

































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Appendix I

ARCHAIC AND LATINATE SYNTAX IN 'NIEWOLA TATARSKA’

In addition to the items of archaic language found in the Trilogy,
Niewola tatarska contains a high proportion of archaic syntax, including
the following:

1. Masculine non-personal nouns with ”personal” endings in the
nominative plural: inni ptacy stepowi (p. 9),39 ortowie, kiérzy (p. 9),
wilcy (pp. 11, 39).

2. Variant forms of masculine nouns in the nominative plural:
Kozaki (p. 9), Kozacy (pp. 12, 13), Kozaczkowie (p. 12).

3. Instrumental plural masculine nouns ending in -y: 2 Bisurmany
(pp. 4, 10).360)

4. Use of on and related forms as demonstrative adjectives: ona
gwiazdka (p. 8), onej nocy (p. 8), one gwiazdki (p. 12), koto onej stannicy
(p. 11), one bestie (p. 28), od onych Swiatet (p. 20).

5. Predicative form of adjective used other than as a predicate:
ledy jak 2yw (p. 12).

6. Archaic connectives e.g. jakozZ introducing a clause of ”confirma-
tion” or ”justification”: Lepiej przystoi mezowi na stepie nidli w id2nicy,
jako niewiescie, konacé. Jakoz tam jest najlepsza rycerski szkota... (p. 6) 36

It has been said of Niewola that it ”sometimes gives the impression of
being a translation from classical Latin”.3? This impression is due in
part to Sienkiewicz’s use of four stylistic features characteristic of Latin
prose:

1. Separation of noun and adjective which modifies it by another
word, or words: w tak wielkim fortuny mojej uszczupleniu (p. 5), cere
majac $niadg (ibid.), wiasne majac zwyczaj nieci¢ ognisko (p. 7), takgq
juz Pan B6g narodowi naszemu dat fantazje (p. 10).363 This construction

359) Page references are to Dzieta V.

360) See above.

361) PS (op. cit.) calls this use "przest.”” but it may not have been so to Sienkiewicz.

362) Mieczystawa RomankéwnNa, ''Normy gramatyki lacinskiej jako $rodek archaizacji
Jezyka polskiego w nowell Henryka Sienkiewicza Niewola tatarska’, Prace polonistyczne XX
(1964), p. 234. Miss Romankéwna’s essay does not investigate any of the features noticed here.

363) Commonly used in present-day Polish.
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is to be found in all the classical authors, e.g. Tacitus. In his Annales,
the following occur on the same page: missis per interna bella nobilibus
(X1, 16), externum ad imperium, vacuis per medium diei porticibus,
tempestatem ab Ostia atrocus.

2. The placing of possessive adjectives after the noun they modify:
fortuna moja, dzieweczka moja, w serce moje, Marychna moja, niewola
moja, nedza moja, gardto jest rzecza mojg, racz ojcom moim daé.. dla
honoru rodu mego etc.

3. Copious use of the tricolon,34 e.g. ”..ktérych dzieci na zamkach
swoich 2zyjg,/ poczty trzymajg,/ i senatorskie godnosci w Rzeczypospolitej
piastuja” (p. 10), ”"nie w drelichu, jeno w zlotoglowiu,/ i nie w podartej
czapce, ale w pidrach strusich,/ i nie z jednym pachotkiem, ale z pocztem
i buzdygsanem w reku” (p. 11): ”o postugach rycerskich dla mitej ojczyzny,/
ani o stawie,/ ani o Marysi (mysleé nie moglem)” (p. 23): "Wolej bym byt
na sSwiat nie przychodzit,/ wolej w bitwie zgingt,/ wolej by mnie Sulejman
od razu na meki wydal” (p. 23): "Fedko pewnie w niebie przez Ojca
Przedwiecznego byl nobilitowany,/ i purpura okryty,/ i do chwaty naj-
wyzej wyniesiony” (p. 29).

4. A high proportion of both present and past participles: pachole
jadgc przodem (p. 3), pachotek jadgc wprzodem (p. 4), pierwszy raz na
Ukrainie bedgc (ibid. ), szelest wielki sprawujgc (ibid.), baczgc na szczuplosé
mej fortuny (ibid.), sgdzgc mieé¢ sprawe z wilkolakiem (p. 7), te, siedzqgc
na ziemi (p. 9): czeScig zastawszy, czescig przedawszy... poegnawszy Ma-
rysie (p. 4), wielki krzyk wuczyniwszy (p. 5), wojne nad wszystko umito-
wawszy (p. 6), te, stloceywszy sie (p. 7), co ustyszawszy (pp. 14, 26).

As befits a seventeenth-century memoir, which Niewola purports to
be, Zdanoborski frequently adopts the macaronic style and incorporates
Latin words or phrases into his text.5) They range from adverbs (in
tempore wszystko mija) and participles (ja tu zolnierz na ordynansie
Chrystusowym moriturus) to phrases such as: nie tylko acti labores ale
dolores iucundi sie stajg etc. Examples occur on almost every page, often
more than once.

Apart from being a ”“thematic microcosm” of the Trilogy, Niewola
tatarska is of interest as an example of Sienkiewicz’s stylistic versatility.

364) See pp. 153ff, above.

365) See above.
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Appendix II

N. 1. Alcuni dunque si lamentano che, in questo o in quel romanzo
storico, in questa o in quella parte d’'un romanzo storico, il vero positivo
non sia ben distinto dalle cose inventate, e che venga, per conseguenza, a
mancare uno degli effetti principalissimi d’un tal componimento, come &
quello di dare una rappresentazione vera della storia.

N. 2. S3 bowiem pewne strony zycia, sa pewne charaktery, ktérych
niepodobna przedstawi¢ wsréd warunkéw dzisiejszych, a jednak ze wzgledu
na wszechstronno$é w odmalowaniu ducha przedstawiaé¢ je potrzeba. W
takich wypadkach uciekajag autorowie do dziejéw i wyprowadzaja na
widownie postaci i sytuacye bohaterskie ”dla pokrzepienia serc”
wspélczesnych.

N. 3. Bdég mi Swiadek, Ze kawalka chleba do ust nie wezme ni
nedznego ciata snem nie pokrzepie, zebym wprzéd o niej nie pomyslal,
a juz to w sercu moim nikt stalszej nad nig rezydencji mie¢ nie moze.

Golagbku najmilszy, mozes tam juz o mnie zapomniat, a jezeli
wspomnisz, to jeno niecheé¢ ci serce zaleje, ja za$, daleki czy bliski, w
nocy i we dnie, w pracy dla ojczyzny i trudzie, o tobie ciggle mySle i
dusza ku tobie przez bory i wody, jak zmeczony ptak, aby za$ u nég
twoich sie polozyé.

N. 4. Ot, uwazasz, tam w gorze, za onym cichym miesigcem, jest
kraina wiekuistej szczesliwosci.. Jak na mnie termin przyjdzie (a to
przecie zomierska rzecz), zaraz sobie powinnas$ powiedzieé: ”Nic to!”
Po prostu powinnas sobie powiedzie¢: “Michat odjechal, prawda, ze daleko,
dalej jak stad na Litwe, ale nic to! bo i ja za nim podaze..”

N. 5. Nagle drzwi wchodowe otworzyly sie z trzaskiem i wypadi z
nich pan Wiadystaw Skoraszewski.

Obecni cofneli sie w przerazeniu.

Ten cziowiek, zwykle tak spokojny i tagodny... wygladal teraz strasznie.
Oczy mial czerwone, wzrok obigkany, odziez rozchelstang na piersiach;
obu r¢gkoma trzymat sie za czupryne i tak wpadiszy jak piorun miedzy
szlachte krzyczat przerazliwym glosem:

— Zdrada! morderstwo! hanbal...

N. 6. Przez nastepnych kilka dni bywat pan Andrzej w Wodoktach
— 1 codzien wracal bardziej rozmitowany. Naprzéd niewinnos$é jej i
prawosé duszy chwycita za serce dzikiego zoinierza, potem poczal
podziwiaé jej rozum...

Przez nastepnych kilka dni bywal pan Andrzej codziennie w Wodoktach,
i codzien wracat bardziej rozkochany — i codzienn szczerzej podziwial
swoja Olenke. Przed kompanijonami tez ja pod niebiosa wychwalal —
a gdy sie zrywali zeby jechaé do niej z pokilonem — odpowiadal:

— W kozi rég ona was zapedzi, a to nietylko nadzwyczajng swojg
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urods, ale i cnotg i rozumem. Jeszczem tak grzecznego umystu u niewiasty
nigdy nie spotkal. O wszystkiem ma ona swoj sad — i co dobre to
pochwali, a co zle — tego zgani¢ nieomieszka, nigdy si¢ nie mylac, bo
wedle cnoty sadzi. Chcesz (sig) przed nig (pochwali¢ fantazja nic)
okaza¢ kawalerska fantazyje i pochwalisz sie, czyto zes czleka usiekt,
czy ze$ prawo publiczne podeptat — myslisz ze$ sie pokazal? Gdzie tam!
jeszcze rzeknie, ze co przeciw prawu, to przeciw Rzeczypospolitej —

N. 7. Przez nastepne dni kilka codziennie bywat pan Andrzej w
Wodoktach i co dzien wracal wiecej rozkochany, i coraz bardziej podziwial
swojg Olenke. Przed kompanionami tez jg pod niebiosa wychwalat, az
pewnego dnia rzekt im:

— Moi mili barankowie, pojedziecie dzi§ czolem bié, potem =zas
umowiliSmy sie z dziewczyng, ze do Mitrunéw wszyscy wyruszymy,
aby sanny w lasach zazy¢ i te trzecia majetno$é obaczyé...

Kawalerowie chetnie skoczyli sie¢ ubieraé¢ i wkrétce cztery pary sani
wiozto ochocza mtodziez do Wodoktéw. Pan Kmicic siedziat w pierwszych,
bardzo ozdobnych, ksztatt niedZwiedzia srebrzystego majacych. Ciggnety
je trzy kalmuki...

N. 8. ..Wotodyjowski przycupnat tuz przy Skrzetuskim i szepng! mu
w samo ucho:

— Ida na pewno...

— Krok pod miare.

— To nie czern ani Tatarzy.

— Piechota zaporoska.

— Albo janczary: oni dobrze maszeruja. 2Z konia mozna by ich
wiecej nacigc!

— Dzi$ za ciemno na jazde.

— Styszysz teraz?

— Ts! tsl...

N. 9. Pulkownik uspokajal sie¢ zwolna. Odmdéwili mu raz starostwa
— c0z z tego? Tym bardziej bedg sie starali go wynagrodzi¢, zwlaszcza
po zwyciestwie 1 zgaszeniu buntu, po uwolnieniu od wojny domowej
Ukrainy, ba! catej Rzeczypospolitej! Wowczas niczego mu nie odmowia,
wowczas nie bedzie potrzebowal nawet Potockich...

Helena za$ oddata sie¢ myslom... Napad, straszne sceny mordu, strach,
niespodziany ratunek i ucieczka — wszystko to przewalilo sie jak burza
w ciggu jednej nocy. A przy tym zaszio tyle rzeczy niezrozumiatych!
Kto byt ten, co ja ratowal?.. Skad sie wzigt w Roztogach?

N. 10. Anton zastanowit sie gieboko. Gdyby ten dziad byt przebranym
Zaglobg, dlaczegoby u licha chtopéw do Chmielnickiego namawial?
Zreszta skadby przebrania wziglt?

Nie rozumial! bowiem, dlaczego Bohun gonit poczgtkowo w strong
Lubniéw... Gdziez wigc by¢é mogta? gdzie si¢ schronila? Uciekla-li?

N. 11. Tymczasem rozwidnialo sie coraz bardziej, niebo z bladego
stawalo si¢ zielone i ztote, a 6w punkt na widnokregu poczat tak blyszczec,
ze oczy mruzyly sig¢ od tego blasku. ..owo Swiatto rosto w oczach, z
punktu uczynilo sie kotem, z kota koliskiem — z dala rzeklbys, ze ktos
zawiesil! nad ziemig olbrzymiag gwiazde...
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Kmicic i jego ludzie patrzyli ze zdumieniem na owo zjawisko Swietliste,
drgajgce, promienne, nie wiedzgc, co majg przed oczyma.

(W kaplicy panowat) mrok czerwony, ktorego nie rozpraszaty zupelnie
ptomyki Swiec jarzacych sie przed oltarzem. Barwne $Swiatta wpadaly
takze przez szyby i wszystkie one blaski czerwone, fioletowe, ztote, ogniste
drgaly na $cianach, Slizgaty sie po rzezbach, zatamaniach, przedzieraly
sig zaciemnione gigbie wydobywajac na jaw jakie$ niewyraZne przedmioty
pograzone jakoby we Snie.. Wszystko tu bylo pdétwidne, péiprzestoniete...

..wida¢ bylo chwilami grozne zarysy klasztoru, ktéry si¢ zmieniat w
oczach; raz zdawal sie wyzszym niz zwykle, to znéw jakoby zapadal w
otchlan.. wyniosle Sciany i wieze zarysowaly sie jaskrawo, potem zndéw
gasty.

Zoinierze poczeli patrzeé przed siebie z trwoga ponura i zabobonna.

...szczegllniejszym zjawiskiem przyrody, kosciét wraz z wieza unosit
sie nie tylko nad skale, ale i nad mgle.. jakby oderwat sig¢ od swej
podstawy i zawist w Dbiekitach.. Krzyki zolnierzy zwiastowaly, ze
spostrzegli takze zjawisko.
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TYMON TERLECKI
(CHICAGO)

WYSPIANSKI IN TWO PERSPECTIVES™

In keeping with the guidelines for this part of our proceedings, my
paper does not intend to establish a descriptive bibliographic register,
une bibliographie raisonnée, of scholarly investigation on Wyspianski.
Many such attempts were made in the past and covered larger or smaller
spans of time.) The present venture aims at giving a survey not of
studies devoted to, but of problems raised by the literary work of
Wyspianski.

The moment seems particularly propitious for such a task. It looks
as if we had reached a turning point, a dividing line in the history of
research on Wyspianski. This creates the temptation to look in two
directions, to open up two perspectives: toward the past and toward
the future; toward what has been done as well as toward what can
and should be done now.

A decisive factor in the study of any writer is the state of research
concerning the primary sources, and, above all, the texts of his oeuvre.
For Wyspianski, the last decade has, in this respect, been a happy one.
It brought the critical edition of his ”Collected Works” (Dzieta zebrane)
in fourteen volumes,? a team achievement under the direction of Leon
Ploszewski, an eminent philologist, editor of the so-called National
Edition of Mickiewicz’s works (Wydanie narodowe), published after
World War II. Wyspianski’s ”Collected Works” took almost ten years to
prepare (1957-66) and was the crowning achievement of Ploszewski’s
laborious life (he died in 1970).

His edition superseded an earlier one, the seven-volume “Works”
(Dzieta, 1924-32) edited by Adam Chmiel, Tadeusz Sinko and, the last

*) Paper read at the Second Congress of Polish American Scholars and Scientists,
sponsored by the Polish Institute of Arts and Sciences in America, co-sponsored jointly
by the Institute of East Central Europe and The School of International Affairs of Columbia
University, New York, April 23-25, 1971.

1) Wilhelm Barsasz, ’'Przeglad badan nad Wyspianskim 1897-1930"" (A Survey of
Wyspianski Research 1897-1930), Przeglgd Humanistyczny 1930, fasc. 2, p. 143 et seq. Among
later surveys the most instructive is Bozena Frankowska’s ’’Najnowsze prace o teatrze
Wyspianskiego” (The Most Recent Studies about Wyspianski’s Theatre), Pamiginik Literacki
1959, fasc. 2, p. 684 et seq. Many others, smaller and less substantial are enumerated by
Maria Stokowa in her Stanistaw Wyspianski. Monografia bibliograficena (S.W. A Bibliographic
Monograph) -part 1, p. LXXXIX et seq. For a precise description of this work cf note 15).

2) Cf a detailed description in Srokowa’s Bibliographic Monograph part 1, p. 104 et seq.,
108, 109 et seq., 112 et seq. 114 et seq.
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three volumes, by Ploszewski. The post World War II edition is un-
questionably superior to the previous one. It includes much new
material: two versions of the ”Song of Warsaw” and seventeen unknown
juvenilia; but, most important of all, it represents an enormous progress
in textual criticism. Ploszewski was a much better philologist than
Chmiel (an archivist by profession). He did not have Sinko’s often
misplaced ambition to be Wyspianski’s interpreter. He dropped interpre-
tation altogether, and gave us a critical edition of the texts with detailed,
but purely philological, commentaries. These display his mastery: e.g.
in the critical apparatus to the "November Night”, and especially in the
part concerning Scene V ("W Teairze Rozmaitosci”’); it reveals that
Wyspianski, a poeta vates because of his improvisatory way of creating,
could be a poeta faber, capable of reaching the heights of elaborate
conciseness and precision.®)

Ploszewski’s restraint in the matter of interpretation and evaluation
follows the ideal of a critical edition: let the most authentic text speak
for itself, by itself. But this lofty aim raises a first doubt. Is it
advisable in the case of a work to an exceptional degree saturated
with allusions of many kinds: cultural, historical, topographical, literary,
mythological and so on? It is not too dogmatic in the case of a writer
so individual, even uncertain in his linguistic attitude as to use words
arbitrarily or mistakenly, as was proved by giwer in the “November
Night” and by korowaj in the "Little Rock”?

Generally speaking, this nudity of the text adds to the coldness of the
poet the coldness of his editor. In this respect, the Collected Works”
of Wyspianski contrast with the critical edition of Fredro, prepared by
Stanistaw Pigon, which is — next to the National Edition of Mickiewicz —
perhaps the greatest masterpiece of scholarly editorship in the postwar
period.> Pigon did not shun often revelatory annotations, and did not
hide his presence as an editor. This lends the edition a captivating air
of warmth and intimacy.

But, in the end, the presence of the editor is not what matters most;
it may even be disputable, as far as textual criticism and the ”art of
editorship” are concerned.®) The crucial question for every critical edition
reads: is this an editio ne varietur, a definitive one? It is not easy to
answer it as a whole, and especially within this narrow frame. But there
is one, by no means unimportant aspect which raises certain doubts.

It is that of the punctuation — very specific with Wyspianski, as
it was with Norwid; in both cases highly individual and artistically
functional. @The author of the ”November Night” and ”Liberation”

3) Cf Stanistaw WyspiaNskl, Dgieta zebrane (Collected Works), team ed. dir. Leon
Proszewski, preface by Aniela LEmricka (Krakéw: Wydawnictwo Literackie, 1957-1966). Vol. VI,
specifically ’Kolejne fazy powstawania utworu’” (The Consecutive Phases of the Work),
p. 212 et seq.

4) Stanistaw WyspiaNsk1, Warszawianka, Lelewel, Noc listopadowa, ed. Jan NOWAKOWSKI
(Biblioteka Narodowa I, 193, Wroctaw 1967), p. 161 and Stanistaw WryspiaNsk1, Bolestaw
Smialy, Skatka, ed. Jan Nowakowskr (Biblioteka Narodowa, I, 198, Wroclaw 1969), p. 120.

5) Dzieta wszyskie (The Complete Works) of Juliusz Srowacki, prepared under the
direction of Juliusz KLEINER (and published as a second edition after World War II)
belong with their methodological, fundamental tenets to the previous period.

6) This is a borrowing from Konrad Gorski, Sztuka edytorska. Zarys teorii (The Art
of Editorship. A Theoretical Outline), Warszawa 1956.
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invented some sixty new punctuation marks, combining existing ones
and using them as expressive signs, to indicate the tempo and dynamics
of speech, even gesture and mimic.”? An innovator in this field, he was
rather negligent, careless and frugal in the use of conventional punctuation.
Ploszewski’s edition treats these two usages on a par, retaining both
of them in the same degree. Chmiel was perhaps too liberal in this
respect, Ploszewski is too rigid. Actually, the conventional, or better
perhaps, the logical punctuation of Wyspianski’s writings, calls for the
intervention of the editor in the interest of the author and his reader.
The former is not one of the clear and precise writers — on the
contrary. The latter is often baffled and even lost in the intricacies of
the text. Every punctuation mark added seems, from the scholarly point
of view, legitimate and would be a service, not a disservice. Two
examples — intentionally the simplest ones — will illustrate the point:

(in the ”Collected Works”): Stawa Twoja $mier¢ tobie u ludzi.
(proposed change): Stawa Twoja, $mieré tobie u ludzi.

(in the ”Collected Works”): Wiesz, jak jest szybki Smierc, jak
lotny gomniec.

(proposed change): Wiesz, jak jest s2ybki, Smieré, jak loiny goniec.®

An elementary operation changes much, removes an obstacle in
grasping the sense.

Not everything in the field of primary sources looks as well as one
would like and as the ”Collected Works” seem to promise. There
remains still the most deplorable lacuna: Wyspianski’s correspondence.
The two latest editions of Mickiewicz, the “National” and the ”Jubilee”
edition (Wydanie jubileuszowe, a changed and greatly improved revision
of the former), contain all known letters written by the poet and
addressed to him; they were acclaimed as a revelation. Ploszewski was
responsible (or in the second case, co-responsible) for these editions,
but for unknown, nowhere explained reasons, he did not introduce
Wyspianski’s letters into the canon of the ”Collected Works”.

Their history does not begin at this point. It is un chapitre a part,
now sixty years old. Wyspianski’s contemporaries, the recipients of his
letters and his friends, were aware of their importance as a primary
source. Their publication in periodicals started a few weeks after the
author’s death Soon, however, began their martyrology, caused by
the vis maior of historical events, unhappy incidents, bad luck and by

7) Wactaw Borowy, "Lazienki a ‘'Noc listopadowa’ Wyspianskiego’> (The ’'Lazienki’
Palace and Wpyspianski’s "November Night’’) in Studia i rozprawy (Wroctaw 1952), vol. I,
p. 233. Janusz DecLER devoted a very interesting study to this problem, ’’Pismo teatralne
Stanistawa Wyspianskiego’’ in Dramat i teatr. Konferencja historyczno-literacka w Swigtej
Katarzynie (S.W.’s "’Theatrical Script’’ in: Drama and The Theatre. A Historical-Literary
Conference in St. Catharine’s) ed. Jan TrzyNabrowski, Wroctaw 1967.

8) S. WysriaNsk1, Collected Works, vol. VI, p. 85 and vol. VII, p. 149. Cf also p. 346,
where a different reading of this line is discussed without touching on the question of
punctuation.

9) The letters to Lucjan Rydel began to appear in December 1907 (one month after
Wyspiarniski’s death) and through 1908. Cf J6zef KOTARBINSKI, Pogrobowiec romantyzmu.
Rzecz o Stanistawie Wyspianiskim (A Posthumous Child of Romanticism. On S.W.), Warszawa
1909, p. 295 et seq.

— 301 —



the vis minor — if one may say so — of human frailty and pettiness.
Already in 1910 Wilhelm Feldman announced in the second volume of the
"Posthumous Works” (Pisma posmiertne) the publication of Wyspianski’s
letters. But misunderstandings between him and Adam Chmiel, the
other friend of the poet, foiled this plan and even arrested the publication
of the posthuma altogether.! A whole decade passed — that of World
War I. Then came the next ten years, which were not better. In spite
of the announcement, the letters did not appear in Wyspianski’s "Works”
(Chmiel - Sinko - Ptoszewski). Only in the late thirties, on the threshold
of the new war cataclysm, was the correspondence in the process of
being printed. In the ensuing turmoil, two sets of letters perished. One of
them, perhaps the most important of all, written to J6zef Opienski, the
composer friend and presumptive collaborator in music dramas a la
Wagner, survived only in the form of printing proofs. After the second
World War, there came a period of political discrimination against
Wyspianski, and once more, his letters went into hiding.

When the ban was lifted, the last act of the story began, perhaps the
most unpleasant one. Ploszewski had the entire collection in his hands
and exploited it freely for his own individual research; he was its sole
dispositary, its sole user — and still, he procrastinated. In 1961 he
announced its publication, with Jan Diirr-Durski as co-editor (Durski was
a scholar, known as the lucky hunter of data concerning Wyspianski’s
biography).l> The announcement was later many times repeated,'?)
but it never materialised. Then Diirr-Durski, first the editor, later the
co-editor of the four-volume ”Letters” died (1969). Ploszewski — the
third, or even fourth editor of this collection — followed him soon after
(1970). This has suspended a new questionmark over that unfortunate
part of Wyspianski’s written heritage. It may mean a new postponement,
like that which has already done so much harm to our knowledge of
Wyspianski, or perhaps — let us hope for the best — it may prompt
the long overdue publication.?

Whenever it comes, it will be of capital wvalue. Paradoxically,
Wyspianski, by nature a secretive man, was at the same time, or some-
times, a spontaneous, even an explosive letterwriter. Especially in
the formative years of his travels and stay abroad (mainly in Paris
1890-94), he felt an wurge to confess, to share with his friends

10) Leon Proszewskl, Zrodia i zasady wydania ’’Dziet zebranych” Stanistawa Wyspiari-
skiego (Sources and Guidelines for the Edition of S.W.’s Collected Works), Krakéw, 1964, p. 22.

11) Cf Ksigga ku czei Stanislawa Pigonia wydana staraniem Komisji Historyczno-
Literackiej Krakowskiego Oddziatu Polskiej Akademii Nauk (Festschrift in honour of S. Pigon
publ. by the Historic and Literary Committee of the Cracow Section of the Polish Academy
of Sciences), Krakow 1961, p. 531.

12) Among others in Stokowa’s Bibliographic Monograph, part 1 1967, p. XI.

13) Proszewskl intended to add some other autobiographic material, such as the
"memorandum book” (raptularz) from Wyspianski’s most hectic period of artistic activity
in 1904-5 and also, most probably, his early diary from the years 1885-90, about which
we know very little. Alicja OxoNska, Scenografia Wyspiarniskiego (Wroctaw 1961) p. 22, describes
it as an unpublished notebook of 224 pages. Proszewskl mentions it casually as a ’little
diary’’ (dzienniczek) in vol. I of the Collected Works, and published ’’only some fragments’
in vol. XIV, p. 121-130. It is impossible to form any clear opinion of the value of this
source on the basis of such scanty material. One quotation in OkoNska’s book is very
striking and instructive, whilst Proszewski’s selection of fragments is rather uninteresting.
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(painters, writers and one musician) his experiences, ideas, plans and
far-reaching ambitions. Later, such continuous outpourings, a kind of
written monologue intérieur, became less frequent, because of the haste,
the creative pressure, the mortal illness, the growing loneliness; but they
did occur from time to time, e.g. the set of letters to Stanistaw Lack,
his favorite interpreter, though too cryptic and too intricate for our
present taste and use. Wyspianski wrote them in 1905, when he sollicited
the directorship of the theatre in Cracow. Generally speaking, many
enigmas can not be solved or even tentatively elucidated, without a
thorough study of this material. For instance: it is a secret why
Mickiewicz stopped to write; it is a mystery under what impulses
Wyspianski the painter started to write.

This leads us to another lacuna: the lack of a comprehensive, critical
biography of Wyspianski. Nowadays we attach much less importance
to such a treatment; we have learned to manage without it, and found
some advantages in this voluntary limitation. For some extremists, an
author without a biography, so completely detached from his work as
to become practically non-existent would be the ideal subject of
investigation. But there are still some schools, some stimulating
methodological orientations like la psychocritiqgue of Charles Mauron,
which resort to biography as a helpful supplementary instrument.

The case of Wyspianski seems specific and significant from the
socio-psychological point of view. The bard who was a syphilitic, the
prophet with a ”shameful” sickness was a hard, too hard a test for the
sensitivity of the Poles; their feeling for irony, what Norwid called the
"great irony”, does not seem to be very keen. Only recently, some horrifying
details of this secret de polichinelle were published.!) The shedding of
this kind of light could have a healthy, liberating, humanizing effect, it
could break down the barrier of imposed silence. It may also not be
insignificant for the psychography of Wyspianski. We have a psychology
of consumptives, a psychology of homosexuals; one may assume that
there is a psychology of luetics as well. It may have had some bearing
on the creative life, its ideological and technical propensities. Because
of the fatal illness, Wyspianski’s temporal existence and his poetic producti-
veness were reduced to one, incredibly crammed, decade. A detailed
biographic investigation should help to put matters in order, by
lluminating what thus far has remained in the dark.

To some degree, as yet difficult to estimate, this gap will be filled
by a calendarium of Wyspianski — a now fashionable and rather useful
form of preparatory investigation in Polish literary scholarship; already
tested in the cases of Sienkiewicz, Zeromski, Stowacki and most exten-
sively, Mickiewicz (four volumes so far). Wyspianski’s calendarium is
in preparation, or even in the press, as the second supplement to the
”Collected Works”, directed by Ploszewski.

The first supplement, which was also initiated by him, Wyspianski’s
”Bibliographic Monograph”, came as a homage on the hundredth anni-
versary of his birth in 1969. It is the fifteenth volume of the critical
edition and consists of four separate parts (in Polish volumina), altogether

14) Jan DUrr-Durski, "Wyspianski jak sie o nim nie méwi”. (Wyspianiski, as he is
usually not talked about), Przeglgd Humanistyczny, 1969, nr. 6, p. 47 et seq.
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running to 1.600 pages.! Two parts are devoted to the writer and
artist, his life and work. The two other parts deal with his reception
in the theatre. The first half of the work treats jointly the subjective
and objective bibllography of Wyspianski, registers all that he has
written himself and that has been written about him and his work.
The second half brings the full register of all productions of Wyspianski’s
dramas, together with all the critical repercussions. This section extends
and reinforces the particular stamp of Wyspianski’s theatricality which
Ploszewski impressed on the ”Collective Works”; his commentaries to
each play record its stage history; he has collected, reproduced and com-
mented upon the entire theatrical documentation (stage designs, costumes
and prop-projects, portraits of actors drawn by Wyspianski, posters, spe-
cimens of producers’ notebooks and so on).!5) Methodologically, Stokowa’s
monograph, as a whole, is a model work.!) It surpasses respective biblio-
graphies of Polish ! and non-Polish authors.!®)

The ”Bibliographic Monograph” of Wyspianski is in itself an imposing
and somewhat bewildering monument. Although it is a selective work,
especially in the chapter "The Cult of the Poet”, it contains as many
as 6.000 or more entries (even this figure is, in fact, considerably exceeded
because some entries are of a comprehensive character, grouping
together several headings concerning the same topic e.g. no. 1534,
contains 38 ”sub-entries”; the criticisms of every scenic production are
also assembled under one number). This bulk, this immensity provokes
a malicious question: how many people have read all the items, so
laboriously collected and carefully arranged by the bibliographer? Neither
can one refrain from making a reflection which paraphrases a famous
saying: never have so many, writing so much, eventually written so

15) Stanislaw WysPiaNskI, Dzieta zebrane (Collected Works), vol. XV: Monografia
bibliograficzna (A Bibliographic Monograph) by Maria STokowa. Four separate parts:
Part 1: Twodrczosé¢ pisarska. zyciorys (Wyspianski’s Writings. His Biography); Part 2
O tworczosci pisarskiej i plastycznej (On W.'s Writings and Paintings); Part 3: Teatr
Wyspianskiego - I (W. and the Theatre - I); Part 4: Teatr Wyspianskiego - II (W. and
the Theatre - II) (Krakéw: Wydawnictwo Literackie, 1967-68).

15a) This specific and very valuable aspect of Proszewskil’s edition is not entirely
satisfactory either. E.g. one wonders why he did not keep to the technique of reproducing
the Wawel tapestries in Acropolis, why he omitted the musical score of Boleslaw RaczyNsx1
which Wyspianski had included in the first edition of his drama. Both these components
betray some artistic intention, are integral parts of the only edtion published in the author’s
lifetime, and should have been faithfully preserved in the critical edition.

16) Here is a competent evaluation by an eminent historian of the Polish theatre
of the part concerning Wyspianski’s dramatic writings: "It fulfills all the requirements
of an extended repertoire (in the sense of as complete as possible a listing of names of
plays and dates of their publication and performance); among the repertoires of individual
authors it is a model achievement’’, (Jerzy Got, "Repertuary’” in the collective work ed.
by Jadwiga CzacHowska Dokumentacja w badaniach literackich i teatralnych. Wybrane
problemy - Documentary Evidence in Literary and Theatre Research. Selected Problems.
Wroctaw, 1970, p. 283).

17) ”No Polish writer has ever had such a bibliography’’ - DURR-DURSKI, op. cit. p. 47-48.

18) For instance, the bibliography of Hugo von Hofmannsthal, Wyspianski’s contemporary,
Austrian counterpart; even the newest one: Horst WEBER, Bibliographie des Schrifttums
1892-1963 (Berlin 1966) does not deal with the stage history of Hofmannsthal’s dramas. It
runs into 254 pp., has three indices in comparison with the six indices in just the first
two parts, and two more in the other parts of Stokowa’s Bibliographic Monograph.
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little. Substantial works on Wyspianski are few: ten, at best, twenty,
thirty — some dated, others quickly becoming dated.

Nevertheless, the ”Bibliographic Monograph” puts on the agenda
a problem, now ready for scholarly investigation: that of the history
of the reception of Wyspianski’s works, of his reception as a cultural,
a psycho-sociological phenomenon. Such a history can and should be
written now, not necessarily by one person. It may be fascinating. It
also may have a liberating effect, similar to that already mentioned in
another context, as a clearing of the air, as a preparation for a new
approach. Let us tentatively try to divide the field, as if we were to
attempt its study.

I. The introductory period reaches as far as "The Wedding” (1901).
To the surprise of many, Wyspianski steps forth as a playwright, is
looked upon as a painter who also writes dramas, almost a dilettante,
diverting himself with literature. Only recently has it been inferred
that already in this period, Wyspianski was completely formed as a
dramatist, with a mature dramatic vision of his own.®) Historically
speaking, this thesis is ”supported” by the negative reaction of the older
generation of writers and critics (Prus, Sienkiewicz, Spasowicz, Tarnowski).

" ITI (1901-1907). As Rudolf Starzewski, the model for the journalist
in ”"The Wedding” and one of the most penetrating critics of this
epoch-making work put it: ”Beginning with the 'Wedding’, every drama
of Wyspianski, came as a shock”2) During one of its later performances
an incident occurred which was symbolic of that period. A wreath with
the cypher ”44”, designating in Mickiewicz’s ”Forefathers” the future
"Redeemer of the Nation”, was bestowed upon Wyspianski. The ideolo-
gical-national interpretation of his work prevailed accordingly. The
best specimens — Antoni Potocki’s ”Stanistaw Wyspianski” (1902),
Andrzej Niemojewski’s ”Stanistaw Wyspianski” (1903), Wilhelm Feldman’s
”Q twérczosci Zeromskiego i Wyspianskiego” (1905) — were all strongly
marked by this bias. They established for decades to come, the prevalent
treatment of Wyspianski.

IIT (1907-18). A sort of tremendous, royal funeral ceremony’?!)
which followed Wyspianski’s premature death, glorified by Sienkiewicz’s
manifesto to the nation and the official presence at the burial of
Tarnowski, in his capacity of Rector Magnificus of the Jagellonian
University — was the crowning apotheosis. The more lasting appraisals
began to take shape in this atmosphere: “Pogrobowiec romantyzmu” of
Jozef Kotarbinski, the director of the Cracow theatre at the time of
Wyspianski’s ascendance, and Adam Grzymata-Siedlecki’s first attempt
at monographic treatment: "Wyspianski, cechy i elementy jego twdrczosci”
— both published in 1909. They were followed by works dealing with
specific items, above all two studies about “The Wedding” (Walery
Gostomski, 1908 and Stanislaw Kotowicz, 1912).

19) Irena StawiNska, ’Nowy teatr Wyspianskiego’, Zeszyty Naukowe KUL (W.s New
Theatre. Scholarly Records of the Catholic University of Lublin), nr. 2 (50), p. 27 et seq.

20) Rudolf Starzewski, '’Czas’’ 1907 nr. 275 quoted after Barbara Lasocka, °'’Stanisiaw
Wyspiariski - Sesja Pan 15-17 grudnia 1957’ (S.W. - Session of the Polish Academy of
Sciences, December 15-17, 1957), Pamigtnik Teatralny, 1958 fasc. 1, p. 136.

21) Jan LoreNtowicz, Dwadziescia lat teatru (Twenty Years of Theatregoing), Warszawa
1929, vol. I, p. 385.
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IV (1918-39). This period produced serious scholarly works, which
appeared in the wake of Tadeusz Sinko’s second edition of ”Antyk
Wyspianskiego” (1922). They were: “Stanistaw Wyspianski. Rzecz o
tragediach 1 tragizmie” by Stefan Kolaczkowski (1922); ’Stanistaw
Wyspianski a romantyzm polski” by Stanistaw Kolbuszewski (1928); "Wys-
pianski na tle romantyzmu” (1932) by Wilhelm Barbasz and “Poeta-
malarz. Studium o Stanistawie Wyspianskim” (1935) by Tadeusz Ma-
kowiecki.

But apart from these books, there persisted the inherited, mechanized
adulation, more verbose than ever perhaps, because it was not counterba-
lanced by any intense theatrical experience, (a typical example was
Czeslaw Latawiec’s ”"Walka o dusze narodu w twdrczosci Stanistawa
Wyspianskiego”, 1930). On the 25th anniversary of Wyspianski death in
1932, this adulation manifested itself as the worst kind of ideological
idolatry, when Wyspianski was proclaimed the prophet of the reigning
political regime. But it was also in those years that a strong reaction
made itself felt. Wactaw Borowy and Karol Zawodziriski emphasized
that the prophet was lame and stammering. The leader of the Polish
formalist school Manfred Kridl proclaimed the rights of Wyspianski the
poet, the artist.

V (1939-45). World-War II and the Nazi occupation represents a
unique period of imposed non-reception. It is symbolized by the dispatching
to the papermills of hundreds of sets of Wyspianski’s "Works” 2 and
by his being placed at the top of the list of officially prohibited Polish
authors.

VI (1948-56). This period carried another prohibition: that imposed
by dogmatic Zdanovism, by the political curtailment of literature.
Wyspianski was banned from the theaters and publishing houses (in the
honorable company of Krasinski and Norwid, incidentally). The most
drastic and pathetic symptom of the growing pressure, was a grotesque
kind of phenomenological reduction. Leon Schiller, Wyspianski’s son
in spirit and his continuator, reduced his work, the almost twenty dramas,
to two ”realistic” (read: socialist-realistic) ones: "The Curse” and “The
Judges”. We know from other sources that under Nazi occupation, between
his stay in the Auschwitz concentration camp and the Warsaw Uprising,
Schiller had prepared a scenario, a production project ("partytura
rozumowana’”) of Wyspianski’s most mystical drama ”Akropolis”; he
had planned it for the inauguration of the National Theatre in Warsaw
after the war.222)

The scanty scholarly research in this dark period was later euphemis-
tically summed up as “the time, when Wyspianski’s symbolic theatrical
visions were to be given strict socio-political meaning”.?) The only
relatively valuable contribution to the knowledge of Wyspianski in that
period was the study by Kazimierz Wyka: Legenda i prawda 'Wesela’

22) Proszewski, Zrédia ¢ =zasady, op. cit. p. 25-6.

22a) Cf Leon ScHILLER, “Wyspianski w teatrze realistycznym’” (W. in the Realistic
Theatre) Teatr 1951, nr. 2. There is a confirmation of the production project of Acropolis
in one of his letters to me (printed in the collection of his writings Teatr Ogromny (The
Immense Theatre) p. VIII. Cf detailed description of the book in note 41.

23) Jan Nowakowski, 'O niektérych cechach struktury dziela Wyspianskiego’” (About
Certain Characteristics of Structure in W’s Works) in Ksiega ku cezci Pigonia, op. cit. p. 503.
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(1950). Another book about the same masterpiece, Aniela Lempicka’s
”0O 'Weselu’ Wyspianskiego” (1955) stands already on the threshold of
the new period: it pays lipservice to the political doctrine at the very
beginning, but brings an extensive, often revealing analysis of the work.

VII (from 1957 onward). The breakthrough was marked by a con-
ference devoted to Wyspianski in his native city, under the auspices
of the Polish Academy of Sciences, toward the end of 1957. It was free,
neither prearranged nor directed from the wings.2$) It revealed the true
attitude of the "Wyspianskologists”. One of them expressed it boldly
and, perhaps, even exaggeratedly: ”A book on Wyspianski's art is perhaps
the most important postulate of the moment. His ideology has already
been so much discussed, that it will suffice for at least two generations,
as a funny spectacle, as a satyric drama, with many literary historians
and critics taking the leading parts”.2

This period also witnessed the return of Wyspianski to the stage.
Because his works, particularly “The Wedding” and ”Liberation” have
been continuously exposed to the test of the theatre, he still commands
attention and provokes debate. He has remained a living dramatist.2®)

The proposed division into periods is, of course, sketchy and, perhaps,
somewhat too crude, as every proposal of this kind must be. But it
provides the frame and the background for a discussion of selected
problems which dominate the history of Wyspianski’s reception and the
contemporary state of knowledge about him.

The first and, chronologically, the oldest among these problems is
Wyspianski’s attitude toward his romantic heritage. It was from the
very beginning and always has been ambiguous and intricate. The
anonymous admirers who offered the author of the “Wedding” the
wreath with the cypher 44, welcomed him as a romantic bard, as the
fourth wieszcz. The catchy title of Kotarbinski’s quoted book: "The
Posthumous Child of Romanticism” (Pogrobowiec romantyzmu) linked
the man and the trend in a relationship of simple, direct dependance.
But in fact, "The Wedding”, the highest and the most original revelation
of the symbolist drama in Poland, could, paradoxically, be considered a
positivist drama, conceived in the critical spirit of the Cracow historical
school. All of which points to the complexity of the problem.

It has been explored in many directions. Wyspianski’s antiroman-
tic stance in his so-called national dramas” became a commonplace. It
was somewhat rectified by two special books: one, applying the now
obsolete genetic method (Barbasz), the second, dispensing generalities
and hazy ideas (Kolbuszewski). Lately, another link with the romantic

24) Cf two Iinstructive accounts of it: Barbara Lasocka in Pamietnik Teatralny, 1958
fasc. 1, p. 136 et seq. and Aniela LEmPicka in Pamiginik Literacki 1958, fasc. 2, p. 618 et seq.

25) Lestaw EuUSTACHIEWICZ, ''Spory o interpretacje tworczosci Wyspianskiego’ (Contro-
versy Concerning the Interpretation of W.'s Work) Pamigtnik Literacki, 1959, fasc. 2, p. 126.

26) Cf the one hundred page addendum to the second edition of Aniela LEMPICKA’S®
valuable anthology ’'Wesele we wspomnieniach i krytyce’” (’The Wedding” as recorded
in reminiscences and criticism) Krakéw, 1970, and the closing part of her introduction to
Wyzwolenie (Biblioteka Narodowa I, 200. Krakoéw 1970). Also in Almanach Sceny Polskiej,
1968/69 (Almanac of the Polish Theatre), ed. Stanistaw Marczak-OBorskl, Warszawa 1970,
the statistical data and esp. the general remarks of Elzbieta WysiNska about the celebration
of Wyspianski’s hundredth anniversary of birth in the Polish theatre of to-day, pp. 5-10.
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theatre, more specifically with the French opera, was added.?) Efforts
were made to define and outline the problem, at least in connection
with single works and motifs.?®)

Which shows that the problem is still open and calls for a thorough
rethinking, a recapitulation. For Wyspianski, romanticism was a multi-
farious and polyvalent reality. Its different values and aspects, —
romantic poetics, romantic psychology, romantic artistic achievement,
romantic political ideology, the romantic heritage etc. — he approached
in different ways. His approach varied in different works. He changed
the objects and the recipients of his positive and negative appreciation,
of his solidarity and opposition. This intricate pattern was further
complicated by Wyspianski’s attitude toward European symbolism; it
was neither passive nor uniform; sometimes, he opposed romantic
concepts to symbolist ones (e.g. the interest in history).2®

Since this paper is only a most general signalling of the problem, one
concrete proposal must suffice. Raszewski has suggested a link which,
however, is not a straightforward one. Fascinated by the romantic
opéra a grand spectacle, Wyspianski was intuitively striving after an
anti-illusionist theatre, a presentational, not a representational, a symbolic,
not an imitative one (the most striking sample was the Historia Jacobi,
the third, biblical act of ”Acropolis”’). He was, in this respect, if not
a forerunner of Adolf Appia and Edward Gordon Craig, at least their
peer, acting independently of them, in a provincial town, on the peripheries
of Europe.

The organic problem of a rare coexistence within one creative
personality of two artistic competences, of two ways of expression, is
today a simpler, and at the same time, a more complicated matter.
We have become more sensitive to the fallacy of analogising, of speaking
about literature in terms of the visual arts or music, and vice versa.
We are inclined to consider all arts independent, autonomous, even if they
are combined in one creator as in Blake and Norwid, Rossetti and
Wyspianski.

This rather sound tendency reduced the value of Makowiecki’'s
book ”Poeta-malarz”, which has lately appeared in a second, more
sumptuous edition. Where he touches on the structural relationship
of works actually making use of two arts, when he points out their
thematic affinities, his book displays a considerable amount of penetrating
insight. But it also betrays the stamp of the typically German inclination
to analogise, when it links the specific techniques. Here are two
examples: Makowiecki juxtaposes the line of Wyspianski’'s drawings
and ”the line of the words and deeds — undulating, unexpected, tortuous”.

27) Zbigniew Raszewski, ''Paradoks Wyspianskiego’’ (The Paradox of W.), Pamietnik
Teatralny 1957, fasc. 3/4, p. 434 et seq.

28) Wiktor WrINTRAUB, ''Wyspianski i kompleks Mickiewicza’? (W. and the Mickiewicz
Complex) in the collective work Wyspianiski 2ywy (The Living W.), ed. Herminia NAGLEROWA,
London 1957. "The struggle with Mickiewicz — says Weintraub — is by no means a
struggle with romanticism... The struggle with Mickiewiez is exclusively a struggle with
mysticism, the mystical-political romanticism’’ (p. 196).

29) Tymon TERLECK1, ’’Stanislaw Wyspianski and the Poetics of Symbolist Drama’’,
The Polish Review vol. XV, nr. 40 (Autumn 1970) and offpr.
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And again he discovers the same “nervousness” in Wyspianski’'s “abrupt
lines (of his pictures) and his abrupt dialogues”30

One should not overlook the fact that, with Wyspianski, the situation
is rather difficult in this respect. On the one hand, his work as a
painter is as different from his poetic work, as if it were the creation
of another man. On the other hand, close connections are discernible,
when comparing his texts and paintings, as in the case of the early
”Queen of the Polish Crown” as well as the rhapsodies and the projects
for stained glass windows in the cathedrals of Lwow and Cracow. In
the first case, the recipe seems simple: forget the painter. In the
second case, the methodological problem is very specific and has not
yet been satisfactorily solved. (Incidentally, the rhapsodies are relatively
unimportant and the least explored of all Wyspianski’s works).

The contemporary approach would suggest, instead of the poet-
painter” formula, that of ”a poet and a painter, and many things more,
perhaps, the last universal artist making use of all the visual media”.
Lately, this problem is being overshadowed by another one: was
Wyspdanski a poet or something else?

It can be called the crisis of creative identity. The question reads:
who is this strange, disquieting, complex phenomenon — a poet or a
man of the theatre? what did he create: dramas or something else, not
easily definable, approximately described as scenic scores, theatrical
scenarios in the way one speaks of musical scores and film scenarios.
Zbigniew Raszewski, the main exponent of the problem went as far as
to replace the opposition or duality of poet-painter with that of
producer-architect, justifying the second qualification by Wyspianski’s
revolutionary initiative in scenic design (in "The Legend II ” and
”Bolestaw the Bold”, his only drama entirely elaborated by him in its
theatrical shape).3> What matters in our context is that between these
two terms: producer and architect, the poet — has disappeared.

The origin of this extremist concept goes back to Borowy’s famous
and already hackneyed paradox that Wyspianski was a great poet,
without being a great writer3? Raszewski’s attitude is inspired by a
kind of defeatism: ”we know well that it is difficult to rescue the poet” 3
let us, therefore, save him as — a scenario writer, a script-writer. The
proposal caused a stir and made quite a career, although Raszewski's
study brought other, less disputable statements, even some revealing
discoveries. A debate ensued in which Wilam Horzyca, a critic and
producer, as well as Edward Csato, a critic and historian of the theatre,
participated, opposing the elimination of the poet for the benefit of the
scenarist. At the other extreme, the ”scenario concept” has become a sort
of common faith, a watchword of Pamigtnik Teatralny, the otherwise

30) Tadeusz MAKOWIECKI, Poeta-malarz. Studium o Stanistawie Wyspianskim (Poet and
Painter. A Study on S.W.), 2nd ed. Warszawa 1969, p. 209-10, p. 250.

31) Raszewsk1l ’'Paradoks Wyspianskiego', op. cit. p. 445.

32) Borowy, ’"Lazienki a Noc Listopadowa’, op. cit. p. 232. Raszewski’s thesis can
also be related to Wysplanski’s first quasi-monographist Adam GRzyMArA-SIEDLECKI, Wyspianski.
Cechy i elementy jego tworczosci (W. Traits and Elements of his Creative Work): "Wyspianski’s

works are more shows than dramas in the strict sense of the word” - 2nd ed.,
Warszawa 1918, p. 179 et seq.

33) Raszewsk1, op. cit.,, p. 437.
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excellent periodical, one of the best in contemporary Poland, of which
Raszewski is co-editor.34)

This concept has found support and encouragement in the theoretic
al field, namely, in “the theatrical theory of drama”, which Stefania
Skwarczynska has opposed to ”the literary theory of drama”, that
”centuries old, fatal misunderstanding”. Skwarczynska’s radical standpoint
led to the conclusion that “drama is a separate art among other arts; in
the systematics of art it therefore claims equal right with literature”3s)
One need have no doubt that this theory was inspired by Wyspianski,
if not directly, then indirectly. The intermediary link can be traced
to the writings of Juliusz Kleiner, the eminent historian and theoretician
of literature, Skwarczynska’s teacher.3¢)

It is impossible to discuss here the whole problem in all its
ramifications and extensions. Only two pcoints can be indicated: one
specific, the other more general. The ”scenario concept”, although so
eagerly accepted, seems to contain some misunderstandings and to take
some terminological liberties. The term ”scenic score” or ”“theatrical
scenario” (this is the only way to render in English the untranslatable
expression partytura teatralna) is a lame metaphor, an inexact, in-
accurate, incorrect analogy with music and film — one more instance
of useless or, in this case, harmful analogising in the domain of the
arts3” We all agree that Wyspianski is something very specific, but
this specificality is not clarified by the terms ”scenario” or ”score” —
they only tend to further increase the mental confusion.®

The debate about the nature of Wyspianski’s creativity involves
many serious ontological and epistemological problems: what did Wys-

34) Cf the somewhat naive faith in Lasocka’s report about the scholarly conference,
dedicated to Wyspianski op. cit., p. 148.

35) Stefania SkwarczyNska, Studia i szkice literackie (Literary Studies and FEssays)
Warszawa 1953, pp. 95, 118, 121 and Wstegp do nauki o literaturze (An Introduction to the
Knowledge of Literature) Warszawa 1965, vol. III p. 291 et seq. Later Mrs. Skwarczynska
returned many times to her proposal e.g. ’Literatura czy teatr”’ (Literature or Theatre?),
Dialog June 1970, and in the collection of her studies Wokdt teatru i literatury (About the
Theatre and Literature) Warszawa 1970, esp. the essay Niektore praktyczne konsekwencje
teatralnej teorii dramatu (Certain practical Consequences of the Theatrical Theory of Drama).

36) Cf his "Rola podmiotu moéwigcego” (The Role of the Speaking Subject), 1946 and
"’Istota utworu dramatycznego’’ (The Essence of a Dramatic Work), 1948/49, both reprinted
in his book Studia z =zakresu teorii literatury (Studies in Literary Theory) Lublin 1956,
2nd enlarged ed. Lublin 1961. Here are two of Kleiner’s instructive formulas: ’A true dramatist
creates a theatrical, not just a literary work”, Studia, 2nd ed. p. 47 and: Drama is not
the building of word-constructions suggesting certain representational entities, but the
shaping of theatrical realities”’, ib. p. 47. On p. 49 he points to Wyspianski’'s works as
“’the summit and extreme instance of something that can be called - somewhat tautologically
perhaps - a theatrical drama’’.

37) Raszewskl himself stated in his interesting article *’Partytura teatralna’ (The
Theatrical Score) Pamiginik Teatralny, 1958 fasc. 3/4, p. 393, that ’theatrical scores in the
strict sense of the word do not exist, and the course which the more modern European
theatre took, did not favor their development’’.

38) An example is the zealous declaration of a common dogmatic faith to be found in
Lasocka’s report about the conference devoted to Wyspianski, op. cit. p. 149: “what did he
produce... books or shows? Though they have been preserved in bookform, they nevertheless
are not ’texts”, but shows, stage productions, theatrical works’'. This antithesis:
books/texts — shows is somewhat misguided. In fact, Wyspianski more or less (rather
less than more) produced, shaped on the stage seven out of his almost twenty dramas,
plus Mickiewicz’s Forefathers; only the latter and Boleslaw the Bold can be considered
productions, bearing the full stamp of his producing hand.
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pianski create? how does what he created exist? how is it perceived?
Without going into details at this stage of the discussion, it is safer to
assume two modes of existence: that of a literary work, of a “text”,
and that of a theatrical work implicit in it. This may sound heretical
and backward, but it seems true, that Wyspianski created amphibia,
works able to live in two dimensions, fit for two kinds of aesthetic
perception — as literature and as theatre. He removed the opposition
between ’closet drama’”, ”Buchdrama”, ”le drame livresque”, “dramat
ksigékowy” and “theatre drama”, striving after an incarnation on the
stage, containing a detailed and complete scenic vision, an inherent stage
form, with its own sensory, audial, visual, motory shape. This is visible
in Wyspianski’s technique of adding stage directions in the last phase
of book production. As a rule, and especially in the "November Night”
and ”Liberation”, they developed into a poetic commentary, as Ploszewski
called it} into a descriptive and lyrical glossary, alongside with the
dramatic dialogue. It often includes versified descriptions of the
characters, of their behaviour on stage, of time and space; it often
gives a subjective, lyrical interpretation of what is going on; introductions
and epilogues enter into it, concerning the beyond, before and after
of the action proper, ite Vorgeschichte and Nachgeschichte. Moreover,
Wyspianski invented his own punctuation, what has been happily
termed his “theatrical script” (pismo teatralne)*® Through this and
other means he suggested the intonational line of his dramatic dialogue,
marked movement, gesture, mimic etc.

The solution of the antinomy: drama or theatrical scenario, theatrical
scenario versus drama, was proposed a long time ago by Leon Schiller,
by way of E.G. Craig’s idea of ”the artist of the theatre”.#) Raszewski
and the followers of his ”scenario concept” accept it, but seem to lack
consistency. For Craig ”the artist of the theatre” embodied a Sacred
Duality, the dramatist and the man of the theatre, the writer, creating
with the stage present in his mind, and the producer, faithful to his own
text, translating it into scenic terms, creating a work of the autonomous,
unique art of the theatre. After Wyspianski’s death, Craig admitted
that the stranger whom he had not known, had been his forerunner, the
second “artist of the theatre” beside himself, to a greater degree, perhaps,
than he himself, even — may be — the only one. In the light of what we
know, or rather guess about Moliere,?) this priority should be bestowed
upon him, this uniqueness at least shared with him.4)

39) Proszewskl, Zrddia i zasady, op. cit. p. 39.
40) DEGLER, "’Pismo teatralne Wyspiarnskiego”, op. cit.

41) He did it most emphatically and suggestively in his famous essay ’’Teatr ogromny’’
(The Immense Theatre) published in Scena Polska 1937, fasc. 1/4, p. 18 et seq., reprinted
in an important selection of his writings to which it gave the title: Teair ogromny, ed. by
Zbigniew Raszewskl (in cooperation with Jerzy Timoszewicz), Warszawa 1961, p. 211 et seq.

42) Cf Raszewski, ’'Partytura teatralna” op. cit., p. 386/7.

43) This opinion on Wyspianski’s relationship to Craig and the Great Reform is opposed
by Aniela LEmPIckA in the preface to the Collected Works vol. I, p. CIV et seq. and in the
study O teatrze i literaturze w tworczosci Wyspianskiego’’ (On the Theatre and Literature
in Wyspianski’s Work) in the coll. book, vol. I Z problemow literatury polskiej XX wieku.
Mtoda Polska (Some Problems of Polish Literature in the 20th c¢. Young Poland), ed. Jerzy
KwiaTkowsk1, Zbigniew ZaBicki, Warszawa 1965, p. 386 et seq. Lempicka’s view is radically
"’revisionist’’ and not very convincing. In the whole controversy: scenario versus drama, she
seems to represent the rather obsolete attitude of literary orthodoxy’’.
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In spite of its controversial character, the theatrical orientation in
the Wyspianski research is the most lively, fertile and promising one.
Outside the debate, and independently of it, the same direction is
pursued by the philologist Irena Stawinska. She has never had any
doubts that with Wyspianski she is dealing with a literary work of art.
After having strictly defined the field of her interest, she investigates
”the scenic vision” implied in Wyspianski’s dramas, what one could call
the theatre in potentia.*) Developing this tenet, Miss Stawinska professor
at the Catholic University in Lublin (KUL), has created a definite, well
prosperous school of research on drama and the theatre.

With that, we have reached the point where we shall turn from the
past and present to the future, to what in Polish is called plan
perspektywiczny, and in English simply “the prospect before us”. The
postulated history of Wyspianski’s reception, entered already into this
prospect. I shall now quickly point out other postulates, justified by
the present state of scholarship on Wyspianski.

The first is a long overdue synthesis, a scholarly monograph. Although
greatly underestimated in his lifetime, Stowacki became the subject
of such a monograph seventeen years after his untimely death (Antoni
Matecki, 1866). Mickiewicz waited longer, thirty seven years (Piotr
Chmielowski, 1886). Wyspianski is still waiting in vain, for more than
sixty years now, apparently a proof of the complexity and difficulty
of the task.

If we do not take into account the impressionist study of Grzymata
Siedlecki, conceived on the morrow of Wyspianski’s death, lacking in
historical distance (1909), the only attempt at a synthesis has so far
been made — strangely enough — in a foreign language. It is Claude
Backvis’ "Le Dramaturge Stanistaw Wyspianski” (Paris, Presses Univer-
sitaires de France, 1952). This work, by an eminent, highly meritorious
Belgian historian of Polish literature, rendered a great service, but can
not be considered satisfactory. It is a really strange item: one book
superimposed upon another; it gives the impression of a palimpsest,
of one text put on top of an earlier existing one. There are at least
two books in this one: one about Wyspianski, the other about Wyspianski
and his rather exaggerated dependence on Stowacki. It reflects two
different attitudes: of high esteem and of a not quite justified
disappointment. It abounds in appendices, with footnotes and footnotes
to footnotes4) which constitute new contributions, separate studies
in nuce. This monographia glossata, unique of its kind, is written in a
terrifically dense style, destroying even the appearance of clarity and
consistent composition. In sum, it is a work, discouraging for a foreign
student, not easy even for a native specialist.

The situation is now more favorable for a new attempt at a synthesis.
A fairly large group of "Wyspianskologists” has been active in Poland since
the late fifties and early sixties. And it is still growing. The dominating

44) O badaniu wizji teatralnej Wyspianskiego’” (On the Research into Wyspianski’s
Vision of the Theatre) in: Gest sceniczny poety. Zbidr studidw o dramacie (The Poet’s
Scenic Gesture. A Collection of Essays on Drama), Krakow 1960, p. 155 et seq. Cf also
there the instructive studies about other dramatists (Mickiewicz, Slowacki, Norwid).

45) Cf. p. 181 et.seq. a footnote of five pages in small print; p. 257 et seq.; an
enormous, really distressing appendix '’Le personnage de Wernyhora' with a two and half
page footnote to a footnote, etc.
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personality is Aniela Lempicka, and she looks like the presumptive author
of the expected synthesis. This was probably the reason for assigning
to her the writing of the introduction to Wyspianski’s ”Collected Works”.
She published, earlier, the monograph on ”"The Wedding”, tainted with
doctrinal socialist-realism, but valuable and valid. Later, she compiled a
fascinating anthology of reminiscences, critical appreciations and com-
mentaries concerning this undoubted masterpiece (it has appeared
in two editions already, the second considerably extended). The
monographist of ”The Wedding” is now preparing a study on “Liberation”,
not the most perfect, but beyond any doubt, the most complex of
Wyspiarniski’s works.#) She has already written a big introduction to the
Biblioteka Narodowa edition of the drama, the jubilee (200th) volume
of this most deserving series. It can be considered a first, working
outline, a trial version of the announced monograph.

When reading all these (and some other) contributions of Eempicka
one realises how thoroughly she has absorbed the existing knowledge
of Wyspianski, how it has become the foundation and the component
of her own thinking about this abstruse subject.#’ The introduction to
the ”Collected Works” contains, beside some masterly analyses (e.g. of
”Achilleis”), also elementary blunders (for instance, her treatment of
the supernatural world in ”November Night” as a purely decorative
element). As a whole, it is controversial but stimulating; using the
findings of others, but fresh, revisionist, within the limits of common
sense. Unfortunately, Eempicka also displays certain shortcomings:
a slow pace of work and a disquieting vacillation of opinion. One finds,
sometimes, two contradictory evaluations within one text; it happens
even more often when reading two separate approaches#) This seems
to betray a still unstable judgement, perhaps an uncontrolled ambivalence.
But it should not dim the hopes and expectations placed in such an
outstanding specialist of Wyspianski.

Another move towards the future was pointed out by the trans-
lation of the ”“Return of Odysseus” ) — the first translation into
English after a long, long interval. It was done by Professor Weintraub’s
student, Howard Clarke. It is a modest work, in prose, of course,
effacing many peculiarities (and also whimsicalities) of Wyspianski’s
poetic diction, but it has proved most valuable. By its mere appearance,
it added the name of Wyspianski to a long history of the Odyssean
motif in world literature, introducing him there as an original contributor.

46) The first chapters in Pamigtnik Literacki: ''Problemy Wyzwolenia” (The Problems
of ’Liberation’’), 1961 fasc. 1 p. 301 et seq.; the second of them: ’Geniusz i Konrad” (The
Genius and Conrad) ib. 1969 fasc. 1, p. 59 announces the monograph in preparation.

47) For instance, one of her capital achievements, the analysis of the phantoms in
The Wedding was inspired by Backvis, op. cit., p. 223, where he warns against an excess
of logic, leading ’’au chaos, aux contradictions, auxr obscurités’.

48) For instance, in the introduction to the Collected Works, the motif of the Bishop’s
coffin crushing the King in Bolesiaw the Bold, is at one time defined as ’’daring” (p. XLI)
and then again as ’’grotesque” (p. IX). Cf also the evaluation of the third act of Acropolis
in the same introduction and in the coll. book Z =zagadnien literatury polskiej XX wieku,
op. cit. vol. I, p. 400 et seq. Lempicka’s whole attitude towards this work is ambivalent.

49) Stanistaw WyspiaNskI, The Return of Odysseus, a drama in three acts, translated

and with an introduction by Howard Crarxe (Indiana University Publications, Russian and
European Series. Vol. 35) Bloomington, 1966.
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This suggests that one should adopt in this field a minimalistic
approach: a tentative, working translation is better than none. One
should also adopt a gradualist attitude; it proved right with the latest
poetic renderings of ”“Pan Tadeusz”, based on an earlier, prosaic,
"philological” one. It is easier, and more effective, to improve on
something already existing, than to yearn for an unattainable ideal and
do nothing.

Limited in such a way, the task of translating Wyspianski lies
within the possibilities of students for whom English is the native
language or the language acquired in early childhood. Of course, ”The
Little Rock” (Skatka) is an intractable problem; of course "The Wedding”,
”Liberation”, ”November Night” pose serious obstacles, although all
three figure in the Russian selection from Wyspianski’s oeuvre; but the
”Curse”, "The Judges”, "Bolestaw the Bold” and ”Achilleis” can be fairly
easily adapted. This would put an end to the scandalous parity between
Bulgaria and the whole English - speaking world in the field of translations
from Wyspianski.50

And finally, the last, recently opened prospect: the ”rehabilitation”
of Wyspianski as a European writer. For many decades he was
considered by Polish and foreign scholars, and even more so by the
Polish ideological exegesis, as a super-Polish, exclusively Polish author.
Medieval allegorising, allegoric interpretation reigned supreme. Examples
could be quoted by the scores and by the hundreds. Sinko suggested
that Ezau and Jacob from the third act of ”Acropolis” represent the
social clash between Polish nobility and peasantry in the course of
history5 Adam Frada Cybulski, one of the most devoted enthusiasts
and the most fantastic interpreter of Wyspianski, saw Laodamia, from
the lyrical drama on love and sexual desire, as an incarnation of Poland 52)
(imagine somebody trying to convince us that Hofmannsthal’s Electra
is the impersonation of Hungary!). There exist outright curios, books
which interpret even Achilleis” and ”The Return of Odysseus” as
national dramas.33) The reaction against this mania is lately growing
stronger and stronger. Even those works which thematically belong
to the Polish past are treated as dramas of existence (dramaty generalnych
zagadnien bytu)sH

The national obsession was fatal in two respects. First, it created
the myth of Wyspianski’s hermeticism — he was said to be untrans.
latable, inaccessible to non-Poles. And second, it artificially isolated
him, cut him off from his European, historical-literary and general
cultural context, that is, the symbolist era. The latter fact had many

50) Tymon TEeRLECKI, ''Greatness and Ill Fortune of Stanistaw Wyspianski’’ in Antemurale,
1970 vol. XIV and offpr.

51) Tadeusz SiNko, Antyk Wryspianskiego (The Heritage of the Antique in Wyspianski’s
Dramas) 2nd ed., Krakéw 1922.

52) Adam Eapa-CyBULSKI, Z mroku jasniejgce stowo. Rzecz o teatrze Stanistawa Wyspianskiego
(A Word Shining Out of the Darkness. About S.W.’s Theatre) Paris 1931, p. 93. Even
Penelope in The Return of Odysseus is identified with Poland, ib. p. 122.

53) A.B. Cyrps, Zycie i twdrczo$é Stanistawa Wyspianskiego (The Life and Work of S.W.)
Warszawa 1923, p. 132 et seq. and elsewhere. ’

54) Aniela LEmpicka, ’’Nietzscheanizm Wyspianskiego’ (Wyspiariski’s Allegiance to Nietzsche)
in Pamietnik Literacki, 1958, fasc. 3, p. 52.
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fundamental as well as minor consequences. Let us indicate some of
them exempli gratia.

The problem of Wyspianski’s relationship to Wagner has been solved
in the most contradictory way. It would probably have been otherwise,
if it had been considered not as an individual case, but a case within
the larger relationship: Wagner-symbolism, and specifically French
symbolism. We know to-day that even with such avowed apostles as
Teodor de Wyzewa, the knowledge of the Master’s theoretical, pro-
grammatic pronouncements was rather dubious, simply because of the
linguistic barrier.ss) De Wyzewa and many others propagated the
Wagnerian myth, their own myth of Wagner, and placed their poetics and
poetic practice under this ennobling ensign. Proper investigation
would, most probably, show that this was also the case of Wyspianski.
(NDb. we had a similar situation after World War I, when the Skamander
group of poets adopted Walt Whitman as their patron saint, knowing
him very little and very confusedly, not knowing his work at all, or
knowing it very insufficiently).

As for Wyspianski — the principal question is his place within
Symbolism. So far, the research in this field has practically been
limited to his relationship with two dramatists: Maeterlinck and
Hauptmann. Only recently has an attempt been made to define the
problem, to explore it tentatively and to postulate a thorough comparative
investigation.56) It is the more urgent (and also more difficult), because
in France and elsewhere, the symbolist drama is an unfashionable and
practically unexplored field, with one or two exceptions: Maeterlinck
and, perhaps, Joséphin Peladan.’?

To prophesize in scholarship is risky, but it seems that the effort
of placing Wyspianski in his historical context may prove rewarding.
He may emerge as one of the greatest symbolist dramatists — the
richest and most versatile, one of the most inventive ones, daring in his
experimentation and exploitation of the inherent potentialities of this
field, one of the most catholic”, most syncretic creators — not on a
local, national, but on a European scale.

If such a discovery appears possible, it should be made in the
interest of both one particular literature and of world literature as well.

55) Paul DeLSEMME, Teodor de Wyzewa et le Cosmopolitisme littéraire en France a
Uépoque du symbolisme (Bruxelles 1967) and Isabelle Wyzewska, La Revue Wagnérienne.
Essai sur linterprétation esthétique de Wagner en France (Paris 1934). For a general
treatment of the problem cf Grange WooLEy, Richard Wagner et le symbolisme frangais.
Les rapports principaux entre le wagnérisme et l’évolution de l'idée symboliste (Paris 1931).

56) TERLECKI, "Wyspianski and the Poetics of Symbolist Drama’’, op. cit.
57) The library of one of the most prestigious American universities is almost completely
lacking in texts concerning the French drama of the second part of the 19th c¢., because

it was ’tellement mauvais”. In other collections the situation is not quite as bad, but
this sweeping judgement is nevertheless characteristic.
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