is defin ite: th e  d o m in a n t cul
tu re  is th a t  o f  th e  H u n g a rian  N e o lith ic  pe
rio d —th e  H erpály -C sőszhalom  c u ltu re . T h e  
probable  areas o f  developm ent were th e  re
g ion east o f  th e  T isza  an d  E astern  Slovakia.

T h e  p rob lem  o f  th e  developm ent o f  th e  
B odrogkeresztár cu ltu re  is also dea lt w ith . 
T h e  fact th a t  practically  a ll i ts  p o tte ry  types 
(10 o u t o f  13) o r  th e ir  predecessors can be 
fo u n d  in  certain  groups o f  th e  T iszapolgár 
cu ltu re  (T iszapolgár-B asatanya, T iszazug- 
K isré tpart, D eszk, an d  Lucska groups) in  
i ts e lf  seems to  se ttle  th e  q u estio n . T h e  area 
o f  incidence o f  th e  above groups—th e  G reat 
H u ngarian  P la in  an d  N o rth e rn  H ungary— 
m ay be considered as th e  region o f  th e  Bod
rogkeresz tár c u ltu re ’s developm ent.

T h e  au th o r m ay have been too cautious 
in  her d iscussion o f  th e  m ilk -jugs o f  M altepe 
(pp . 283—285). T ru e , she know s th is  p o tte ry  
on ly  fro m  lite ra tu re  an d  m ay n o t be justified 
in  regarding A natolia  as decisive in  th e  devel
opm en t o f  th e  B odrogkeresztár cu ltu re .

T h e  Basatanya excavations, supp o rted  also 
by th e  stra tig raph ic  resu lts  o f  excavations on 
o th er sites in  H u n gary , p rov ide in d u b itab le  
evidence th a t  in  th e  area o f  th e  G reat H u n 
garian P la in  th e  Baden-Péczel cu ltu re  could  
only have fo llow ed th a t  o f  B odrogkeresztár. 
T h is  stra tig raphical po sitio n  d e term ined  th e  
cu ltu re  o f  th e  th ird  and  la te s t period  o f  th e  
Copper Age, w hich  cou ld  on ly  have been th e  
Baden-Péczel cu ltu re .3

T h e  draw ing o f  a clear dem arca tion  line  
betw een th e  N e o lith ic  period  an d  th e  C op
per Age—som eth ing  n e ith e r H illeb ran d  
n o r T om pa had  u n d ertaken— becam e p o s
sible only on  th e  basis o f  th e  in fo rm a tio n  
gathered  by th e  au th o r on  th e  N eo lith ic  
cu ltu res. T h e  m ain  p o in ts  o f  he r evid
ence w ere: 1) L ife breaks o ff a t th e  la te -

3 Kutzián, I., Die Ausgrabungen in Tiszapol- 
gár-Basatanya. C on firm ee Archfologique de V  A cadlm ic  
des Sciences, Buiapjst, 1955, pp. 69—87.
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N eo lith ic  tell-like  se ttlem ents o f th e  region 
east o f th e  T isza . 2) T h e  character o f  se ttle 
m en t a lters, fo r, as fa r as we know, th e  se ttle 
m ents o f  T iszapolgár are no t tell-like. 3) In  
close connection w ith  th is  a change m ay be 
observed in  th e  bu rial rites, and large, inde
p enden t cem eteries, separated from  th e  settle
m ents, m ake th e ir  appearance. 4) T h e  signif
icance o f  anim al husbandry  increases as 
against h u n tin g , and , com pared w ith  th e  
N eo lith ic  period , there  is a change in  p ro
p ortion  am ong th e  dom esticated  species. 
5) T h e  fashion o f pa in ting  po ttery  suddenly 
ceases.

I t  m ay cause surprise  th a t  copper im 
p lem ents and ornam ents are no t given first 
place am ong th e  factors characteristic o f  the  
Copper Age. N o t th a t  th e  au th o r un d er
estim ates th e  im portance o f  th e ir  appear
ance. She does prove, however, th a t  th e  first 
appearance o f  th e  m etals b rough t about no 
revolutionary  change in  th e  life  o f  th e  so
ciety  w hich became fam ilia r w ith  th em . T he 
reasons fo r th is , in  her opin ion, are as fo l
low s: 1) T h e  m eta l first appeared in  the  
fo rm  o f  o rnam ents and sm all im plem ents.
2) T h e  processing o f m etals as an occupation 
engaged so few people th a t  i t  hard ly  affected 
th e  econom ic and  social m ake-up o f  society.
3) F inally , th e  trad e  in  copper, e ith e r as a 
raw  m ateria l o r as a finished p roduct, was too 
sm all to  have a fundam en ta l effect on th e  
life o f  society.

M etallurgical skills, spreading in  all prob
ab ility  from  th e  southeast, affected society 
on ly  a fte r a longer period  o f  tim e. T h is  is 
w ell dem onstra ted  by th e  horizons o f  cul
tu res in  H ungary  fam ilia r w ith  copper. F irst 
h o rizo n : th e  presence o f  copper is m arked by 
th e  H erpály-C sőszhalom , T isza  and Z seliz  
groups, m ain ly  th ro u g h  th e  appearance o f 
jew ellery b u t also o f  sm all im plem ents, for 
instance th e  awl. Second h o rizo n : ham m er- 
axes and axe-adzes ind icate  th e  early Copper 
Age (T iszapolgár culture). T h ird  h o rizo n : 
th e  appearance o f  larger quantities o f copper 
im plem ents and a larger num ber o f types 
(fo r  instance, copper axe-adzes) coincides

w ith  the m iddle  p a rt o f  th e  Copper Age 
(Bodrogkeresztár culture).

T h e  Basatanya cem etery, as already m en
tioned , was in  use fo r an  estim ated  220 
years. T h e  tw o cultures, o f  course, lasted 
longer th an  th is . T h a t  o f  T iszapolgár began 
earlier, fo r i t  appears in  a well-developed 
form  a t Basatanya, and th e  Bodrogkeresztár 
culture  also survived fo r a longer period  o f 
tim e, fo r a la te r phase is know n fro m  o ther 
sites. I f  we add  th e  life tim e o f  tw o genera
tio n s to  th e  estim ated  duration  on  th is  site  
o f  each o f  th e  tw o cultures, th en  150 years 
fa ll to  each period  and  we can estim ate th e  
du ra tion  o f  th e  tw o cultures a t about 300 
years. T here  is lit t le  g round  fo r ascribing a 
longer p eriod  o f  tim e  to  th e  Baden cultures 
e ither, and  th e  du ra tio n  o f  th e  Copper Age 
can th u s  be estim ated  as covering some 450  
to  500 years in  th e  p reh isto ry  o f H u ngary ’s 
te rrito ry .

In  order to  establish  th e  period iza tion  o f  
th e  H u ngarian  Copper Age w ith  any cer
ta in ty , to  determ ine th e  relative and absolute 
chronology o f  these periods, and th en  to  ex
te n d  he r research to  th e  influences to  w hich 
th e  te rrito ry  o f  H ungary  was subjected in  
th is  age, th e  au th o r h ad  to  learn a great deal 
about th e  neighbouring and m ore d is tan t 
cultures o f  th e  same age as Periods I  th rough  
III  o f  th e  Copper Age in  th e  C arpath ian  
Basin. H e r  know ledge o f  th e  available m a
teria l is based on first-hand in form ation— 
com prehensive in  th e  case o f  th e  H ungarian  
m ateria l and less com plete in  th e  case o f 
foreign m aterial. H e r know ledge o f  th e  la tte r  
was supplem ented  by s tu d y  o f  th e  relevant 
lite ra tu re . T h e  m ore th an  600 volum es and 
papers lis ted  in  he r b ibliography (pp . 567—  
584) show th a t  M rs. B ognár-K utzián m ade 
use o f  all available sources. T h is  collection, 
in  ad d itio n  to  th e  fu ll m ateria l available on 
th e  N eo lith ic  period  and  th e  Copper Age in 
H ungary , extends to  a ll phenom ena o f  those 
cultures on  sim ilar horizons in  th e  Carpa
th ia n  Basin and in  C entral and Southern 
Europe th a t  can be connected w ith  H unga
rian  cultures. N o r were th e  relevant rela-
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r
tionsh ips in  th e  early h isto ry  o f  such m ore 
d is tan t territo ries as E astern and N o rth e rn  
Europe and th e  N ear E ast le f t unobserved. 
T h e  au th o r extended her com parative re
search to  finds, custom s, funeral rite s and 
liv ing  conditions in  th is  vast area. Am ong 
th e  m o st im p o rtan t con tribu tions o f  the  
m onograph is th is  p resen ta tion  o f  th e  foreign 
in terrela tions o f  th e  th ree  periods o f  th e  
Copper Age on  th e  territo ry  o f  H ungary .4

T h e  finds fro m  th e  cem etery p e rm itted  
extensive em ploym ent o f  th e  com plex m eth 
od . T h e  a u th o r’s synthesis is based on data 
obtained from  m any k inds o f  investigation , 
fro m  w hich she induced  general law s. H e r 
research, fo r instance, shed lig h t on  h ighly 
significant com ponents o f  th e  econom y o f  th e  
Copper Age. I t  was possible to  determ ine 
probably m ost o f  th e  anim al species raised and 
— w ith in  certain lim its— even th e ir  ra tio  in  
percentages. T h e  m etal finds and  particu larly  
th e  m o u ld  fo u n d  in  one o f  th e  graves leave 
no d o u b t th a t m eta l was processed a t th e  
site  in h ab ited  by th e  people w ho used th is  
cem etery as th e ir  b u ria l g round . In  add ition , 
th e  observations w ith  regard to  th e  cem etery 
and  th e  graves p o in t to  th e  p o p u la tio n ’s re
lig ion  and  fam ily  life , as w ell as m any o ther 
phenom ena th a t  de term ined  th e  life  o f  th is  
com m unity , p rom oted  and re ta rded  its  de
velopm ent. I t  w ill suffice here to  p resen t a 
random  exam ple fro m  am ong th e  observa
tio n s m ade and th e  explanations given for 
th em .

W h en  exam ining th e  cem etery, fro m  th e  
p o in t o f  view o f  th e  d is tr ib u tio n  o f  th e  
sexes, th e  au th o r m ade th e  surprising  d is
covery th a t, w hile  in  th e  group o f  tom bs 
belonging to  th e  B odrogkeresztúr cu ltu re  th e  
ra tio  o f  th e  tw o sexes was close to  I : I ,  in  
th e  group o f  tom bs representing  th e  early 
Copper Age, th e  ra tio  o f  w om en to  m en was

4 Bognár-Kutzián, I., Zur Problematik der 
ungarischen Kupferzeit. A ctes du Sym posium  consacrl 
a u x  problem es du  N éolith ique européen (L’Union Inter
nationale des Sciences préhistoriques et protohi- 
storiques). Prague-Liblice-Brno, 5—12 octobre 
1959. Praha, 1961, pp. 221—232.

4 4  : 100 for ad u lts and 50 : 100 fo r ch ild 
ren . T h is  m eans th a t  a t th is  period  h a lf  as 
m any wom en lived here as m en. T here  was 
no reason to  suppose biological causes, espe
cially in  th e  absence o f  such discrepancy in  
th e  Bodrogkeresztúr cu ltu re. T h is  le ft only 
th e  assum ption  o f  delib  'ra te  interference on 
th e  p a r t o f  th e  population  itse lf—th e  ru th 
less exterm ination  o f  g irl in fan ts. T h e  m ost 
likely  reason was econom ic necessity. T h e  
people o f  th e  se ttlem en t were probably forced 
by th e  difficulties o f  life  subsistence to  check 
th e ir  na tura l increase in  such m anner as no t 
to  decrease th e ir  h u n tin g  spoils o r reduce th e  
defensive s treng th  o f  th e  se ttlem en t. In  th e  
second period  (Bodrogkeresztúr culture) 
there  were 38 w om an to  37 m en a t Basatanya 
according to  accurately de term ined  d a ta . 
T h e  biological norm s were th u s restored . A t 
th e  same tim e  in fan t death  ra te  was also 
low er. T h e  probable explanation  lies in  
h igher p ro d u c tio n  y ields. T h is  seems to  be  
borne o u t by th e  fact th a t  in  th e  second pe
rio d  th e  bones o f  w ild  anim als disappeared, 
fro m  th e  graves and th e ir  place was tak en  b y  
th e  bones o f  dom esticated  anim als.

F u rth e r verification m u st aw ait th e  re
su lts  o f  th e  discovery o f  such cemeteries 
as th a t  o f  Basatanya. For th e  tim e  being, how 
ever, no such se ttlem en ts have been ex
cavated. M aterial from  th em  w ould  clarify 
questions relating  to  th e  tran s itio n  stage be
tw een th e  tw o first periods. A nim al bones 
fo und  in  th e  layers and  in  th e  ru b b ish  p its  
o f  se ttlem ents w ould provide a valuable com
p lem en t to  th e  p ictu re  o f  th e  econom ic basis 
o f  these cultures h ith e rto  form ed on  th e  basis 
o f  th e  bones fo u n d  in  th e  cem eteries.

N evertheless, there  are ad d itio n al data  to  
support th e  theory  th a t  th e  living standard  
was low er in  th e  first period  th an  in  th e  
second. A notew orthy gauge is th e  observa
tio n  th a t  i t  was im possible a t th e  tim e  to  
produce in  th e  G reat-P lain  se ttlem ents 
goods to  be bartered  fo r gold , th en  a new  
and valuable m etal. G old  m ade its  first ap
pearance in  th e  B odrogkeresztúr culture. In  
ad d itio n  to  th e  above, m en tion  shou ld  b e



ARCHEOLOGY 217

m ade o f  th e  fact th a t th e  au th o r had m etal 
analysis and m ineralogical, (see appendix 
pp . 557— 564), chem ical, dem ographic and 
botanic tests m ade in  order to  gain in fo rm a
tio n  on  im p o rtan t aspects o f  life  in  th e  Cop
per Age.

T h e  au th o r was regrettably  unable to  have 
tests m ade th a t  w ould  have show n w hat o r
ganic m aterials were contained in  th e  dishes 
found  in  th e  graves. A lthough  she had  such 
tests in  m in d  and  produced  th e  m ateria l 
necessary, chem ical tes ts o f  th is  k in d  are no t 
y e t carried  o u t in  H ungary .

In  th e  d irection  o f  M esopotam ia and 
Egypt—th e  tw o regions th a t ho ld  th e  key 
to  absolute chronology—there  are tw o roads 
from  th e  C arpathian Basin: th e  one leads 
th ro u g h  Bulgaria, M acedonia and T urk ish  
Thrace, th e  o th er th ro u g h  th e  Caucasus and 
th e  steppes on  th e  sou thern  coast o f  th e  
Black Sea. In  order to  determ ine th e  absolute 
chronology o f  th e  H ungarian  Copper Age, 
the  au th o r deals w ith  tw o types o f  po ttery , 
bo th  o f  w hich came in to  d irect o r in d irect 
contact w ith  th e  territo ry  o f  H ungary  by 
way o f  th e  first ro u te .5 6

T h e  first o f  these po tte ry  types is the  
Pseudom inian ware, w hich m ade its appear
ance in  th e  B ubanj-H um  II  (at a site close 
to  N is) around  1900 B.C. o r perhaps some
w hat later. I t  m arked th e  late  Baden Kostolac 
phase o f  th e  cu ltu re  and coincided m ore or 
less w ith  th e  end  o f th e  th ird  period  o f  th e  
Copper Age on H ungarian  te rrito ry .6 T he 
Pseudom inian ware is n o t know n from  any

5 Bognár-Kutzián, I., Über südliche Beziehun
gen der ungarischen Hochkupferzeit. A cta  A rch. 
H u n g. Vol. 9. pp. 155—90.

6 Banner, Die Péceler Kultur. Arch. H u n g .  
Vol. XXXV. p. 289; Banner zur Chronologie 
der Kupferzeit das Karpathenbeckens. A cta  A rch . 
H u n g . Vol. 13, pp. 1—32.

H ungarian  site, b u t th e  chronology valid 
fo r th e  B ubanj-H um  II is applicable to  the  
H ungarian  region because o f  th e  contacts 
th a t  are ind icated  by th e  Kostolac find types.

In  ad d itio n  to  th e  Pseudom inian ware, th e  
tw o-handled  cups— derivatives o f th e  d e p a ta  

a m p h ik y p e llo n —provide th e  o th er basis fo r 
absolute chronology. In  H ungary  th e  first 
certain  appearance o f  th e  tw o-handled  cup 
can be p u t  a t th e  M id d le  C opper Age, th a t 
is, th e  period  o f  th e  B odrogkeresztdr cu ltu re  
in  i ts  first h a lf  (phase o f  th e  hollow -pedes- 
ta lled  bowls). T h e  prevalence o f th is  ty p e  
in  the  Balkan culture o f  th e  corresponding age 
m akes i t  possible to  establish  th e  coincidence 
o f  a large p a r t  o f th e  H ungarian  Copper Age 
w ith  s tra ta  III—V  o f  T roy  betw een 2300  
and 1900 B.C. R adio-carbon exam inations, 
also taken  in to  account by th e  au thor, place 
th is  period  betw een 3300 and  2 4 0 0 /2 3 0 0  
B.C. W ith  regard to  th e  tw o k inds o f  ab
solute chronology, th e  au thor, fo r th e  tim e  
being, bases herself on  th e  data  obtained by 
trad itio n a l m ethods, since there  are s till  ir 
reconcilable con trad ic tions betw een rad io 
carbon d e te rm ination  and  conservative cal
culations in  th is  sphere desp ite  th e  fact th a t 
th e  relative chronological sequence o f  th e  
ind iv idual cu ltu res (N eo lith ic  and Copper- 
age), has been confirm ed by th e  radio-carbon 
tests.

T h e  foregoing is on ly  a very sketchy eval
uation  o f  M rs. B ognár-K utzián’s book. T h is  
review has n a tu ra lly  concentrated  on  th e  
book’s trea tm e n t o f  th e  C opper Age, b u t  
o f  equal in te res t is th e  o u tlin e  i t  gives o f  a 
new synthesis o f  th e  second h a lf  o f th e  N eo 
lith ic  Age in  H u n g a ry ; a t th e  same tim e, 
i t  draws a tten tio n  to  a num ber o f  apparan tly  
decisive, y e t h ith e rto  unanalysed elem ents 
o f  th e  beg inn ing  o f  th e  Bronze Age in  H u n -  
gary.

M ihály  Párducz



A S H O R T  E N C Y C L O P E D I A
o f  som e p la c e s , h is to r ic a l e v e n ts ,  p e r s o n a l i t i e s  a n d  in s t i tu t io n s  m e n tio n e d  in  th is  n u m b e r

ACSÁDY, IG N Á C  (1895— 1906). H is
toriographer, a  scholar o f  anti-feudalistic , 
progressive views, who was m ainly  engaged 
in  th e  study  o f  th e  problem s o f  agricultural 
policy. H is  m ost im p o rtan t w o rk : A  m a g y a r  

jo b b á g y s á g  tö r té n e te  ( “ H isto ry  o f  Serfdom  in  
H u ngary”) ;  first ed ition , 1906; new  ed ition , 
1948.

A R A N Y , JÁ N O S  (1817— 1882). Poet, 
one  o f  th e  greatest figures in  H ungarian  
lite ra tu re . See T h e  N ew  H ungarian  Q uarter
ly, V ol. I, N o . i ,  i9 6 0 .

B E N E D E K , M A R C E L L  (b. 1885). 
A uthor, aesthetician, transla to r, th e  “grand 
o ld  m an” o f  literary  scholarship. H is  m ost 
im p o rtan t works inclu d e : A  m o d e rn  m a g y a r  

i r o d a lo m  ( “ M odem  H u ngarian  L ite ra tu re”), 
A  m o d e rn  v i lá g ir o d a lo m  ( “ M odern  W o rld  Li
te ra tu re ”) and  a Lexicon o f  L ite ratu re  com
p le ted  in  1927.

B -L IS T : In  th e  early tw enties th e  official 
designation  o f  civil servants subject to  
dism issal. (In  sta ff reductions those  to  be re
ta in ed  were included  in  lis t “ A ” , and  those 
to  be dism issed in  l is t  “ B” .) L ater th e  ex
pression “B -list” was generally used in  con
nection  w ith  th e  sacking o f  w hitecollar w ork
ers.

C A FÉ N E W  Y O R K . T h e  best know n 
literary  café o f  Budapest fo r several decades 
fro m  th e  tu rn  o f  th e  century . In  th e  forties 
i t  closed dow n b u t  was reopened again in 
1954 under th e  nam e o f  Café H ungária. 
In  ou r days i t  is again a favoured rendez
vous o f  w riters and  journalists.

E G E R . T ow n w ith  great h isto rica l past 
in  northeastern  H ungary  (35 ,000  inhab i
tan ts). A rchiepiscopal residence since th e  
I i t h  century . T h e  heroic defense o f  its  fo r

tress in  1552 stopped  th e  northw ard  advance 
o f  th e  T u rk s  fo r h a lf  a cen tury . I t  is a fa
m ous w ine d is tr ic t. E g r i  b ik a v é r  ( “Bull’s 
Blood”) is a characteristic w ine o f  th e  Bur
gundy  type.

E S Z T E R G O M . A tow n  o f  34 ,000  in 
hab itan ts  on  th e  r ig h t bank  o f  th e  Danube, 
a t a distance o f  abou t 2 0  m iles fro m  Buda
pest. For several centuries, beginning w ith  th e  
ten th , royal residence, centre o f  th e  Catholic 
ecclesiastical organization . In  recent years 
m odem  m achine too l, electrotechnical, op
tica l and  m etal works have been established 
in  Esztergom . I ts  C hristian  M useum  is th e  
m ost valuable collection o f H ungarian  m edi
eval pa in ting , rich  also in  foreign  works o f 
a r t o f  th e  14 th  to  18 th  centuries. T h e  royal 
palace o f  th e  12 th  to  13 th  centuries has 
been m ade accessible th rough  excavations 
and belongs to  th e  significant arch itectural 
relics o f  th e  country .

E X P E N D IT U R E  O N  C U L T U R E . O n  
th e  basis o f  da ta  pe rta in in g  to  4 ,0 0 0  fam ilies 
th e  C entral Bureau o f  S ta tistics has estab
lished  representative sta tistics on  expenditure 
pe r fam ily fo r cu ltu ra l purposes (books, 
theatre , concerts, radio , cinem a, television, 
e tc .) fro m  1957 to  1962. T h ey  show  th a t  
cu ltu ra l expenses o f  w orkers’ and  em ployees’ 
fam ilies rose from  an average o f  846 fo rin ts  in  
1957 m  1,907 f t  in  1962. T h e  correspond
ing  figures fo r peasant fam ilies were 270  and 
601 f t .  T h u s in  b o th  cases th e  cu ltu ral ex
p en d itu re  m ore th an  doubled , b u t th e  rural 
population  even today  spends hard ly  a th ird  
o f  w hat th e  u rban  popu lation  spends for 
th is  purpose. I t  is rem arkable th a t  during  
th e  five years in  question  th e  share o f  the 
to ta l fam ily  incom e devoted to  cu ltu ral ex
penses rose fro m  3 to  5 per cent am ong w ork
ers and employees, w hile  am ong th e  peas
ants i t  increased from  1 to  2  pe r cent. T h u s
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a  rising  percentage o f  th e  increasing fam ily 
incom e is used fo r cu ltu ra l purposes.

FÉSZEK. CLUB. A literary  and a r tis t’s 
c lub  established in  1901 in  Budapest.

G Y U LA I, PÁ L (1826— 1909). T h e  m ost 
im p o rtan t H ungarian  critic  o f  th e  19 th  cen
tu ry , who fo rm ula ted  th e  literary  and  aes
th e tic  princip les o f  national classicism . Re
ferred  to  contem porary E nglish  and  R ussian 
lite ra tu re  as exam ples fo r H ungarian  prose, 
th en  in  th e  process o f  unfo ld ing .

H O U S E  O F  A N JO U . W hen  th e  H u n 
garian  Á rpád dynasty became extinct, th e  
N aples branch o f  th e  H ouse o f  A njou 
occupied th e  th ro n e  o f  H ungary  in  th e  
14th century  on  th e  basis o f  fam ily  ties. 
I t  gave tw o kings to  th e  co u n try : C harles 
R o bert (1308— 1342) and  Louis th e  G reat 
(1342— 1382). T h e  la tte r  was also elected 
k ing  o f  Poland in  1370. H is  reign coincides 
w ith  th e  flowering o f  feudalism  in  H ungary . 
H e  founded  a U niversity  in  Pécs (1367), 
an d  h is court became one o f  th e  centres o f  
early  hum an istic  cu ltu re.

IN D U S T R IA L  C O N C E N T R A T IO N . 
For b e tte r u tiliza tio n  o f  p roductive  forces 
in  H ungarian  in d u stry  a large-scale con
cen tration  is being carried o u t since i9 6 0 . 
As a resu lt th e  num ber o f  th e  enterprises in  
state-ow ned industries has been reduced from  
1,314 a t th e  end  o f  i9 6 0  to  962  by July  1st, 
1963. T h e  greatest nu m b er o f  concentra
tions was carried o u t in  1963, involving 
ab o u t tw o th ird s  o f  th e  enterprises belong
ing to  th e  five in d ustria l m inistries (Heavy, 
L ight, M etallurgy and M achine, Food, and 
B uilding Industries). T h u s 93 enterprises 
o f  th e  bu ild ing  in d u stry  were in  th e  first 
h a lf  o f  1963 am algam ated in to  26, 126 
belonging to  lig h t in d u stry  in to  28, and 90 
o f  th e  m achine industry  in to  25 enterprises.

JÁ SZAI, M A R I (1850— 1926). P rom i
n en t H ungarian  tragedienne, m em ber o f  th e

N ational T heatre , whose p rincipal roles were 
M ary S tu a rt, Q ueen M argaret (R ichard  III), 
E lectra, Phaedra and Sappho.

K ISFA L U D Y  S O C IE T Y . L iterary so
ciety founded  in  1836 and  nam ed in  m em ory 
o f  th e  poet Károly K isfaludy (1788— 1830). 
T h e  Society carried on  valuable w ork  in  th e  
19th century  particu larly  by undertak ing  th e  
transla tion  o f  foreign classics in to  H un g a
rian . T h e  Society p u b lished  th e  com plete 
w orks o f  Shakespeare and  M oliére in  H u n 
garian. D u rin g  th e  2 0 th  century  i t  became 
increasingly a lite rary  strongho ld  o f  conserv- 
a tiv ism  and  academ ism . I t  ceased to  exist 
a fte r W o rld  W ar II.

L E N H O S S É K , M IH Á L Y  (1837  — 
1937). A natom ist and  university  professor, 
whose scientific activities extended m ainly  
to  th e  h isto logy  o f  th e  nervous system . H is  
un iversity  tex tbook  served as a m anual fo r 
several generations o f  doctors up  to  o u r days.

N A T IO N A L  IN C O M E . T ak ing  the  
H ungarian  national incom e in  1949 as 100, 
i ts  increase is revealed by th e  follow ing 
figures: 163.7  in  1955, 225 in  i9 6 0 , 260  in  
1962. T h u s  th e  national incom e in  1962 was 
m ore th an  tw o  and a  h a lf  tim es th a t  in  1949. 
T h e  share o f  th e  m ain  branches o f  produc
tio n  in  th e  national incom e in  1961 w as: 
in d u stry  60.1 pe r cent, agricu ltu re  2 0 .4  per 
cent, b u ild in g  in d u stry  10.2 pe r cent, m is
cellaneous 9.3 pe r cent.

SA R K A D I, IM R E  (1921— 61). N ov
elist, p layw righ t, one o f  th e  m ost original 
ta len ts  am ong th e  younger generation o f 
H ungarian  authors. In  th e  beginning h is real
istic  novels and  dram as were devoted m ainly 
to  peasant life  and  d ifferent aspects o f  th e  
H ungarian  v illage: Ú t  a  ta n y á k r ó l ( “ Road 
from  th e  Farm steads”), K ö r h in ta  ( “ M erry-go 
ro u n d ”), D á v a d  ( “ Beast o f  P rey”). In  his 
la test w orks A  g y á v a  ( “T h e  C ow ard”), E l 

v e s z e t t  p a r a d ic s o m  ( “ Paradise L ost”) and O s z l o 

p o s  S im e o n  ( “ Sim eon on th e  P illa r”) he sought

2 1 9
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answers to  th e  m oral problem s and crises o f 
th e  in te lligen tsia . A fter h is tragic death  by 
suicide h is collected works appeared in  1962 
un d er th e  t i t le  o f  A  szö k e v é n y  (“ T h e  Fugi
tiv e”).

SZA C SV A Y , IM R E  (1 8 5 4 — 1939). 
D ram atic  actor, m em ber o f  th e  N a tional 
T heatre , who ob tained  his greatest successes 
in  Shakespearean dram as (O the llo , King 
Lear).

SZ E R B , A N T A L  (1901— 1945). A uthor, 
literary  h istorian , tran s la to r. H is  M a g y a r  

ir o d a lo m tö r té n e t ( “ H is to ry  o f H u ngarian  L it
eratu re”), 1934, and th e  th ree  volum es o f 
h is A  v i lá g ir o d a lo m  tö r té n e te  ( “ H is to ry  o f 
W o rld  L ite ratu re”), 1941, are significant 
achievem ents o f  m odern  H ungarian  literary 
h is to ry ; a new  ed itio n  appeared in  1957/58. 
I ts  enlightened h u m an ist view was in  sharp 
con trast to  th e  official concept o f  literatu re  
o f  th e  H o rth y  era. In  h is H é tk ö z n a p o k  és csodák  

(“ W eekdays and W onders”), 1936, he un 
dertook  a com prehensive p resen ta tion  o f  th e  
m odem  W estern  novel. As novelist he was 
one o f  th e  m asters o f  H ungarian  in tellectual 
prose. H e  was m urdered  by th e  fascists in  a 
forced labour cam p in  January 1945.

T A G Á N Y I, K Á R O L Y  (1858— 1924). 
H istoriographer. O ne o f  th e  founders o f  
H ungarian  economic historiography. H is

A  fö ld k ö z ö s s é g  tö r té n e te  M a g y a r o rs z á g o n  ( “H is 
to ry  o f  Land C om m unity  in  H u n g ary ”) ap
peared also in  G erm an.

T H A L IA  T H E A T R E . T h e  nam e o f  th is  
theatre , w hich gave its  first perform ances 
in  th e  1963/64 season in  th e  prem ises o f  th e  
fo rm er Jókai T heatre , revives progressive 
theatrical trad itio n s  o f  th e  past. F rom  1904 
to  1907, th e  T h a lia  T heatrical Com pany 
m ade th e  H ungarian  public  acquain ted  w ith  
th e  works o f  such authors as Gorky, H a u p t
m ann and Ibsen. I t  was th e  first to  establish 
a lin k  w ith  th e  w orking class and to  include 
trade-un ion  m em bers in  its  regular audience.

T U R K IS H  O C C U P A T IO N  O F  H U N 
G A R Y . A fter th e  conquest o f  Buda (1541) 
abou t one th ird  o f  H ungary  was under 
T u rk ish  occupation. A t th a t tim e  H ungary  
was d iv ided in to  th ree  p a r ts : T ransylvania 
in  th e  east, T u rk ish  ru le  in  th e  centre, 
H apsburg  ru le  in  th e  w est and  n o rth . I t  
was n o t u n til la te  in  th e  17 th  cen tury  th a t  
th e  H apsburg-led  arm ies drove th e  T u rk s  
o u t o f  H ungary .

V IL L A G E  S H E R IF F  ( f a l u s i  b ír ó ) . In  
p re-liberation  H ungary  a m agistrate  elected 
by th e  village council, w ho used  to  se ttle  
m inor litig a tio n s and  d ispu tes arising in  
th e  village. As a ru le  one o f  th e  w ell-to -do , 
respected peasants.
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K e r e s z t u r y , Dezső (b. 1904). L iterary h is to 
rian  and aesthetician, our regular thea tre  
reviewer. (See our previous issues.)

H e l l e r , Agnes (b. 1 9 2 9 ) .  Philosopher. A t 
Eötvös Loránd U niversity  she was a stu d en t 
o f  György Lukács’s. H e r m ain  w orks are: 
“ T h e  E thics o f  C hernishew ski—T h e  Pro
b lem  o f  Reasonable Selfishness,” 1956; 
“ T h e  D issolu tion  o f  M oral S tandards,” 
1 9 5 7 ;  “ T h e  Sociology o f  M orality , o r th e  
M orals o f  Sociology“ , 1 9 6 3 .

N é m e t h , László (b. 1901). O ne o f  th e  m ost 
in te resting  and im p o rtan t w riters and th in k 
ers o f  to d ay ’s H ungary . Previous con tribu 
tions to  T h e  N ew  H ungarian  Q u arterly : 
T h e  T w o Bolyais, V o l. I, N o . X, Schools fo r 
an  “In tellectual Society” , V ol. II, N o . 2, and 
I f  I W ere Young T oday, V ol. I l l ,  N o . 5.

H egedűs, G éza (b. 1912). N ovelist, p lay
w righ t, professor o f  lite ra tu re  a t th e  Buda
p e s t Academ y o f  D ram atic  A rt. H as p u b 
lished  num erous w orks in  every literary  

g e n r e ;  h is novel E u ró p a  k ö zep én  ( “In  th e  H eart 
o f  E urope”) portrays th e  fa te  o f  H ungarian  
society, p rincipally  th a t  o f  th e  in te llectual 
class, from  1948 to  th e  p resen t day. See also 
his A Shakespearean Voyage in  V ol. II, N o . 
2 , o f  T h e  N ew  H ungarian  Q uarterly .

S i n c l a i r , A lexander R ., was bo rn  a t G reen
ock, Scotland, in  1917. “Since jo in ing  th e  
C ivil Service in  193 5 has w orked”—he in 
form s us about h im self—“in  several depart
m ents o f  H e r  M ajesty’s G overnm ent a t hom e 
and abroad. From  1962— 63 he served in  
Budapest p rom oting  A nglo-H ungarian  cul
tu ra l relations. D uring  th is  period  he acquired 
a knowledge o f  H ungarian  and an affection 
fo r H u n g arian  lite ra tu re , H u ngarian  cu ltu re  
and H ungarians in  general.”

F ü s t , M ilán  (b . 1888). Poet, w riter. O n e  
o f  th e  o ften -c ited  and  recognized H un g a
rian  au tho rities on  Shakespeare. See V ol. 
I l l ,  N o . 7 , o f  T h e  N ew  H u ngarian  Q uar
terly , and  h is essay “ T h e  V isual Power o f  th e  
W ritte n  W o rd ” in  th e  sam e issue.

M a j o r , T am ás (b. 1910). Actor, stage-m ana
ger. For a long tim e  d irec to r o f  th e  N a tio n a l 
T h ea tre  an d  now  i ts  ch ief stage-m anager. 
Am ong his m ost m em orable acting roles are: 
T artu ffe, R ichard  III, Iago, Polezhaev in  
“ T h e  S torm y T w ilig h t,” Corbacchio in  
“V olpone,” Lucifer in  M adách’s A^_ e m b er  

tr a g é d iá ja  ( “ T h e  Tragedy o f  M an”).

G á b o r , M iklós (b. 1919). A ctor. Plays in  
classical and  m odern  comedies, in  dram as 
and in  film s. H is  in te rp reta tions inclu d e : 
Rom eo, Iago, F erd inand  in  K a b a le  u n d  L ie b e ,  

D on Juan, H am le t, John  T an n er in  “ M an 
and Superm an ,” etc. Played in  th e  fo llow 
ing film s: V a la h o l E u ró p á b a n  ( “Som ewhere in 
E urope”), B u d a p e s ti  t a v a s ("S pring  Comes 
to  B udapest”), É jfé lk o r  (“ A t M id n ig h t”), e tc .

T r i l l i n g , O ssia (b. 1 9 1 3 ). A uthor, thea tre  
c ritic  and journalist. E ducated  a t S t.P au l’s 
School, L ondon and S t.Jo h n ’s College, O x
fo rd . W ro te  his first play  a t th e  age o f  10 
and obliged h is sisters to  act in  i t  w ith  h im  
before an audience o f  adm iring  frien d s and 
relations. A cted and d irected  a t th e  U niver
sity  a num ber o f plays th a t  include A ris
tophanes’ “ T h e  Peace,”  w hich he subse
quen tly  tran s la ted  in to  E nglish  fo r a p ro
duction  by  th e  S tate Society, o f  w hich he  
eventually  becam e H o n . Secretary and  a 
m em ber o f th e  Executive C om m ittee . A fter 
ed itin g  “ T h ea tre  N ew s le tte r"  fo r  a nu m b er 
o f  years a fte r  th e  w ar, h e  became th ea tre  
correspondent o f  a large num ber o f  papers 
and periodicals th e  w orld  over. A regular 
co n trib u to r to  “ T h e  T im e s,”  he is on th e  
C ouncil o f  th e  C ritic s’ C ircle and V ice-
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Presiden t o f  th e  In terna tional Association 
o f  T heatre  C ritics. Publications include 
“ In terna tional T h ea tre ” , 1 9 4 8 .

O r s z á g h , László (b. 1 9 0 1 ) .  Philo logist, 
literary  h isto rian  and professor o f  English 
a t K ossuth  Lajos U niversity  in  D ebrecen. 
Besides several publications re la ted  to  Eng
lish  and A m erican lite ra tu re  and  linguistics 
his m o st im p o rtan t w ork is his Anglo- 
H u ngarian  and H ungarian-E nglish  D iction
ary, w ich has appeared in  several editions. 
M em ber o f  th e  E d ito ria l Board o f  T he 
N ew  H u ngarian  Q uarterly .

M o n o r i , Erzsébet (b. 1921). L ibrarian. O b
ta in ed  he r Ph . D . in  H u ngarian  and  G erm an 
languages and le tters a t Péter Pázm ány U ni
versity  in  Budapest. D uring  th e  last ten  
years she has been w orking a t th e  D epart
m en t o f  T heatrical H isto ry  o f  th e  N a tional 
Széchényi L ibrary in  Budapest. She p u b 
lished  a bibliography o f  18th and  19th cen
tu ry  H ungarian  theatrical handbooks, com 
p iled  in  collaboration w ith  E lem ér H ankiss, 
Budapest, 1961.

H a n k i s s , E lem ér (b . 1 9 2 8 ) .  L iterary  h is 
to rian . A fter acquiring  h is degree in  E nglish 
and French  lite ra tu re  in  1 9 5 0 , w orked  for 
ten  years a t th e  N a tio n a l Széchényi L ib
ra ry ’s D ep artm en t o f  T h ea trica l H isto ry ; 
now heads th e  group dealing w ith  E nglish  
and  A m erican lite ra tu re  a t E uropa Publish
ing H ouse in  B udapest. P ublished  several 
stud ies in  various period ica ls a t hom e and 
abroad. H is  a rticle  on  T h e  H a m le t Experi
ence is th e  s lig h tly  abbrev iated  te x t o f  a 
study  orig inally  p u b lished  in  th e  Polish  
periodical “Les problém es des genres l it-  
té ra ire s .”

M a l l e r , Sándor (b. 1928). A fter com pleting 
h is stud ies in  E nglish  and H ungarian  letters 
a t Budapest U niversity  and Eötvös College, 
he was fo r a tim e  headm aster o f  th e  E nglish 
language Sárospatak G ram m ar School. L ater 
w orked a few  years as lib rarian  a t Budapest 
libraries, th en  obtained th e  p o st o f  D eputy

C hief o f  th e  L ibrary D ep artm en t o f  U N E S 
C O  in  Paris; has recently  been appoin ted  
Secretary General o f  th e  H u ngarian  N a
tio n a l U N E S C O  C om m ittee .

I l l y é s , G yula (b . 1902). Poet, w riter. Lead
ing  personality  in  m odern  H u ngarian  lite r
a tu re . H is  con tribu tions to  T h e  N ew  H u n 
garian Q uarte rly : “ Rácegres N o teb o o k ” , 
V ol. II, N o . I ,  “ T h e  Sw itch-O ver” , V ol. 
II , N o . 5, and “ O de to  B artók” V o l. 
IV , N o . 11. T h e  first p a rt o f  “ T h e  Favour
ite ” appeared in  V ol. IV , N o . 11.

JAr d An y i , Pál ( b .  1 9 2 0 ) .  C om poser, re
search w orker in  fo lk  m usic. O ne o f  th e  
ed ito rs o f  th e  serial pub lica tion  e n titled  
A  M a g y a r  N é p z e n e  T á r a  ( “T h e  T reasury  o f  
H u ngarian  Folk M usic”). W ro te  orchestral 
pieces, cham ber m usic, songs and  ch o irs  
besides several stud ies on  fo lk  m usic.

F e l e k i , László (b. 1 9 0 9 ). Jo u rn a lis t and 
w rite r. Form erly w orked fo r sporting  papers 
b u t since has becom e a h u m o ris t and is  
now w orking fo r th e  sa tirical w eekly L u d a s  

M a t y i .  See h is L itt le  F ish—Big F ish  in  V ol.
I, N o . i  o f T h e  N ew  H un g arian  Q u a rte rly .

S a s , Ju d it :  G raduated  from  Eötvös Loránd 
U niversity , Budapest, w orks a t th e  H un g a
rian  In s titu te  fo r A d u lt E ducation . H e r  
m ain  field o f  in te res t is th e  theory  o f  ad u lt 
education . She has published  various essays 
on  th is  subject in  H ungarian  periodicals.

S íp o s , Z su zsan n a : A secondary school 
teacher by profession, who graduated  from  
Eötvös Loránd U niversity ; she is now  w ork
ing  a t  th e  H un g arian  In s ti tu te  fo r  A d u lt 
E ducation  and  doing scientific research on 
th e  sociology o f  education, a sub ject on 
w hich  she has published  num erous articles.

P a s s u t h , László (b . 1900). A u th o r o f
m uch-transla ted  h isto rical novels. (See V ol.
II, N o . 2). H is  con tribu tions to  T h e  N ew  
H ungarian  Q u a rte rly : “ Id en titie s E stab
lish ed ” in  V ol. II, N o . 2, “ T ihany  A ntiqua”
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in  V ol. II, N o . 3, “ Sexcentenary o f  D eb
recen” in  V ol. I l l ,  N o . 5, “ H ungary  and 
th e  C om m unity  o f  European W rite rs” in  
V ol. I l l ,  N o . 7 .

F ö l d e s , Anna (b. 1930). Journa lis t and l i t 
erary h isto rian . See also he r “ H eroes and 
W rite rs” in  V ol. IV , N o . 12, o f  T h e  N ew  
H ungarian  Q uarterly .

H uba, L ászló (b. 1 9 2 2 ). Jo u rna lis t, ed ito r  
o f  th e  H u ngarian  T ravel M agazine, au tho r 
o f  num erous books on  to u rism , ed ito r  o f 
trave l books on H ungary .

T ó t h , B álint ( b .  1 9 2 9 ) .  Librarian, transla to r. 
Published transla tions o f  poem s b y  R ilke 
and Petrarca. See also his article  Budapest 
East E nd  in  V ol. IV , N o . 10, o f  T he N ew  
H ungarian  Q uarterly .

F r a n k , János (b . 1925). M useologist and 
art-h isto rian . A u thor o f  articles, reviews, 
e tc ., on  a rt. Is engaged in  organizing and 
preparing exhibitions.

Szilágyi, János (b. 1 9 0 7 ) .  Senior scientific 
co-worker a t th e  A quincum  M useum . In  
charge o f  th e  excavations a t A quincum  since 
1935. M ain  pub lica tions: I n s c r ip t io n s  ta g u -  

la r u m  P a n n o n ic a r u m  (D iss. Pann . I . Budapest, 
1 9 3 3 ) ;  D á c ia  h elyőrsége i ( “ G arrisons in  Da

cia”), 1945; R om an G arrisons S ta tioned a t 
th e  N o rth e rn  Pannonian-Q uad Frontier- 
sectors. . .  (Acta Arch. Acad. Sei. H u n g . II, 
1952, 189—2 22); L e s  v a r ia t io n s  des ce n tre s  d e  

p rep o n d e ra n c e  m i l i t a i r e  d a n s  le s  p r o v in c e s  f r o n t i 

eres de l ’E m p ir e  R o m a in  (Acta A n t. Acad. Sei. 
H u n g . II, 117—223); A q u in c u m  (Acad. 
H u n g , 1956); B e itr ä g e  z u r  S ta t i s t i k  d e r  S te r b 

lic h k e it in  den  w es te u ro p ä isch en  P r o v in z e n  d es  

röm isch en  I m p e r iu m s  (Acta A rch. Acad. Sei. 
H u n g . 13, 1961, 125— 155); B e itr ä g e  z u r  

S ta t i s t i k  d e r  S te r b lic h k e it  in  d e r  i l ly r is c h e n  P r o 

v i n z g r u p p e  u n d  in  N o r d i ta l i e n  (Acta Arch. 
Acad. Sei. H u n g . 14, 1962, 297— 396).

P á r d u c z , M ihály  (b. 1908). Archeologist. 
H e  led  th e  archeology departm en t o f  th e  
N a tio n a l M useum  till  i 9 6 0 ,  since th en  he 
is scientific co-worker o f  th e  Archeology 
in s titu te  o f  th e  H u ngarian  Academ y o f  
Sciences and  leads its  d ep artm en t dealing 
w ith  th e  m igration  age. H is  m ain  field is  
th e  s tudy  o f  th e  archeological relics o f  th e  
first peoples fro m  th e  s tep p e  to  reach H u n 
gary: th e  Scythians, Sarm atians, H u n s. 
H is  m ain  w orks: D e n k m ä le r  d e r  S a r m a te n z e i t  

U n g a r n s  I—III  (1941, 1944, 1950); L e  

c im e tie re  H a l l s ta t t i e n  de S z e n te s -V e k e r z u g  I—III  
(1952, 1954, 1955); A rch a eo lo g isch e  B e i tr ä g e  

z u r  G esch ich te  d e r  H u n n e n z e i t  in  U n g a r n  (1959); 
D i e  eth n isch en  P r o b le m e  d e r  H u n n e n z e i t  in  

U n g a r n  (1963).
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m a y  be obtained f r o m  the fo l lo w in g  d is tr ib u to rs :

AUSTRALIA: A. Keesing, G. P. O. Box 4886, Sydney, N . S. W .
AUSTRIA: Globus Buchvertrieb, Salzgries 16, Wien 1.

Rudolf Nowak, Buchhandlung und Verlag, Köllnerhofgasse 4, Wien I .  
BELGIUM : Agence Messagerie de la Presse, Rue de Persil 14— 22, Brussels 
BRAZIL: Livraria Bródy Ltda, Rua Cous Crispiniano 404, Sao Paulo 
CANADA: Pannónia Books, 412A College Street, Toronto 2B, Ontario 
DENM ARK: Knud Rarstem International Booksellers, 15 Aaboulevard, Copenhagen 

Ejnar Munksgaard Ltd., 6, Nörregade, Copenhagen K.
FINLAND: Akateeminen Kirjakauppa, Keskuskatu, 2, Helsinki 
FRANCE: Agence Littfraire et Artistique Parisienne, 7  rue Debelleyme, Paris 8. 
GERMAN FEDERAL REPUBLIC: Kubon & Sagner, Schließfach 68, München 34. 

W . E. Saarbach G.M .B.H. Schließfach 1510, Köln 1.
Kunst & Wissen, Erich Bieber, Postfach 46, Stuttgart S.

GREAT BRITAIN: Collet’s Holdings Limited, Import Subscription Dept.
44-45, Museum Street, London, W . C. 1.
Dawson & Sons Ltd., Cannon House, Macklin Street, London W . C. 2.
W . H . Smith and Son Ltd., Strand House, Portugal Street, London W . C. 2. 

IND IA: National Book Agency Private Ltd., 12, Bankim Chatterjee Street, Calcutta 
Magazine Subscription Agency, 2/23 Nanik Nivas, 91 Warden Road, Bombay 26. 

ITALY: Libreria Rinascita, Via delle Botteghe Oscure 2, Roma
Libreria Commissionaria Sansoni, Via Gino Capponi 26, Firenze 

ISRAEL: “ Haiflepac” Ltd., P .O . B. 1794, Haifa
Library A. Gondos, Herzl 16 Beth Hakranot, Haifa 

JA PAN: Maruzen Company Ltd., Booksellers, 6 Tori Nihonbashi, Tokyo 
Nauka Ltd., 2, Kanda Zinbocho 2 Chome, Chyoda-ku, Tokyo 

NETH ERLA N D S: Swets & Zeitlinger Booksellers, Keizersgracht 487, Amsterdam C.
Meulenhoff & Co. N . V., Beulingstraat 2, Amsterdam C.

NORW AY: A/S Narvesens Litteratur Tjeneste, Box 115, Oslo 
SOUTH AFRICAN U N IO N : Globus Industrial Corporation, 61 Loveday Street, 

Johannesburg
SW ED EN : A. B. Nordiska Bokhandeln, Drottninggatan 7— 9, Stockholm 
SW ITZERLAND: Azed AG Zeitungsagentur, Großbuchhandlung, Postfach, Basel 2.'

• Pinkus & Co, Froschaugasse 7, Zürich I.
UNITED STATES OF AM ERICA: Stechert-Hafnenine., 31 East io th  Street, 

New York 3, N . Y.
Joseph Brownfield, 15 Park Row, New York 38, N . Y.
FAM Book Service, 69 Fifth Avenue, New York 3, N . Y.

VENEZUELA: Luis Tarcsay, Calle Iglesia, Edif. Vittoria Apto 21,
Sabana Grande, Caracas

or

Kultúra Hungarian Trading Company 

for Books and Newspapers 

Budapest 62, P. O. B. 149.
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