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The Problem of Englishness, Modernism, and Gen-
der—The Ciritical Reception of Virginia Woolf in
Hungary

Noéra Séllei

In the English-speaking world, Virginia Woolf has been considered afemale
modernist for about three decades. Both attributes are crucial: her modernism (which
is not a novelty) and the reference to her gendered positioning within apparently
“unmarked,” but as it transpires after a careful scrutiny, rather male modernism. The
question is whether her critical reception in Hungary follows the tendencies in English-
American criticism, and if not, where that difference is rooted, and what reasons can
be discovered for that difference. These questions are all the more urgent as ninety-
three years after the publication of her first novel (1915) and sixty-seven years after
her death and the posthumous publication of her last novel (both in 1941), all her
major works are available in Hungarian translation: all her novels, her two seminal
feminist essays A Room ofOne § Own and Three Guineas, two short stories (“Mark on
the Wall” and “The Legacy”), thirty-three shorter essays in the volume A pille halala
(the title is atranslation of her essay and volume title The Death ofthe Moth) and most
of the texts from her autobiographical writings Moments of Being, even though the
bulk of her letters and diaries is still missing. So at this moment, it seems worth taking
a glimpse of how her oeuvre has been contextualised in Hungary,lboth in professional
terms and in the eyes of the reading public.

As a starting point, | assume that cultural translation is never an easy and
simple process. What is involved is never the textual body in its pure form (there being
no such thing), but both the source culture and the target culture, which are deeply
involved in the process. Whereas one cannot deny an element of randomness as to
why certain works are translated into a particular language, there is also a portion of
inevitability in how, at what time, and which texts are transported into another culture
(or, to use Raymond Williams’s phrase rooted in his concepts of cultural materialism:
which texts are turned into cultural export goods [230]). Furthermore, the form and
mode of this “exportation” might bear a relevance to a text’s presence in a “foreign”
environment. In this sense, apart from, or rather in addition to, considering the process
of how Woolf became established as a widely acknowledged writer of (female)
modernism in the English-speaking world, one must also consider the cultural climate
ofthe “importing” country, in this case Hungary in the twentieth and early twenty-first
century.

Englishness

Traditionally, Hungary is not an Anglophone country, a feature that is more
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than detectable in cultural communication. As Mihaly Szegedy-Maszak claims in his
inaugural talk at the Hungarian Academy, not even in the most innovative journal of
the early twentieth century, Nyugat [West], whose explicit aim was the modernization
of Hungarian literature, was there a great awareness, let alone emphasis on literatures
in English. As he points out, it is indicative that American literature, for instance, was
not differentiated from European literature (Szegedy-Maszak, “A Nyugat” 6). The
years of the Great War only weakened the possibility of the entry of English-language
cultures into Hungarian consciousness as we were on the “other” side, so even literal
censorship created an obstacle in transporting texts into Hungary, into Hungarian
(11), and the randomness of the English texts selected either for review or any other
presentation remained a feature of the journal up until the thirties (Szegedy-Maszék,
“A Nyugat" 17-18). Virginia Woolffell victim to this haphazard selection. In addition,
as Szegedy-Maszak calls to our attention, several factual errors made her entry into
Hungarian literature even less smooth: Magdolna Rosti, who first mentions Woolf in
Nyugat, makes the mistake in 1930 of calling “Monday or Tuesday” a novel, whereas
Aladar Schopflin claims in the same journal nine years later that the time span of To
the Lighthouse is just two or three hours (qtd. in Szegedy-Maszak, “A Nyugat” 18).
Let me add to these, that when in his introduction to the 1945 edition of Orlando2
Albert Gyergyai claims that Woolfbecame a part ofthe Bloomsbury group on account
of her publisher husband and of her books (245), it is a statement that grossly reverses
the logic and chronology of Bloomsbury;3it is also a mistake of Gyergyai’s to call
The Years Woolf’s last novel. In war conditions he could not be aware of Between the
Acts, but these are statements never corrected in either of the further publications of
this essay.4 Even decades later there are factual errors in Hungarian Woolf-criticism,
when e.g. Marcell Benedek misspells Woolf’s name (“Woolff’), and thinks that Mrs
Dalloway takes place in one hour (130)—or in 2008, when Edua Reményi declares
“Kew Gardens” to be a novel (“Szedett” 332).

One could easily wave the early-twentieth-century factual mistakes away
with an offhand gesture, but they are symptomatic of the historic lack of accessibility
of Woolf texts in Hungary (no longer the case in 2008): the authors of the early
articles cannot have read, or even looked at these texts, yet they vindicate the right
to introduce Woolf’s texts to the Hungarian reading public. Lajos Pal Biro, e.g., who
seems to have disappeared from the history of literary criticism, wrote a monograph
on modern English literature (1890-1941) in 1942 in which he makes several errors
in his summary of Woolf. Among other errors he calls “Monday or Tuesday” a novel
(perhaps in the footprints of Rosti), thinks that Orlando was published in 1931
(instead of 1928), and that To the Lighthouse is about expecting a scientific expedition
(237)—an error | cannot even see the cause of unless he derives this conclusion from
the fact that a boat trip is planned all through, and that Mr. Ramsay has something to
do with the academia (the Hungarian language does not make a difference between a
scholar and a scientist).

Bir6, however, goes beyond dictionary entry-like statements, and wants to
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introduce literary terms like stream-of-consciousness, but when he translates the phrase,
he ends up with the equivalent of stream-of-se/*consciousness (“az Ontudatossag
folyama” [235]), which obviously did not help the readers to understand Woolf’s
writing technique. Nor does he shed much light on Woolf’s texts by saying that she
functions as a “common-sense mediator” between James Joyce and D.H. Lawrence
(Bir6 235), without any further specification of what that means. Interestingly, in
his evaluation Bir6 makes contradictory statements: in his view Woolf, on the one
hand, is enchanted by Joyce, but surpasses him, whereas on the other hand, he claims
that she does not produce any original work (237); partly he states that Woolf goes
into extremes in experimentation, and for that reason “she” will not last, while partly
argues that her impact is undeniable (239).

This looks a confusing presence, all the more so because at this time only one
novel by Woolf had appeared in Hungarian translation: The Years (Evek 1940). The
review in Nyugat mentioned above by Aladar Schoépflin, one of the most prestigious
literary critics of the age, was republished as a preface to the Hungarian translation
of The Years? Apart from the factual error concerning To the Lighthouse (see above),
his text is to be appreciated because this is the first elaborated (eight pages) and
knowledgable interpretation of some of Woolf’s major novels {Mrs Dalloway, To the
Lighthouse, Orlando, and The Years), and its statements are acceptable even today.
What he emphasises is Woolf’s treatment of time; he makes a rhetorical contrast
between her texts and the realist novel (Schopflin 5-6), while he also points out the
specificities of these novels in their treatment of time. Whereas one may not agree
with some of his claims (e.g. that only The Years is concerned with humans as social
beings, surrounded by friends, enemies, relatives and strangers [Schopflin 12], which
reinforces the contestable idea of the solipsism of Woolf’s characters), on the whole
this text provides a key to Woolf’s novels.

These evaluations are slightly modified by Antal Szerb’s major monograph
on the history of world literature, where he puts Woolf in the context of Joyce while
emphasising the feminine atmosphere that he thinks differentiates Woolf from earlier
women writers, who wanted to forget their femininity {Vilagirodalom 890-91). This
rather general, enigmatic, and as such slightly dubious interpretation of Woolf’s
female forerunners, made in Szerb’s authoritative and to this day popular monograph,
calls the readers’ attention to a specificity in Woolf’s text: her femininity. The idea,
however, is further elaborated in an earlier but less widely-read essay of his on post-
WWI English literature from 1935 (let us not forget that at this time the Woolfian
oeuvre was still unfinished, and Woolf was alive). Here, in spite of the fact that he
makes an error in the title of To the Lighthouse (“Up to the Lighthouse”), he gives a
valid and justifiable evaluation of Woolf, calling attention to her narrative and time
technique, to the poetic qualities of her texts, creating links between Mrs Dalloway, To
the Lighthouse and The Waves in terms of narration (although considering the last of
these a failure), and distinguishing Orlando for the same reason (Szerb, Hétk6znapok
134-36). As a further train of thoughts, Szerb positions Woolf in the literary history of
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women writers by making a difference between Woolf and not only her “masculine”
forerunners like George Eliot or George Sand and even Zelma Lagerl6f, but also
between Woolfand popular and middle-brow writers (138-39). What is more, Szerb
is among the first critics to make a link between Woolf and Katherine Mansfield
(140)—a connection that was rediscovered by Woolf-criticism only recently even in
the English context.

1945 saw the translation of Orlando, still current, by Nandor Szavai with
an introduction by Albert Gyergyai.6Apart from the factual errors mentioned above,
the text is a rhetorical masterpiece inasmuch as it approaches the novel via biography
and literary history, and although it claims that neither of these can explain Orlando
as a masterpiece, these two attempts function as personal and intellectual background
(parents and Bloomsbury) and as a grounding of Woolf in literary history (modernism,
literary impressionism). What is more important, though, is Gyergyai’s interpretation
of Orlando as a critique of gender, as a puzzling history of England, as the history of
literary styles, as a satire of the genre of biography (248), and while emphasising the
iconoclastic elements in the Woolfian oeuvre, he never loses the idiosyncretic charm
of Orlando as a very entertaining text with an appeal to the common reader.

Modernism

After these promising introductions to Woolf, what comes in the postwar
period is a nadir inthe Hungarian reception of Woolf: Marxist literary criticism. As the
political change to communism took place in 1948, the 1947 first translation of Mrs
Dalloway (Clarissa) and that of Flush went completely unnoticed in critical terms. The
major aesthetic priority was social realist fiction, which by definition was supposed
not only to provide a critique of capitalism and bourgeois society but also to show the
way out of social (class) oppression. Parallel with the term social realism, the notion
of critical realism (the equivalent more or less of nineteenth-century realism) was also
developed on a political basis: the elements critical of capitalist society made these
texts acceptable in a climate fully permeated with Marxist ideology. For a while, this
ideological backdrop did not prove favourable for modernism in general and modernist
literature in particular because its basic features like subjectivization, fragmentation,
the focus on the individual consciousness did not meet the aesthetic requirements
of Marxist grand narratives, and modernism as such was labelled bourgeois. As one
might expect, Woolfwas considered to be “indifferent to current issues in her society”
(Benedek 130), and only Flush can be saved on account of its playfulness and “airy
realism” that suits so much the “secrets of women writers” (Konrad 1116).

The very fact, however, that Flush was republished in 1957, a year after the
Hungarian “1956” (which marked the end of the darkest period of communism in the
country), and the fact that a review could be published about this novel in Nagyvilag
(the title meaning “the world at large,” not coincidentally launched in 1956), ajournal
devoted to world literature indicates that some opening could be expected in Woolf-
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criticism even if not in the near future. It was only in 1965 that Albert Gyergyai
published a collection of essays in which the reprint of his introduction to the 1945
edition of Orlando came out, and the very same essay functioned as the postscript to
the new publication of Orlando in 1966. In both cases the essay is complemented by a
text almost as long as the original, which was consciously left intact. Here, Gyergyai
recognises that Woolf is “alive” among artists, critics and readers alike (256), and
compares her to the Baudelairian albatross as a genius (257). The focus is shifted,
though, on Woolfas a woman writer in a tradition that goes back to Jane Austen, and
Gyergyai attributes the poetic qualities and the love of a multivalent reality to her
femininity.

In 1971, two more Woolfnovels were published in Hungarian: Mrs Dalloway
and To the Lighthouse, the latter accompanied by an introduction written by its
translator, Sandor Matyas, a knowledgeable Woolfscholar. His text creates a complex
cultural context for Woolf that includes a reference to Woolf’s “Modem Fiction,” to
narrative techniques by writers like James Joyce and Dorothy Richardson (Matyas 7),
to contemporary theories of Freud, Jung, and William James as well as to contemporary
sister arts like Russian ballet, modern painting and Russian authors (Matyas 8); not
only does he refer to the mental effects of the Great War, but also how young writers
responded to this new experience in their writings by relying on the unconscious, the
irrational, the mystical, and on dreams and visions (Matyas 8-11). Neither is Woolfs
parental home omitted from the introduction as a backdrop to the novel (even though
I do not fully agree with the statement that the life of Woolf’s family is revealed in
To the Lighthouse in its movingly pure and unambiguous beauty [Matyas 12-13]).
Maétyés clearly has a crystallised concept ofthe Woolfian oeuvre, though, emphasising
the symbolism and the stream-of-conciousness technique in her texts (16, 17), and
that each and every Woolf novel can be considered an attempt at renewing fiction
(14). All these statements might sound obvious from our contemporary perspective
(particularly from an English context), but in the Hungary of 1971 it was a new voice,
shedding light not only on certain narrative specificities of Woolf’s oewre, but also
on high modernism in general.

All this could well be interpreted as the beginning of a success story in literary
reception. Introductions, however, comprise aminor, ephemeral and marginalised genre
usually written by fans (often translators) of the authors. No matter how appreciative
these remarks are, they are overwritten by more dominant discourses of the age both
in terms of more prestigious publications, and in terms of the theoretical-critical
approach. Mihaly Sukdsd’s Valtozatok a regényre (1971) could be considered such an
authoritative monograph and a new milestone in the dominant approach to literature
in the 1970s, which was Marxist literary criticism. One must be aware, though, that
not even Marxist literary criticism comprises a homogenous unity, because obvious
distinctions can be made between its phase up until 1956 (the most rigid doctrines),
the phase between 1956 and the early 1970s (when there was an aesthetic opening
and tolerance of texts not necessarily concerned with the working classes and socialist
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doctrines), and the period from the 1970s on. This latter shift is related theoretically
to a major change in Hungarian Marxist literary criticism, the time when Gyodrgy
Lukécs’s idea of an extended realism [“nagyrealizmus”] was accepted and applied to
the interpretation of modemist texts. Lukécs’s use of this notion could accommodate
modernist modes of fiction too, like that of Thomas Mann (but not Joyce, e.g.), and
the application of this term by other literary critics opened the way for modernist texts
to enter the otherwise narrow canon of literature.

For several reasons Siikdsd’s 1971 monograph should be seen in this context
as a major breakthrough. First of all, it focuses on modernist texts by Marcel Proust
and William Faulkner among others, that is, on texts that certainly had not been part of
the Marxist canon of literature; second, his approach moves away from the canonised
thematic-ideological indoctrination into the direction of a structuralist approach, with
chapter titles like “Space and time” and “The structural components of the novel.” In
this way, the monograph can be considered as the first chance for modernist world
literature en bloc to enter socialist Hungary in a comprehensive monograph which,
in turn, became authoritative and definitive in its evaluations. How he treats Woolf,
however, is neither flattering, nor professional, in spite of the fact that many of the
general statements on modernism make the monograph quite usable even today. Woolf
is only mentioned in two chapters, and in passing. In one case, she is an addendum
to Proust, and in a very negative way at that. She is declared to be a Proust-epigon
on account of taking over the Proustian method but not filling it with material that is
sufficiently substantial. At the same time—in an unexplained and to me inexplicable
way—, in terms of the narrative method an identification is made between Woolf and
Huxley (Siikésd 136), which is hardly supportable, and raises serious questions if
the author was familiar at all with the writers concerned. His value judgement is all
the more weird because he creates a taxonomy in which the first two categories are
“the novel of a new reality” and “the stream-of-consciousness novel,” and relegates
Faulkner into the first one, together with writers like Dreiser, Hemingway, Steinbeck
or the Polish Reymont, whereas Woolf makes her way into the second one, in the
company of Gide, Cocteau, Huxley and Powys.

In my opinion, the two lists make up a motley crew, and can hardly be
explained unless we suppose that—similarly to George Lukéacs, who extended his
notion of realism simply for the sake of accommodating Thomas Mann in his concept
of “realism”—Faulkner was a favourite of Siikdsd’s, and Sukosd wanted to include
him among the writers who were comme il faut from the perspective of socialist
ideology. For this reason, he leads the reader through an intellectual-ideological tour
deforce, and claims that Faulkner’s treatment of time (which is, let us not forget,
basically the same as that of Woolf) creates a saturated moment, characterised by
a co-existence of past, present and future, which made Faulkner one of the greatest
writers of the age (Stikdsd 136). So far so good, there is no denying that. All the more
troubling is how the critic does away with the writers of his second category, the
“stream-of-consciousness novelists,” with Woolf among them. What hails back here
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is the ideological cliché of Woolfet al. as bourgeois writers whose novels go against
the current (social realist) notion of the novel, and as such insufficient because oftheir
meagre experiential basis, “pale speculativeness,” and lack of information. Sukdsd
declares that in these novels form is more important than content (an argument that
has its own history within the framework of Marxist aesthetics), and for this reason
this type of novel is doomed to failure (39-40).

There is no need to further emphasise the illogical leaps in this argumentation:
two authors, using basically the same narrative technique, end up in two utterly
different categories, and the two ends also mark opposite value judgements. Faulkner
is “rescued” from the irrelevancy of formal experimentation by attributing to him a
contentwise intensive moment on the basis of the implied Lukacsian extended notion
of realism, whereas Woolf looks ideologically unredeemable as a representative of
pointless, decadent, bourgeois experimentation with narrative forms. And this is not
a very promising start for a modernist female author whose novels were at that time
not really accessible in Hungarian (a revised translation of Orlando came out in 1966,
Mrs Dalloway and To the Lighthouse were published in the same year as Sukdsd’s
monograph, but the previous editions of The Years [1940] and Flush [1947] were out
of print, let alone other texts by Woolf), and the reading public behind the Iron Curtain
had neither sufficient reading skills in English, nor access to copies of Woolf’s texts
in her native tongue.

In the canonisation of Virginia Woolf (and of modernist literature in general),
this was not an easy beginning. Yet, whereas in the 1970s no more major mainstream
monographs were published on modernism, there exists an undercurrent of minor
publications on individual authors, among others on Woolf, and also some monographs
on English literature, preparing the way for her entrance into the modernist canon
of world literature as conceptualised in Hungary.7 Of these texts, the first worth
considering is Laszl6 Németh’s essay on Orlando. This is a republication as well,
originally published in the first volume of Németh’s one-man-show journal, Tanu
(1932-37), which he devoted to elaborating his ideas on literature, culture and society.
When first published, this short essay did not create an intellectual stir, or rather the
focus of the essay was understood as a critique of the provincialism of contemporary
Hungarian fiction, but its 1973 republication in the volume Eurodpai utas [European
traveller] finds a different context on account of the growing accessibility of Woolf’s
novels in Hungarian.

In this respect, two volumes on English literature (a volume ofjoint authorship
[Szenczi-Szobotka-Katona] encompassing the whole of English literary history from
the beginning [1972], and a collection of essays focussing on twentieth-century
English literature only [1970]) are just as crucial, even if they relegate Woolf to the
confines of English literature as opposed to the broader vistas of world literature. In
spite of the strict chronological order of these volumes, Woolf gains a more modern
and appreciative treatment in the latter one. In the bulky volume by Szenczi-Szobotka-
Katona, only three of the seven hundred pages are devoted to Woolf (593-96), and
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whereas she is acknowledged as an innovative writer technically, what is emphasised
much more is the narrowness and the oversensitivity of her fictional world. This is,
again, almost the same accusation as David Daiches’s evaluation of Woolf, but in the
context of early 1970s socialist Hungary, these phrases have a special connotation:
Woolfis deemed irredeemably “bourgeois,” and as such decadent, confined to a narrow
aestheticism (Szenczi-Szobotka-Katona 594). The narrowness and the solipsism of
her fiction is also supported by the statement that Woolf always writes “herself’ (a
claim that will return later on), presuming that her own world can gain a universal
significance, which is declared a fallacy (Szenczi-Szobotka-Katona 596).

Compared to this almost cliché-like text, the chapter on Woolf in the 1970
volume on twentieth-century literature sounds refreshing. The main idea ofthe volume
(or more exactly series ofvolumes, as there were similar publications, among others,
on French and German literature) was to introduce individual writers in not more
than about twenty pages, but as much as possible in their entirety. In Woolf’s case,
for example, this is the first time that beyond a coherent life story, all her novels are
enumerated and analysed to some extent. The chapter, written by Mihaly Szegedy-
Maszék, also takes account of Woolfas an essayist, and this is the first time that both
her major feminist essays (A Room of One3 Own, Three Guineas) are mentioned.
What is more, in his evaluations, one cannot discover the ideologically loaded echoes
implicated in the Marxist criticism of the age that one can so clearly discover in the
1972 volume on English literary history. Szegedy-Maszak’s statements and evaluations
seem to reflect in a concise form the state of the art of Woolf-criticism in the English
context as well, and at the same time it seems to be the starting point for a new phase
in the Hungarian reception of Woolf that reaches its peak much later, in the 1980s,
after the first translation of The Waves (1978).

What does this new phase consist of? Primarily, what we can see from the
1980s onward is that the clichés of Marxist criticism lose their coercive power over
the rhetoric of literary criticism whereas, at the same time, there is a revived interest
in Woolf’s major modernist novels. In 1987 a joint volume of the “trilogy” (Mrs
Dalloway, Tothe Lighthouse, The Waves) appeared in Hungarian by Eurépa publishing
house, but another publisher beyond Hungary’s borders (Kriterion in Romania) started
to publish Hungarian translations of Woolf’s novels as well, in addition to which a
collection of her essays was also published in 1980 (A pille hal&la [“The Death of the
Moth™]). All these translations, coupled with a quantitave and qualitative increase in
scholarly work on Woolf, seem to be symptomatic of a general interest in Woolf, and
her “promotion” in our region into a major modernist.

The most significant figure in this process is Agnes Bécsy, whose scholarly
output has shaped Woolf’s presence in Hungary. In 1980, not only did she edit and
write a postcript to the collection of Woolf’s essays mentioned above, but she also
published the first monograph in Hungarian on Woolf. Issued in the series “irok
viladga” [Writers’ worlds], it was both a combination of scholarship and popularising
literary scholarship, and a combination of biography (all the volumes are illustrated
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with photographs) and literary interpretation. The series itself was a significant act in
cultural politics as it reflected the policy of opening in the direction of world literature,
that is of “western” literature. English modernists like Conrad, Mansfield, Joyce, and
Woolf made their way on to the reading lists of an educated readership via the series,
whereas the monographs could also function as study material for students of English,
among others. These volumes relied on research even if they did not necessarily
reveal new findings (they functioned much rather as cultural transmissions). In their
form, however, they catered for the convenience of the common reader: apart from
a relatively thin bibliography, the statements of text do not document their sources,
which makes reading enjoyable, but does not make the evaluation of the authors’
contribution to scholarship easy. In this way, the monograph on Woolfshould, instead,
be interpreted in the context of what it meant at that particular historical moment, how
it approaches its theme, and what aspects of the Woolfian oeuvre it emphasises.

In the case of Agnes Bécsy, there is no denying that she has done her job
professionally. Her text no longer echoes explicitly the clichés of Marxist criticism
(whereas some implied residues linger on), nor does it get too much involved in
biographical criticism. Quite the contrary, all through the text she maintains a delicate
balance of biography and an interpretation of the texts that works at an abstract level
of structuralist and philosophical approach. To give just a few examples: Bécsy
presents Septimus Warren Smith as Clarissa Dalloway’s double linked to her via a
system of symbols {Woolf 148), whereas Clarissa still figures as an upper-class social
hostess petrified into the formalities and externalities of her social standing {Woolf
146); she also acknowledges that Woolf’s apparently individual-centred texts go
beyond their literal relevance in terms of social concerns and human significance; and
even today one can encounter absolutely valid analytical-critical statements claiming
that, for example, Orlando is the parodistic deheroisation of the past {Wo0lf249). The
basic impression the interpretations make is a philosophical and literary-analytical
sophistication that elevates Woolfto a level equal to the (male) giants of modernism.

With all this acknowledgement, the text seems at the same time to be
dated in some sense. Written in 1980, and in a Hungary that was still subsumed
in the ideological influence of socialism, | suppose it was an act daring enough to
choose a writer who was implicated in what was considered “bourgeois” and “mere
aestheticism,” and as a result, some evaluations seem to be informed by, and fall back
upon, current ideological notions. This is particularly tangible in how the text interprets
Woolf’s feminism. Three Guineas is accused of short-sightedness, of an anachronistic
feminism, of revealing a political practice paralysed by the writer’s intellect (Bécsy,
Woolf242); similarly, Woolf’s feminism in A Room of One$ Own is declared to be
“dusty” (Bécsy, Woolf 188). Not only are the evaluations of her major feminist essays
contestable, though, but among others the interpretation of Between the Acts as a text
of affirmation (Bécsy, Woolf244). These qualifications may have been derived from
the very ideology that the monograph basically rejects, yet is implicated in: a socialist-
Marxist world view that could conceptualise women’s issues only in the framework
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of class struggle, and as such “devoured” the first-wave feminism of which Woolf
was a part. Furthermore, these comments may be read not only in the context of
Woolf’s feminism, but also in the context of how socialist Flungary looked upon the
emerging second-wave feminism of the 1970s. As for the evaluation of Between the
Acts, apparently once the Woolfian oeuvre was championed as a special critique of
bourgeois society, it was supposed to conclude with some affirmation. Yet, with all
these slips the monograph is a milestone in Hungarian Woolf-criticism (unparalleled
even today as there are no more monographs to date), as is the collection of essays (A
pille halala) in the same year with a postscript written to the volume by Agnes Bécsy,
the editor. Besides the inestimable value of the volume in making thirty-three essays
by Woolfavailable in Hungarian (“Street Haunting,” “The Death of the Moth,” “Lives
of the Obscure,” “Jane Austen,” “The Leaning Tower,” “The Narrow Bridge of Art,”
“Modern Fiction,” “Mr Bennet and Mrs Brown,” among others), the postscript creates
a meaningful bridge between the essays and Woolf’s fiction.

Apart from Agnes Bécsy’s work, the 1980s abounded in monographs on
modernism and on English literature: it looks as if this area of scholarship had meant
some refuge from what was considered political. English-language cultures seem to
have played an ambivalent role because studying English literature did not belong
to the mainstream, so it was both marginalised and tolerated. What is more, in this
area certain claims could be made without triggering repressive responses from the
side of the political establishment. The peripheral status of what was called “modern
philology” (the study of modern non-Hungarian literatures) created a discursive space
within which modernism played a special role. For a long time, high modernism
functioned as “apolitical,” as the embodiment of “the aesthetic,” and as such almost
by definition functioned as a safe haven from ideological inscriptions; that is, as an
area of (passive) resistance. In my view, it is for these reasons that from the late 1970s
we can see a boom of monographs on modernist world literature.

The first sign of this (I would call) paradigmatic shift is Tamas Ungvari’s
more than three-hundred-page long monograph on time and the novel (1977). In
spite of her obvious relevance, though, Woolf deserves only two passing references
to how Big Ben relates to Mrs Dalloway’s subjective time (Ungvari, Regény 256,
261). Apparently, Woolfdoes not fit Ungvari’s discursive frame as in another volume
of his, a collection of essays on modern literature, he puts Woolf under the label
of “the avant-garde of the twenties.” Paradoxically, in spite of emphasising Woolf’s
innovative aspects with the label avant-garde, in Ungvari’s presentation Woolf’s
significance is much more evident from her contrast with the writers she famously
calls “the materialist Edwardians” than from what and how she actually wrote.
Apart from a far too concise (and for that reason confusing) passage on allegory, and
some comments on the treatment of time in Orlando (Ungvari, Modern 222-23), not
even Woolf’s writing technique is mentioned, and she is rather vaguely defined as a
modernist not belonging to any tendency (Ungvari, Modern 234).

Other critics ventured to write monographs on modern literature as well: 1981
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saw Annamaria H. Szasz’s A modern regény mesterei [Masters of the Modern novel]
and in 1987 Mikl6s Szabolcsi’s A vilagirodalom a 20. szdzadban: F6bb aramlatok
[World literature inthe 20th century: main tendencies] were published. Both are small
volumes, at least compared to the scope of the undertaking, and they follow different
trajectories. Szabolcsi’s all-encompassing overview allows only a three-sentence
reference to Woolf, concentrating on Orlando and The Waves, on how characters
merge into each other playfully, but also mentioning that in the 1930s Woolf’s tone
darkened (94). As aresult ofthese passing references, Szabolcsi’s text does not change
Woolf’s basic status within modernism: she does not figure as a major modernist. As
opposed to this, the structure of H. Szész’s text allows for a different handling of
the material. She chooses seven novels (one each by André Gide, Virginia Woolf,
Alfred Doblin, Alain Robbe-Grillet, Nathalie Sarraute, William Golding and Heinrich
Boll), and presents them as representatives of various types offiction in the modernist
paradigm, extending its relevance up until the 1950s. Her selection undeniably puts
Woolf into a prestigious environment, and we must also take into consideration that
Mrs Dalloway features as one of seven major novels from the twentieth century. What
H. Szasz emphasises, though, in the introduction is that she consciously decided not
to write about the most canonised triumvirate of modernists: Marcel Proust, James
Joyce and Franz Kafka, and that her aim is to call attention to writers who had been
given less attention to in the Hungarian context (22). In this sense her monograph is
symptomatic of the fact that in 1981 Woolfwas still on the margins of the modernist
canon of world literature in Hungary.

Nevertheless, | consider H. Szasz’s book of major importance, and not only
because she analyses Mrs Dalloway with a scholarly sensibility whose focus ranges
from the poetic quality of the text to the stream of consiousness technique, from
Peter Walsh’s character to an explanation why Clarissa is both content and unhappy
in her marriage, from analysing the Septimus-line as a subplot, to the interpretation
of the leitmotifs as structural elements (48-77). The significance of this volume lies
just as much in the interpretation as in how the book found its way to the reading
public. Published in a series by the authorised and authoritative textbook publishing
house (Tankdnyvkiadd), its aim was primarily educational, and targeted a readership
consisting of teachers of Hungarian literature (which traditionally has a very strong
comparative literature component) to be used as a handbook teaching aid, it was also
meant to be read by secondary-school students preparing for the university admission
exam, as well as by the general, educated reading public. Apparently it did reach its
readership, enjoying three publications (1981, 1985, 1987). The number of copies
surpassed 10,000 (a huge number for this book market), which indicates perhaps also
a change in Woolf’s elevated status from a minor to a major modernist in Hungary.

In the year of the third edition of H. Sz&sz’s monograph, The Waves was
published in Hungarian by Kriterion in Romania, with a postscript by Julia Szilagyi.
She bases her argument on the statement that the modern novel starts off with Virginia
Woolfand her contemporary, James Joyce (Szilagyi 215) not only in English, but also



66 Focus

in world literature, emphasising the complexity of her work, which consists not only
of her innovative narrative technique but also of her feminism and pacifism (Szilagyi
216). What she emphasises in The Waves is the treatment of time, its musicality, the
lonesco-like speech acts (Szilagyi 222-23). In addition, Szilagyi’s title playing a pun
on Luigi Pirandello’s Six Characters in Search ofan Author: “Six Novel Protagonists
Have Found their Author,” contextualises Woolf in a broader field of the literary
heritage.

In the very same year Hungary’s most prestigious publisher of world
literature, Eurdpa Press published a joint volume of the “trilogy” (Mrs Dalloway, To
the Lighthouse, The Waves) with a long postscript by Agnes Bécsy, who renews her
perspective compared to that found in her monograph. This time she takes account of
Woolf’s reception history, and stresses that Woolf is an internationally acknowledged
pioneer of modernism; she focuses on her cultural background: both on her family
and Bloomsbury, emphasises her liberal humanist values as a merit (Bécsy, “Utdsz6”
719), and enframes her as “our contemporary” in the paradigm of neofeminist, anti-
imperialist, bourgeois disobedience (718), where Three Guineas, for instance, is no
longer labelled short-sighted and anachronistic but is understood as a sign of passive
resistance (725). She moreover clearly rejects in her interpretation what modernism
used to be accused of: sheer individualism and solipsism, and the analyses shift away
from the level of philosophical abstraction to the concreteness of cultural semiotics
(Bécsy, “Ut6sz6” 731-36). The last sentence of the postscript inserts Woolf into two
kinds of literary heritage: that of women writers like Austen, the Brontes and George
Eliot on the one hand, and that of (male) modernists like Kafka, Hermann Broch,
Robert Musil, and James Joyce on the other (Bécsy, “Ut6sz6” 736). In addition to
these evaluations that posit Woolf both in the modernist mainstream and in a literary
matrilineage, Nagyvilag, the monthly journal of comparative (world) literature
published a selection (by Sandor Maller) from Woolf’s diary in October 1988, stating
that her diary entries comprise a crucial aspect of her oeuvre, and that they tell us a lot
about her social and cultural environment.

With all this, Woolfseems to have irretrievably arrived in Hungary as a major
modernist. Interest in her never wavered after this, and when in 1996 a volume of
interpretations of twenty-five novels in English was published, Woolfwas “naturally”
included: this time an interpretation of To the Lighthouse. The chapter was written by
Mihaly Szegedy-Maszak, who had first presented the whole of her oeuvre in Hungary
in 1970. As one can expect from a scholar who had been familiar with Woolf for
decades, the analysis is knowledgable and continues what by this time had become a
tradition: the interpretation of Woolfas a modernist. The basic argument is that To the
Lighthouse is an autobiographical novel originating in Woolf’s ambiguous relationship
with the Victorian period, a reason why she felt an internal compulsion to write about
her parents. This is coupled, though, with another, and contradictory inner drive
that the parents’ legacy must be denied by each generation of artists. Although one
might contest some statements like the one that disputes the text as a Kiinstlerroman
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(Szegedy-Maszak, A vilagitdtorony 219), the overall argument goes in the direction of
the multiple embeddedness of To the Lighthouse in the culture ofwhich it is a product.
Ifthere is an impression that something is amiss, that is much rather due to the original
concept of the volume because its intention was to provide the typical Woolfian
common reader with analyses of well-known texts from a new interpretive angle, and
the novelty of the interpretation looks less obvious. The very same text later found its
way into another volume by Szegedy-Maszak, this time integrated into an essay with
a broader perspective, where Woolf is matched with Henry James, and the focus is
on the tradition of innovative language use in modem fiction (“A nyelvhasznalat”).
The title and the structure suggest a parallel between James and Woolf, which could
well be supported, but since in Woolf’s case the focus remains much more on the
autobiographical aspects of the text and on cultural reflections, the shared concern of
James and Woolfwith language is not fully revealed.

In line with all this, Woolf as a modernist goes on faring well in Hungarian
literature: in her monograph (A csend retorikdja, 2002), Edit Zsadanyi, explores
the metaphors of silencing among others in Woolf’s Mrs Dalloway, and holds
the view that tropes of silencing can be led back to, and at the same time reveal
epistemological questions of what can be uttered and articulated (65). She lays
emphasis on the disruptions in Woolf’s stream of consciousness that create elliptical
structures, similar to silences (Zsadanyi 66). Yet, she claims that in a number of cases
communication works at other levels: either at the level of thoughts or at the level of
metacommunication (Zsadanyi 67). She also discusses the significance of the pronoun
“something,” a favourite of Woolf’s, and draws the conclusion that it indicates limits
ofarticulation and utterability (Zsadanyi 70). As a further question, Zsadanyi explores
how the relationship between the part and the whole can be observed and theorised
in its paradoxical nature in Woolf’s text (71-77). In this way, the chapter focuses
on aspects in Woolf’s oeuvre that are relevant to her modernism, and implicitly
acknowledges Woolf as a major modernist dealing with epistemological questions
and with issues of life and death in a narrative form that in itself dramatises these
questions. What is utterly missing, though, is any mention of how Woolf’s silences
are also gendered silences in many of the cases: the chapter much rather discusses the
general human, and as such, it can be ranked among texts appreciative of Woolfas a
(general) modernist.

Gender

This is an intriguing omission (or silence) particularly in the case of a
scholar who at about the same time turned into a major feminist theorist and critic
in Hungary—yet this aspect is missing from her discussion of Woolf. Being familiar
with the cultural context hostile to feminist literary criticism one is not suiprised,
though, either at Zsadanyi’s omission or at the fact that a concise history of literature
devoting six pages to Woolf, no matter how professionally it discusses the modernist
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features in her oeuvre (stream of consciousness, self-reflexivity, concept of art, role
of the narrator, textual organisation), does not even mention gender, femininity, or
feminism in 2007 (see Gintli, Schein). This treatment betrays a definite blind spot
in Woolfs reception in Hungary despite the fact that the first Hungarian feminist
reading of Woolf goes back to 1996, and is related to Agnes Bécsy again, who is
obviously capable of re-reading her own readings, and of assuming newer and newer
angles (as can be seen from the implied self-reflections on her monograph in her
postscript to the publication of the trilogy). This text is yet another groundbreaker
because although Bécsy published the translation of A Room of One$ Own in 1986
in a prestigious series of philosophical thinking (Mérleg kdnyvek) by Eurdpa Press,
apart from passing references, the gendered aspects of Woolf’s life and works never
before had made their way into the Hungarian cultural discussion of her significance.
This phenomenon is best seen in the light of second-wave feminism in the English-
speaking countries, which by this time had gone back to a history of about three
decades, and a decade after Elaine Showalter and Toril Moi’s famous debate (see
Works Cited), Woolf undoubtedly entered feminist literary theory and criticism as a
mother figure.

In this text of hers (“Alkotas és dnvédelem” [Creation and self-defence]),
Agnes Bécsy takes account of this belatedness and admits that when submitting the
manuscript of her monograph (1977) she had no access to crucial sources related
either to Woolf’s personal (sexual) history or to the beginning of her writing practice.
The text of “Alkotéas” should be seen in this light: as a compensation for the necessary
lack that was also typical of Woolf-criticism in England in the preceding periods.
The article is an eye-opener in that it presents a complexity made up of personal
history and a symptomatic interpretation of Woolf’s early writing “A Terrible Tragedy
in the Duckpond” and one of the last pieces, “A Sketch of the Past.” Bécsy patiently
guides the reader through an intellectual tour deforce arguing that Woolf became a
major writer as a woman writer because, as her metaphors testify, writing had always
functioned not only as a metaphor of life, but also as life itself, as “self-creation,
as self-destructive self-rescue” (“Alkotas” 137). Bécsy also emphasises that Woolf’s
recent feminist re-interpretation presents a shockingly new image, and locates the
source of her trauma in the previously idealised Victorian familial framework, which
when unveiled is better metaphorised by Jack the Ripper (“Alkotas” 136). What
Bécsy does here to the Hungarian readership is duly comparable to what her primary
reference, Louise deSalvo did to her own American reading public in 1989 with the
publication of Virginia Woolf and the Impact of Childhood Sexual Abuse on Her
Life and Work. And whereas | fully appreciate Bécsy’s daring text with its utterly
innovative approach, and her repeated acts of intellectual self-renewal, my only—yet,
unfortunately, major—problem is that her basic argument in this article far too closely
echoes deSalvo’s flow ofthoughts without acknowledging at any point the undeniable
influence except for mentioning deSalvo’s bulky volume in passing on the last page
but one, as if simply for the sake of drawing a parallel between the shocking effect of
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deSalvo’s monograph and her own article. The parallel, however, probes a lot more
deeply—to the point that | would dare to claim this text by Bécsy is a review-like
summary of deSalvo’s arguments.

Yet both the article and the volume it appeared in (Szerep és alkotas [Roles
and Creation]) articulate notions in a professional way that had never before found
their way to Hungarian literary criticism: gender and creation. Parallel with this, Woolf
moved more and more to the centre-stage of an emerging feminist (gender-conscious)
criticism in Hungary. In the same year as Bécsy’s article was published for the second
time, a young critic, Gy6érgy Kalmar combined psychoanalysis, deconstruction and
feminism in his analysis of Orlando. He focusses on the otherness of Orlando in
comparison with other major Woolf-texts, and reads it in a Barthesian manner as a text
of pleasure (and as the pleasure of the text) in which the textual gaps both reveal and
invite desire. Via an inspired close reading, he connects Orlando to the metonymical
language of the body, and to the theories of new French feminism.

From this moment on, Woolf can no longer be put back into the pure
framework of abstract modernism. The period between 1999 and 2007 is characterised
by an increasing interest in her work, partly precipitated by Michael Cunningham’s
The Hours (translated into Hungarian in 2002, almost parallel with the success of
the film adaptation [2003]). In these eight years, first her autobiographical writings
were translated (Egyjo hazbdl valé angol drildny [Moments ofBeing, 1999]), then a
series devoted to her oeuvre followed with the publication by Eurdpa Press of several
of her novels that had never before been translated into Hungarian (The Voyage Out,
Night and Day, Jacob $§ Room, Between the Acts), the retranslation of some texts with
old translations (The Years, The Waves), and with some effort, Eurépa could even be
persuaded to publish the translation of Three Guineas (2006) in the same series as A
Room of One$ Own had been published in two decades earlier (Mérleg kdnyvek).
Whereas not all of these translations were received with unanimous acclaim,8 the
accessibility of all the major texts in such a spectacularly short time rendered Woolf
visible not only to the most erudite scholarly community but created an unprecendented
popularity of Woolf’s texts.

The publication of the primary texts was to a certain extent accompanied
by scholarly interpretations. | myself added an introduction, an appendix and a great
number of footnotes based on my research to the volume of autobiographical texts
(Egy jo hazbdl valé angol drilany), and emphasised the gendered implications of
the cultural context that is relevant in Woolf’s case both at 22 Hyde Park Gate and
in Bloomsbury, while 1 also pointed out the specificities of Woolf’s various, self-
reflexive textual solutions to autobiography as a genre (“Bevezetés”). The latter
idea is elaborated on in more detail in two further versions of my research: my basic
argument in “Virginia Woolf és az onéletirds (lehetetlensége)” is based on Paul
de Man’s concept of de-facement, and in a close reading | point out how the text
deconstructs itself via the self-reflexive generic comments of the narrator, and how
the textual organisation of “A Sketch of the Past” defies the concept of the unified |,
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and replaces it with metonymical substitutes. Here | also raise another question: the
relationship between autobiography and the female body. This topic, however, is more
fully elaborated in the revised version of this article in my monograph on women’s
autobiographical writings Tukrom, tiikrém (chapter “Az 6néletirds [lehetetlensége].
Virginia Woolf: ‘Vazlat a maltrol™), where my text is restructured, and the third part
is fully devoted to the exploration of gender and genre, autobiography and the body.
In this respect, my central statement is that “A Sketch” both originates and ends in (the
impossibility of) writing the (female) body.

On the publication of my other Woolf-translation, Three Guineas, | felt
that this text required as much interpretation as her autobiographical writings: both
autobiography and (feminist) essay are marginal genres to which, as | thought, the
readers needed more guidance than to novels in general, so | provided a postscript
(“Utdsz6”) to Three Guineas. | draw a parallel between A Room ofOne § Own and this
late feminist essay considered by many as enigmatic, utopistic and naive. Embedding
it in the context of World War Il and the personal threat experienced by the Woolfs,
| argue that the text proposes a deeply ethical—and feminist—position which rejects
slavish affiliations of all kinds, and rather assumes a position that may be utopistic,
although in the dominant system of power relations only the Outsiders’ Society can
offer a solution detached enough to preserve intellectual independence and resistence
to being implicated in dominant mechanisms of power. But similarly to the case of
her autobiographical writings, the text is far too intriguing for me to be content with a
postscript, so in another article I analyse the (feminist) rhetorical implications of the
Woolfian narrator in Three Guineas, how her dialogic subject position is central, at the
level of textuality, to the arguments of the essay inasmuch as a thematic focus of the
text is on how the female subject can turn into a political subject with a voice of her
own—theoretically, historically and practically alike (“A levelez6 n§”).

At this point it seems more or less obvious that my readings of Woolf’s
feminist self-reflexivity reflect on myselfand on my own thinking just as much as on
her writings. Sowhen I planned to write my monograph on feminist literary scholarship
in Hungary (Mértféliink afarkast61?), Woolfand her seminal essay A Room ofOne $
Own had to figure as central. Woolf and her echoes permeate the text from cover to
cover: the title reverberates Woolf’s name in Hungarian (“farkas”), whereas the back
cover shows Gustave Doré’s illustration to Little Red Riding Hood, with her and the
wolf sharing a bed. The title has further Woolfian repercussions: it is a reformulation
of, and pun on, Edward Albee’s Who3 Afraid of Virginia Woolf? by paraphrasing it
into a version of the Hungarian title of the play. From Nemféliink afarkastdl meaning
“We are not afraid ofthe wolf’ 1transformed it into Mértféliink afarkast61? meaning
“Why are we afraid of the wolf?”, where “wolf’ metaphorically figures as all those
ideas of cultural feminism that seem far too threatening even in and for contemporary
Hungarian literary discourse—ideas that Woolf seems to embody.

Apart from these paratextual devices, a whole chapter (entitled “Egy
anyafarkas” [“A mother wolf’]) is devoted to A Room ofOned Own, where | analyse
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in how many ways Woolf’s text foreshadows and is implicated in feminist literary
criticism. The points made range from ideas parallel with some of her forerunners
(Mary Wollstonecraft, John Stuart Mill) to the imperative shifts in gendered value
judgements, and from the analysis of gendered spaces like the rectangle, the library,
the DNB and Whitehall to the rhetorical self-positioning (and self-destabilisation) of
the narrator resulting in the deconstruction of the authoritative position ofthe speaker.
Relying also on Woolf’s reviews of Dorothy Richardson’s novels and her ponderings
on what she calls “the psychological sentence ofthe feminine gender” (“Romance” 51)
I relate her feminist textuality to what came to be later called new French feminism
writing the body and écriture féminine (Mértféliink? 48-49). As a conclusion, | open
up Woolf’s Room as a homely, habitable and partly inhabited, feminine space that by
its capaciousness offers itselfto accommodate a so far unheard-of, gendered cultural
dialogue (Mértféliink? 54).

Yet all this is still a relatively focussed presence of Woolf’s, closely related
to her texts. In her 2005 comprehensive monograph on the history of American
literature, however, Enikd Bollobas opens a new phase in how Woolf can be present
in Hungarian literary discourse. Being a “genuine” English writer, some eyebrows
may be raised on seeing that this volume contains a great number of references to
Woolf, which, apart from the more obvious ones (like Michael Cunningham’s The
Hours [Bollobas 727], a Mrs Dalloway intertext, and Edward Albee’s Who isAfraid of
Virginia Woolf? Bollobas [748]), range from Shakespeare’s fictitious sister in A Room
of Oned Own (Bollobas 205) to how Woolf is related to Henry James’s innovative
writing technique (Bollobas 236, 248), from her reinterpretation of masculine and
feminine values (Bollobas 263) to her central position in modernism (Bollobas 286),
from her review of Hemingway through the concept of female modernism (Bollobéas
424) to Sylvia Plath’s poetry (Bollobas 518), and beyond: how Woolf is present in
Robert Duncan’s “feminine” poetry (Bollobas 544), or how she is implied in Toni
Morrison’s Jazz (Bollobas 680). This spectrum, broad both in thematic and in temporal
terms (from Emily Dickinson to contemporary literature), indicates how “Woolf’ (and
whatever “she” means) has saturated the discourse on literature and culture, how her
notions and metaphors have helped to conceptualise and articulate ideas that never
had a name (like female modernism), and how her impact makes her uncontainable
within the rigid boundaries of traditional frameworks and categories.9

Conclusion

In the long run, ultimately, Woolf seems to have made her way to Hungary
by overcoming all the obstacles: first, her Englishness that did not function very
favourably either in the first half of the century in a non-Anglophone Hungary, or in
the fifties, when the country was submerged in anti-West, anti-capitalist, communist
ideology; this latter discourse worked not only against Woolf’s Englishness, but up
until the 1980s even against her modernism that by definition was declared subjective,
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individualistic and solipsistic as opposed to the collectivist and social/critical realist
aesthetic ideals of the age. But even after modernism came into vogue as an assumed
refuge from the political, Woolf had to emerge from a minor to a major modernist.
Furthermore, due to the ideological indoctrination that encompassed women’s
emancipation in the general struggle against capitalist oppression, feminism as a
valid discourse was also discredited, and as a result neither Woolf’s subtle cultural
feminism, nor its multi-faceted impact on feminist literary criticism could be heard
decades after all this was a truism on her home ground. With the accessibility of her
major texts in Hungarian, and with an emerging criticism of Woolf that takes her
Englishness, her modernism and her feminism alike into consideration, nevertheless,
her life and works seem to have taken root in Hungary, too. What is more, they have
thrown roots in all critical directions.

Notes

1When defining Woolf’s Hungarian reception, | delimit the term in two
ways: | will not consider texts by foreign authors in Hungarian translations (Erich
Auerbach, Malcolm Bradbury, Joan Rockwell, David Daiches, Miglena Nikolcsina,
E.M. Forster); nor will I include texts by Hungarian authors in English (Orsolya
Frank; Néra Saliéi, Mansfield and Woolf). This may be a contestable position, but
in the case of English critics what seems to be symptomatic is much rather when a
text was allowed to enter the Hungarian literary scene and perhaps in what kind ofa
publication, not what these texts actually state about Woolf; whereas in the case of
Hungarian authors writing about Woolf in English one can hardly discover any impact
on the Hungarian reception of Woolf.

2The page numbers here and subsequently refer to the postscript to the 1966
edition of Orlando, where the first version is reprinted (243-54) and complemented
by a text almost as long as the original one (254-63). There is also some confusion in
dating the original text: the 1966 version claims 1943 as its date, whereas the 1965
text dates the original one as 1945. As | did not find any publication of Gyergyai’s on
Woolf from the year 1943,1am using 1945 as the date ofthe first publication: that was
the year when Orlando came out in Hungarian (see Works Cited).

3 The origins of the Bloomsbury Group go back to 1905 or 1906 whereas
Leonard Woolfjoined them only in 1911 after his return from his job as civil servant
in Ceylon; the Hogarth Press was established by the Woolfs in 1915, in the third year
oftheir marriage, and it was in the same year that the first novel by Virginia Woolfwas
published. So the Bloomsbury Group pre-dates all the three factors: Virginia Woolf’s
writings, Leonard Woolf’s membership, and the establishment of Hogarth Press (and
thus, of Leonard Woolf’s turning into a publisher).

4A further mistake of Gyergyai’s is the claim that Vita Sackville-West’s main
literary output was landscape descriptions and idylls (246). Actually, her most famous
novels: The Edwardians (1930) and All Passion Spent (1931) are much rather novels
of upper-middle class and aristocratic society.
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5The page numbers refer to the introduction to the Hungarian translation of
The Years (see Works Cited).

6 The text has various editions (see Works Cited); the references above are
to the 1966 postcript.

7At this point, one must not forget that Woolf’s positioning within the canon
of modernism was not evident for a long time in English literary scholarship either:
for instance, David Daiches’s 1960 monograph, The Novel and the Modern World,
translated into Hungarian perhaps uncoincidentally in this very period, in 1978, defines
Woolf as a minor modernist compared to Conrad, Joyce and Lawrence, emphasising
only her technical innovations, but denying the thematic relevance and significance
of her fictional world.

8Currently, | have no space to analyse either the reviews or the translations
themselves; | simply refer to the controversy. In my view, of all these texts, Dezs6
Tandori’s translation of Between the Acts is the most problematic (for details see
Séllei, “Az utols6”).

9 This, of course, does not mean that no one wants to put her back into
abstract, disembodied modernism and into an “objective” discursive framework that
denies crucial gendered and personal aspects in Woolf’s case. A recent example is
Edua Reményi’s article on the history of the Hogarth Press, which partly abounds in
factual errors, partly disregards a whole area of Woolf studies (for the details of the
debate see: Reményi, “Szedett és vetett,” Séllei, “Szedett és vetett” and Reményi,
“Aki Farkast™).
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