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I
THE TRANSLATOR

William Ashton Ellis (1853—1919) was a
young British physician who, early in his
adult life, became literally driven by an
impellent compulsion to involve himself
in some manner in the world of Richard
Wagner. Thus it was that Ellis began his
Wagner activities in 1888, only five years
after the composer’s death.’ In that year,
Ellis founded The Meister, a journal de
voted to the composer, his life, as well as
his literary and musical endeavors. Ellis
served as editor for this publication for
seven years. As he went about the busi
ness of editorship, coupled with a nascent
medical practice, he became increasingly
aware of an irresistible urge to involve
himself more deeply in the Wagnerian
mainstream. Ellis was essentially un
trained in the advanced technicalities of
music and its composition, and, there
fore, he realized that a musical focus for
his Wagner adventure was not to be his
lot. There was, however, the editorship of
the joumal which, over time, had intro
duced him to the extensive literary world
that Wagner had created, a world that as
of that time was essentially unknown to
the English-reading Wagnerian audiences.
Possessed as he was of a native ability to
read and comprehend learned German as
well as English, his attraction to the Wag
nerian word was most natural. He began
early on to examine Wagner’s writings
and he soon found himself drawn to the

lengthy prose pieces that Wagner had pub
lished, those pieces that the composer had
written mostly during the early years of
his exile in Switzerland.2 Ellis became
convinced that these writings provided
the means for a valuable understanding of
the creative mind that had penned the
works. This was an understanding that
allowed entrance into Wagner’s universe
of detailed artistic concepts and ideas, an
understanding that was unavailable to
those who had settled in the musical am
bience and remained unaware of that other
world that Wagner had created, that Wag
ner literary world.

Ellis’ primary adventure into the Wag
ner word drew him into the sizable corpus
of other Wagner pieces, a myriad of shorter
essays and tracts that focused on such
themes as art and artistic endeavors, mu
sic and its composition, the place of art in
the cultural world, the necessity of art in a
civilized society, and Wagner’s view of
the then current state of theater in Ger
many. Ellis also looked into Wagner’s
numerous critiques and analyses, —both
of musical works as well as his views on
composers and their creative works— mat
ters of a philosophical nature, essays on
language, literature, and culture in gen
eral. Then, too, there were those Wagner
writings on themes and topics that were
essentially unrelated to the composer’s
principal field of artistic creativity, topics
which Ellis considered of significance if
the total picture of the composer were to
be understood.3

Ellis’ zeal for the composer was evi
dent to all. His colleagues in The Wagner
Society saw a special talent in him and, in
time, they asked that he undertake the
translation into English of some of
Wagner’s prose writings. Ellis needed no
additional urging. He separated himself
from the medical profession and turned to
a Wagner publication that would serve as
his primary resource for many, if not most,
of the translations that he would ultimately
realize. This Wagner work was a ten-
volume publication of the composer’s
prose writings and a few short poems, a
work that Wagner himself had edited dur
ing the years 1871—1873. The work was
titled Richard Wagner. Gesammelte
Schrzften und Dichtungen (Richard Wag
ner. Collected Writings and Poems).4

Ellis undertook his self-assigned task
of translating the principal body of
Wagner’s writings with academic verve
and artistic eagerness. He selected which
of Wagner’s pieces that he would trans
late, and then arrange in volume form. If,
at first, he thought only in terms of a
single volume, his plan was soon revised
and, ultimately, he produced the eight vol
umes of translations of the composer’s
prose. Ellis furnished his own titles for
each of the eight volumes, but, in time,
the full complement of eight volumes ac
quired the title by which the set is usually
known today, Richard Wagner’s Prose
Writings. As he wrote in the introductory
remarks of what would become the first
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WAGNER IN SAN DIEGO
Another West Coast House for First-Rate Wagner

Those who attended Lohengrin at the San
Diego Opera two years ago could not
have been surprised at the high level of
the musical performance of this season’s
Derfliegende Hollander. Some problem
atic staging lessened the impact this time
around, but both these presentations were
major achievements for the company.

That the performance of Hollander
(given in the three-act version) was so
good, or even that it occurred at all, is
remarkable, since Monte Pederson, the
scheduled Dutchman, as well as Peter
Erckens, the scheduled conductor, both
died before the season began. In place of
the latter stepped the opera’s long-time
Music Administrator and Resident Con
ductor Karen Keltner, who, like James
Levine of the Met, seems to be able to rise
to all occasions. The playing she drew
from the orchestra was excellent, a small
horn blooper or two notwithstanding.
Though not reaching the ultimate inten
sity, her performance moved forward pur
posefully, and was especially good in some
lyrical passages, notably the rapt first part
of the Dutchman-Senta duet in Act H, and
in choral passages such as the keenly ar
ticulated chorus of girls breathlessly an
ticipating reuniting with their sailors, and
the precisely and vigorously sung sailors
chorus of Act III.

In fact the chorus was in itself out
standing in every respect—in volume, pre
cision, diction, and energy. It was a major
contributor to the effectiveness of the per
formance—a tribute to good voices and
strong preparation, as well as the con
ducting.

The soloists were led by the command
ing Robert Hale, a replacement of the
same stature as Monte Pederson. His reso
nant bass-baritone was finely focused and
precise, enabling him to negotiate the pow
erful passages (e.g., the Dutchman’s
monologue, “Die Frist is um”) without
strain and the softest passages (e.g., the
first part of the Act U duet with Senta)
without loss of tone. That and his acting
provided a convincing portrayal of the

tormented Dutchman.
Hale was fully partnered by the Senta

of Rita Cullis, who, with a lyric spinto
voice of fully rounded tone and consider
able power, especially in the upper regis
ter, reminded one somewhat of the late
Leonie Rysanek. Skillful employment of
this instrument helped Cullis give a force
ful portrayal of the obsessed girl.

Though Hale and Cullis were the most
outstanding, there were no weak links in
the cast—a notable fact. Daniel Sumegi,
possessing a very good, if not especially
rich bass, sang well and made a sturdy
Daland. Joseph Hu and Ilse Apdstegui—
the steersman and Mary respectively, also
acquitted themselves well. Alan Keyes,
the finely sung and stately Lohengrin of
two years ago, brought his strong tenor to
the role of Senta’s anxious and distressed
former lover.

All of these principals were dramati
cally solid at the very least. That their
acting, and the stage picture of which they
were a part did not usually approach be
ing truly gripping can be laid at the feet of
the production, which, though mostly
sound in basic conception, was
distractingly flawed in execution.

Like some past productions of

Hollander, this one (Constantinos
Kritikos, sets; new elements added by di
rector David Edwards) was presented as
Senta’s dream. That made perfect psy
chological sense because of Senta’s fixa
tion on the Dutchman’s legend and his
portrait as an escape from the petit bour
geois world of her father and the spinning
girls. “Am I now sinking into a wondrous
dream?” she rhapsodizes just after she
meets the Dutchman in person. In this
staging Senta stood a& the side staring at
[he portrait or the stage throughout Act I,
with a small model of the Dutchman’s
ship nearby. That was effective. But later,
having her lie suggestively on top of the
portrait for a long time was not. (Here and
elsewhere the supine position turned into
a directorial mannerism.) The ending finds
Senta poignantly holding the Dutchman’s
coat, indicating her dream has evaporated
with his exit. But having her then collapse
and die on the dock was less credible than
having herjump into the sea, as the origi
nal stage directions call for.

But the main way in which the stage-
picture-as-dream was articulated was by
a huge lighted square or rectangle at the
rear, which Senta at times stared into as
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TRANSLATOR
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volume of his translations, he wanted to
assume a thematic approach to Wagner’s
writings and thereby “bring out the real
substance of Wagner’s art theories.”
Working consistently with little concern
for matters other than his work, Ellis de
voted much intellectual as well as physi
cal energy into what would be transla
tions of most of the pieces contained in
the original ten volume set. Working at a
pace that can only be described as incred
ible, Ellis published his eight volumes of
translations within a period of seven years,
one volume each year?

The slightly fewer than 3000 pages of
translation that Ellis prepared did little to
quench his desire to spread the Wagner
word. In addition to the eight volumes of
prose translation, he also published a trans
lation in two volumes of the correspon
dence between Wagner and Mathilde
Wesendonck, the composer’s wealthy
benefactor and probable love partner.6 Ellis
also published a volume of translations of
correspondence between Wagner and
Emil Heckel, founder of the first Wagner
Society.7 In 1909, Ellis published his trans
lation of a volume of letters between Wag
ner and his first wife, Minna.8 Ellis topped
off his impressive literary work with a
biography of Wagner in six volumes, a
work that brought the Wagner life-story
through the year l869!~

No less a literary power than George
Bemard Shaw, himself a devoted Wagne
rian and author of The Perfect Wagnerite,
considered Ellis’ translations of such im
port in English letters that he recom
mended that Ellis be granted a pension
from the Civil List. The request was ap
proved by the appropriate authorities and
later granted by the Crown.

II
RICHARD WAGNER’S PROSE

WRITINGS

The first volume of Ellis’ translation
of Wagner’s collected writings was pub
lished in 1893. He had completed the work
on this volume quite some time before its
publication and during the years 189 1—

1892 he distributed copies among his col
leagues in The London Wagner Society
who resoundingly congratulated him on
his work. Public critical acclaim came
almost immediately on the publication of
this first volume. Within two years what
was called a second edition was pub
lished.’° Ellis was gratified, if surprised,
at the favorable public reception that his
work had received and he was spurred to
continue his translations. In the Preface
of the second volume of translations of
the Wagner prose, published later that
year, he expressed his thanks to the gen
eral public for the reception given Vol
ume I, which, as he wrote, was “... by far
more cordial than my most sanguine ex
pectations could ever have prefigured.”

The public clamor over the Ellis’ pub
lication did not go unnoticed by the pub
lishing industry. Almost immediately af
ter the announcement of the forthcoming
publication of the second edition of what
was to become Volume I of eight vol
umes, the industry seconded the request
made by his Wagner associates, to wit,
that he move forward as quickly as pos
sible with the preparation of additional
volumes. The excited Ellis, basking in the
broad public acceptance of his work and
enjoying the further urging of the pub
lishing industry’s request for additional
volumes of translations, had begun to think
that possibly his second volume, like the
first, might enjoy a second printing in the
not too distant future.

Ellis completed his translations of
Wagner’s collected prose in 1899, having
met his own schedule of publishing one
volume each year. As has been indicated
earlier, Ellis kept busy with Wagner mat
ters, publishing several more volumes
through the year 1909.

HI
A CRITIQUE

Ellis’ admiration and respect for Wag
ner was twofold. In the first regard, he
believed most sincerely that Wagner was
“...the greatest composer of dramatic mu
sic ever born.” The second element of
Ellis’ persuasion was that Wagner was
both a philosopher and an aesthetician,

and as such, he was “...a thinker to be
taken seriously and whose opinions,
whether they be accepted or not, are preg
nant with deep meaning.”2

Accordingly, it was this intellectual
conviction that forged and shaped the
guidelines that Ellis would make regard
ing the manner of his translations of
Wagner’s prose. Ellis’ intent was thor
oughly academic in nature: he wanted to
produce translations that were appropri
ate and proper in style, and also accurate
in content. These were, indeed, laudatory
goals. However, from the beginning, total
realization of these ends was confronted
by three natural components of the Wag
ner persona. Perhaps first in importance
was Wagner’s thorough affinity for total
expression, an articulation ofeven the most
minute detail of whatever was the topic. It
is this trait that accounts for the popular
concept that whatever he wrote was, like
his music dramas, much more lengthy
than a comparable creation in a similar
genre.’3 This natural bent for thorough
ness and completeness was amply comple
mented by Wagner’s adroit ability to use
the intricacies of the German language to
meet his grandest intellectual demands.
Together, these two qualities gave Wag
ner an energized belief that full exposi
tion of each and every detail of an argu
ment would, in the long run, lay open for
ready acceptance the larger, more formi
dable aspects of the subject. Ellis was
determined to utilize these attributes of
the Wagner mold as the pattern for his
translations. In time, Ellis would find that
this alignment would prove to be a sturdy
challenge to his mental commitment.

Ellis’ enthusiasm regarding the trans
lational work, as well as its ultimate value
in the Wagner world, cannot be dis
counted. The literary and musical worlds
have expressed a noteworthy gratitude
which, over the years, has been strength
ened by the expanded interest in things
Wagnerian. Such praise, however, does
not mask certain linguistic matters which,
had they been addressed fully, doubtlessly
would have added greatly to the status of
the man and the importance of his oeuvre.
There are those Wagnerian scholars who
approach the Ellis translations with cer

(Continued on page 4)
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tam hesitation regarding matters of lan
guage that he used, that language which
seems to flow quite smoothly in most of
the translations. Such critique has not been
singular, nor has it been restricted to any
specific period of time. Rather, such views
have appeared regularly and repeatedly
during the hundred years and more that
Ellis’ work has been available.

One of the linguistic concerns that fre
quently surfaces during any reading of
the Ellis work is that of choice of English
words to translate certain of Wagner’s
abstruse terms. Ellis obviously had more
than mastered his native tongue, and there
fore he was equally aware of some of its
semantic inadequacies, especially when
English was to be used to translate Ger
man. He readily acknowledged this se
mantic dilemma in the Preface to his first
volume of translations. He admitted that
he had great difficulty in assigning an
appropriate English for a number of Ger
man terms. To illustrate the lexical quan
dary in which he found himself, he men
tioned such German terms as Stoff Ge
stalten, Trieb, Drang, terms for which no
English equivalent was wholly adequate.
Ellis cannot be faulted in this regard be
cause similar situations always arise when
text in one language is to be translated
into another tongue. Such is true regard
less of which are the two languages. Such
common English words as garage, porch,
mustang, gravy, and lawn do not readily
convert to equivalents in some other lan
guages. In the reverse situation, English
has no accurate translations for such for
eign terms as al dente, patio, mousse,
entrée, macho, debut, or sauerkraut. As is
often the case, especially if such expres
sions are of frequent usage, the receiving
language adopts them into the vernacular.
Wagner’s words, however, were not en
tirely words of common usage; they were
essentially learned terms, occasionally lit
erary words which had developed over a
period of time within the layers of Ger
man culture. At most only lengthy discus
sion or expanded concepts were available
to be used as translation for many of these
terms.

As stated earlier, Ellis was mindful of

this linguistic situation. He was also aware
that there was little that he could do to
remedy the situation, other than to apply
all the language knowledge that he could
bring to the issue. The English and the
Gertuan languages were reflections of in
dividual cultures, civilizations related but
which still had gone through separated
and unique developments. Ellis faced this
lexical predicament when he wrote:

However rich our language may
be, we have to depend, for philo
sophic and aesthetic terms, too
much upon words of Greek or Latin
derivation; whereas the German
classic has at his disposal words
that have sprung from the spirit of
language, words that, however
philosophically used, have still a
direct relation with what may be
called concrete—as opposed to ab
stract—modes of thought)4

It may be surprising to some to learn
that estimates show that 65% of English
words have Latin roots, while the classic
influence is barely noted in the German
tongue.’5

This linguistic reality at times presented
Ellis with imposing translational barriers.
His ultimate response to the problem was
a rather simple one, but, at the same time,
it was a solution that was not entirely
purged of linguistic impurities. When he
encountered a German term that expressed
a complex concept or a broad idea or
thought, he would use an English word
that he deemed to be that which most
clearly approached the German meaning,
and then, in parentheses, present the Ger
man term. Yet, even those who are versed
in German will most probably stop from
time to time to ponder Ellis’ choice of
words to translate the term that he has
placed within those parentheses. Although
Ellis did not directly address this linguis
tic device at any length, it can logically be
assumed that he sensed that in this man
ner, the reader who had some exposure to
the German language would insert his own
understanding of the term. Unfortunately,
those readers who have little exposure to
the German language are left to their own
design.

There is a second linguistic matter that
is readily noted in the bulk of Ellis’ trans
lations of Wagner’s prose. This is an is
sue that in some ways bears a relationship
to the foregoing problem. This language
element arises when there is need to trans
late many of Wagner’s compound terms.
Both English and German, as sibling lan
guages, developed compound words, that
is, one word that consists of two or more
different words. English action in this lin
guistic evolution was essentially subdued,
at least if placed along that which was
most extensive in its German relative. Of
all the Teutonic tongues, it is German that
developed the conditions and use of the
compound term to its zenith.’6

In this matter of compound words, En
glish essentially restricted itself to the use
of prefixes to alter the meaning of the
word to which that prefix was attached,
e.g. real/unreal, do/redo, appear/disap
pear. It is most probable that such words
in English are not true compounds simply
because usually the prefixes used are not
in themselves words that can stand alone
in the language. That is not to say that
true compound words in English do not
exist, e.g. fireball, hati,roon,, paperhag,
motherhood. If, however, English on the
one hand developed compound terms, it
suffices to state that English compound
ing in relation to that which occurred in
German is quite minimal. The develop
ment of the German language allowed the
combination of almost any type of words,
that is, parts of speech, and the number of
words used in such terms had no fixed
maximum.’7

There was a third linguistic situation
that confronted Ellis on a regular basis.
This language matter required the transla
tion into English of certain German terms
whose equivalents in English were sim
ply the roots of infinitives. Such words,
with accepted usage, do exist in English:
desire, hope, wish, drink, pedal. If the
verb roots, as presented here, and certain
others, readily convert into acceptable
nouns in English, there are many such
stems which, if such use is attempted,
carry no meaning whatsoever: e.g. to ac
celerate, to berate, to categorize, to de
mote, tofalsjfy. In the German language,
however, the situation frequently is quite
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distinct in that many verb roots are used
nominally, and thus carry a meaning, a
connotation, or an implication which is
difficult if not impossible to realize in
English. The task of the translator of such
terms is even more trying when the Ger
man verb root has an abstract meaning, or
an extended philosophical or a general
ized all-inclusive meaning.

Ellis writes of his apprehension in this
matter. He expresses the hope that the
reader can intellectualize the procedure
which he used at such times as the En
glish equivalent of the German root was
not acceptable usage: to use the English
verb stem, with its first letter capitalized,
and precede that word with the definite
article. Thus, one finds in Ellis’ transla
tions such terms as the Know, the can, the
Want. Such words can cause the reader of
English to pause, to attempt to evoke
within his own sphere of knowledge the
concept that is inferred. It is possible, how
ever, that a reader can conceptualize the
intended meaning without being able to
furnish a single word appropriate to that
concept. There is much in Ellis’ transla
tions that requires such conceptualizations.

The foregoing matters were linguistic
elements that are present throughout
Wagner’s prose writings and which Ellis
could only approach with his own tech
nique. It is entirely possible that another
translator would view these matters in a
noticeably distinct manner.

The linguistic complications discussed
thus far are matters for which there were
no readily available resolutions for each
and every situation. There can be no ques
tion that Ellis was aware of the pitfalls,
and consistently strove to present an ac
ceptable translation at all times. There was,
nevertheless, one aspect of his transla
tions which has consistently occasioned
serious questions. Reference is made here
to the usual manner in which Ellis trans
lated the lengthy sentences which are so
much a part of the German language, al
most innate as it were. Such sentences are
so ingrained in the German psyche that
they can be termed natural, if not funda
mental to the German mode of thought
and expression. Such syntactic construc
tion can only be a rarity in acceptable
English prose. Indeed, the English man-

ner of declarative expression—essentially
simply subject-verb-object—is fundamen
tally an opposite syntactical fact if you
will. Accordingly, the lengthy sentence
in German regularly rebuffs immediate
logical translation into English. Rather,
the basic approach to such German sen
tences is to reduce the German original
sentence into one, two, or more shorter
English sentences, each with its own ex

pression, and all collectively presenting
the German meaning. Such syntactical
reductions can prove to be difficult to
achieve, particularly when there are sev
eral ideas or concepts that revolve around
a given focal point which regularly weak
ens the possibility of acceptable gram
matical sentence breakdown. In the total
experience, however, it becomes the obli
gation and the responsibility of the trans
lator to convert one language into an-
other, always retaining the full meaning
intended by the author.

Ellis is found wanting in the matter of
adequate translations of many of Wagner’s
longer sentences into an appropriate and
acceptable English. He makes little effort
to alter the German syntax. Rather, he
resorts to the use of several types of punc
tuation, much as is acceptable in the Ger
man language. This procedure produces a
complex sentence of such length that it is
unwelcomed by the reader of English.
These sentences, with their numerous
clauses, phrases, and distinct syntactical
features cause a disjointed comprehen
sion of the author’s intent. These sen
tences, when translated into English, regu
larly prohibit an orderly array of ideas,
presented clearly and succinctly, thus al
lowing the conveyance of total meaning.
An example of Ellis’ translation of such a
Wagner sentence illustrates the problem:

If the artist’s work first ap
proaches its actual fulfillment, when
it is in course of preparation for
direct presentment to the senses; if,
therefore, the dramatic poet or com
poser there first begins to exert his
definite influence, where he has to
bring his aim to intimate knowl
edge of the artistic organs for its
realisement, and through their per
fect understanding to make possible
an utmost intelligible re-present
ment of it: then this influence is
nowhere more indispensable to him,
than in the case of works with whose
composition he has looked aside
from customary methods of perfor
mance by the sole artistic organs
forthcoming, and for their needful
method has kept in eye a hitherto
unwonted and un-evolved concep
tion of the nature of the art-genre in
question’8

Lengthy sentences abound in Wagner’s
prose writings. Their translation into En
glish can cause the translator to spend
added time and thought to produce an
acceptable translation. Ellis was obviously
concemed about his translations, but in
the main he made no serious effort to
reduce Wagner’s sentences to a length
grammatically and syntactically comfort-

(Continued on page 6)
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able to the reader of English. He admitted
his inaction in this matter, and perhaps
also intended to put himself at a safe dis
tance from the problem, when he wrote:

one has to stand over one’s rough
transcript with a pepper-box of commas,
semicolons, colons, and full stops ready
to spice it up for the English table.’9

A year later, this syntactical matter was
still uppermost in his mind and he was
still unable to offer any suggestion for a
remedy. Now, however, he seemed to be
searching most definitely for a way by
which he could be excused for not mak
ing any serious initiatives to reduce
Wagner’s longer sentences to lengths more
in line with patterns for sentcnces in En
glish. As he made commenLs regarding
his translation of Wagner’s Oper und
Drama (Opera and Drama), a work of
some 350 pages, he cites Part Ill of this
work as a section that caused him much
translational anxiety. Focusing on the dif
ficulty that he faced, he wrote, “...I am not
ashamed to confess misgivings as to my
rendering of certain passages, for I know
that even at ‘Wahnfried’ a few of the
pages are considered of doubtful interpre
tation.2° Given the obvious linguistic tal
ent that he had, it seems most likely that
had Ellis devoted some of his concern
and some of his intellectual energies to
the question of Wagner’s longer sentences,
he might have greatly lessened his anxi
ety. In any event, at times he probably
would also have produced more readable
English text.

There is yet another aspect of Ellis’
translations of Wagner’s prose works into
English that occasions questions which
rightly deserve critical attention. As one
reads through Ellis’ eight volumes, one is
repeatedly struck by passages that are not
wholly comprehensible, sentences,
phrases, and in some cases entire para
graphs. Such is not necessarily caused by
the length of Wagner’s sentences, and
neither is the cause that of Wagner’s intri
cate use of the German language. Neither
is this condition so much a matter of mere
translation as it is a trait within the
translator’s intellectual disposition. Jt has
been indicated earlier that Ellis’ overall

procedure in the mattcr of his translations
was guided by an academic intent, that is,
a goal to omit as much as possible adjecti
val overtones and thus to produce transla
tions that were unelaborated, precise, and
accurate, in line with the language that
the composer had used. This deliberate
mode of operation, however, has produced
some questionable translations. Ellis ob
viously was careful and cautious regard
ing the words that he used. He was, after
all, a well trained and educated wordsmith.
But, that caution also was the cause of an
over—attention to that selection, hence in
accuracies at times. Ellis seems to have
attacked his work as if he were translating
a scientific formula wherein each and ev
ery factor must be translated precisely as
it existed in the original formula, and with
out regard to what the overall result would
he. As he attempted to chose the correct
translative term for the Wagner text, he
showed a constant and ever-strong ten
dency to chose only the primary defini
tions that a dictionary contained for a given
word, Ellis was most hesitant to allow
himself synonymic deviation, or other
freedoms of action in word choice. He
was governed not by intellectual consid
eration, but rather by rigid word-for-word
translation, generally enhanced by the
word order that appeared in the original
text. As a result of these linguistic prac
tices, the reader, even the most careful
reader, must at time pause briefly to re
read or otherwise study the sentence or
passage in question as a means of deter
mining true meaning, or perhaps to join
the meaning of that passage with what
has gone before. Such linguistic commo
tion becomes more intense when the pas
sage is from one of Wagner’s more de
tailed, theoretic writings. This apparent
inflexibility on Ellis’ part causes one to
sense that a considered rewriting of a sub
stantial amount of Ellis’ work, utilizing a
more modem German-English dictionary
and thesaurus, would ease much of any
linguistic discomfort that the modern
reader of English might sense.

Iv
CONCLUSION

The world is familiar with the creative

artistic works of Richard Wagner2’ This
quantity and quality of works has credited
Wagner with an accomplishment that no
other artist and thinker has achieved. It is
definitely a creative life that will probably
never be equaled. In a very real way,
William Ashton Ellis also realized some
thing most incredible. When the full scope
of his work is acknowledged, when the
totality of his product is taken into ac
count, the concerned world can attest to
an inestimable contribution to a clearer
understanding and a more precise com
prehension of the lilè and works of Rich
ard Wagner. In such an extended view,
the weaknesses that Ellis demonstrates in
his work and which were discussed herein,
become almost immaterial. Indeed, the
laudatory qualities of Ellis’ work rise far
above whatever deficiencies or inadequa
cies that are found in his translations. His
translations have been with us through
the years, and in them we have been able
to learn much more about the composer
and his ideas than otherwise would have
been our fortune. Without Ellis’ transla
tions, the English-reading world would
be much less attuned to the true univer
sality that has conic from Wagner’s mind.
There can be no doubt that so long as the
Master and his creations are in the public
eye, so too will the name William Ashton
Ellis and his citations be ever-present,
ever-useful.

—William 0. Cord

NOTES

I. At the time, Ellis was an active mem
ber of the London branch of The Wagner
Society (Wagnerverein, Patronatverein), head
quartered in Bayreuth. This society had been
developed in 1871, principally through the
idea and efforts of Emil Heekel (1831-1908)
of Mannheim. The London Branch was estab
lished in 1872 by Edward Dannreuther (1844-
1905). Dannreuther, of German origin, be
came a noted musician, writer, and teacher.
After Wagner dissolved the mother society on
July 28, 1882, the London branch became
known as The London Wagner Society.
2. Das Kunstwerk der Zukunft (The Art
work ofthe Future) - 1849, 190 printed pages.
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Oper unit Drama (Opera and Drama) - 1851,
a treatise of some 350 pages. Eine Mittheilung
an Meine Freunde (A C’ommunication to My
Friends) - 1851, 126 printed pages. Uber des
Dirigieren (About Conducting) - 1869, 76
printed pages.
3. Some Wagner titles that can be placed
in this category are: Uber Staat und Religion
(On State and Religion) - 1864. Der Mensch
und die bestehende Gesselschafl ( Man and
Current Society) - 1849. Offnes Schreiben an
Herrn Ernst von Weber, Verfasser der Sclzr~fl
DIE FournA&MERN DEn WlssrwscHArr(An Open
Letter to Herr Ernst von Weber, Author of the
Work Tint TORTURE OuilIaEns OF Sctrnca) -

1868. Uber das Weibliche im Menschlichen
(The Human Womanly) - published posthu
mously in 1885. Entwurf zur Organisation
eines deutschen National-Theaters fir das
Konigreich Sachsen (Plan of Organization of
a Gennan National Theater for the Kingdom
ofSaxony) - 1848.
4. Wagner supervised the publication of
the first nine volumes: Volumes I and 2 in
1871, Volumes 3—6 in 1872, and Volumes 7—
9 in 1873. Volume 10 was published posthu
mously in 1883. These volumes were reset in
1887—1888 and reprinted in 1897—1898, again
in 1907 and in 1976. In 1914 Wolfgang Golther
published Wagner’s work to which he added a
supplementary volume in which he included
some minor writings of the composer, accom
panied by discussion of some aspects of
Wagner’s life. Between 1911-1916, Hans von
Wolzogen and Richard Stcrnfeld re-published
the original ten volumes with an additional
six. This set was titled Richard Wagner.
S&ntliche Schr~flen und Dichtungen [yolks
Ausgabe] (Richard Wagner. Complete Writ
ings and Poetry [Popular Edition]. Among the
contents of the added volumes there were short,
sometimes fragmentary writings, many here
tofore unpublished. Also included in the addi
tional volumes were the libretti of his musical
dramas and his lengthy autobiography. Baron
von Wolzogen (1848—1938) had been hand
picked by Wagner in 1877 to serve as Editor
of the newspaper-journal that Wagner only
recently had founded, Bayreuther Blatter.
Wolzogen remained in that position for sixty
years, until his death.
5. Richard Wagner’s Prose Writings.
Translated and Prefaced by William Ashton
Ellis. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul,
Trench, Trubner & Co., Ltd. The title that
Ellis gave to each of the eight volumes, the
year of publication, and the number of pages
of Wagner text in each volume are as follows:

I. TheAnwork of the Future—1893,
392pp. (Ellis had completed the trans

lation in 1892.)
Opera and Drama—1893, Yl6pp
The Theater—I 894, 386pp
An and Politics—I 895, 368pp
Actors and Singers—I 896, 340pp
Religion andAn—1897, 33’lpp
In Paris and Dresden—1898, 360pp
Posthumous—1899, 398pp

This set of eight volumes was reprinted as
follows: New York, Broude Brothers, 1962;
St. Clair Shores, Michigan, Scholarly Press,
1972; Lincoln, Nebraska, University of Ne
braska Press, 1993—1995. Several of the titles
of these volumes were changed in these re
prints.
Each of the volumes contained several pages
of Ellis’ introductory remarks and a summary
of each of the titled items that appeared in the
work. There was also an Index in each vol
ume. Volume I contained an Appendix and
Volume VIII offered a General Chronological
Table of the eight volumes which lists 137
titles.
6. The original work was titled Richard
Wagner an Mathilde Wesendonck: Tage
Blatterund Briefe, 1853—1871 (Richard Wag
ner: Daily News and Letters, 1853—1871) and
was edited by Wolfgang Golther, Leipzig,
1904. The work was reprinted in 1906. Ellis’
translations were published in 1909.
7. BriefRichard Wagners an Emil Heckel:
zur Entstehungsgeschichte der Buihnen
festspiele in Bayreuth (Richard Wagner’s Let
ters to Emil Heckel: History of the Origin of
the Folk-Festival-Play in Bayreuth.). The work
was published in Berlin in 1899 and Ellis
published his translation later in that year.
Emil Heckel (183 1—1908) was a music dealer
in Mannheim who devised the plan to estab
lish Wagner societies whose members could
then donate funds to the proposed Bayreuth
Festival. Heckel founded the first society in
Mannheim.
8. Richard Wagner an Minna Wagner (Ri
chard Wagner to Minna Wagner). Berlin,
1908. This work was edited by Hans von
Wolzogen.
9. Life ofRichard Wagner, London, 1900—
1908. Volumes I through III are translations
of a biography written by Carl Friedrich
Glasenapp (1847—1915) who was a friend of
Richard and Cosima Wagner. Glasenapp’s
work was published in 1876—1877, and later
revised and enlarged into six volumes.
10. Some languages as well as some writ
ers make no distinction between the words
printing and edition when referring to a spe
cific publication. Technically, however, the
words have individual meanings. The former
indicates an exact reproduction of a previ

ously printed work. The latter carries all other
related meanings including that which implies
that the original publication has undergone
some form of revision. In the case at hand,
there is no evidence that the work was revised
and, therefore, the correct term is printing.
11. Richard Wagner’s Prose Writings, Vol
ume I, “Translator’s Preface.”
12. Ibid.
13. Wagner also exhibits this intense atten
tion to details in his musical works. On the
eve of the premiere of the Ring in Bayreuth in
1876, he posted a memo to the company. This
memo reads in part: “The big notes will take
care of themselves; the little notes and their
text are the chief thing.” Quoted in The Story
of Bayreuth as Told in ihe Letters of Richard
Wagner, Translated and edited by Caroline V.
Kerr, (1912). New York: Vienna House, 1972,
p. 249
14. Richard Wagner’s Prose Writings, Vol
ume I, “Translator’s Preface.”
IS. Time, The Weekly Magazine, Volume
156, Number 24, December II, 2000, p. 61.
16. The Teutonic or Germanic languages
that evolved from Old Norse are thirteen in
number: Afrikaans, Danish, Dutch, English,
Faeroese, Flemish, Frisian, Icelandic, Low
German, High German, Norwegian, Swedish,
and Yiddish.
17. A favorite German compound word that
is frequently proffered to students of the lan
guage is Constantinopolousdudelsackpfeiffer
verein which can be translated The
Constantinople Bagpipe Players Society.
18. On the Performing ofTANNHA USER (Uber
die Aufflibrung des TANNnA vsrn). An address
that Wagner made to the directors, perform
ers, and producers of this opera. The speech
was published in the Neue Zeitschrift ofZurich
in five parts: December 3 and 24, 1852, Janu
ary 1,7,14,1853. Some personal remarks that
Wagner had made during the course of the
talk were omitted in these publications. Ellis’
translation of these several publications are
found in Volume III of his eight-volume work.
19. Richard Wagner’s Prose Writings, Vol
ume I, “Translator’s Preface.”
20. Richard Wagner’s Prose Writings, Vol
ume II, “Translator’s Preface.”
21. In addition to the thirteen completed
operas, including libretti, that Wagner wrote,
he also attempted fifteen additional stage pieces
which, for whatever reason, he did not com
plete. Other Wagner artistic endeavors include
six pieces that are usually classified as
dental Music,” nineteen orchestral pieces in
cluding two symphonies, twelve choral music
works, sixteen piano pieces, nineteen song
works, and seven musical pieces termed “Mis

II.
III.
IV.
V.
VI.
VII.
VIII.

(Continued on page 12)
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DUTCHMAN
(Continuedfrom page 2)

into picture. This, rather than the mostly
spare sets, was the primary bearer of mean
ing. The square registered spiritual or psy
chological states, generally by use of
color—most notably the demonic red as
sociated with the Dutchman, but also green
for salvation (apparently), and so on. A
consistent and imaginative use of lighting
for the whole stage, such as the Lohen
grin production provided, would have crc-

ated a more compelling atmosphere, es
pecially where numinous overtones were
required. As it was, the square was more
like a hectoring gimmick than a compel
ling effect.

It appears that the square was also in
tended to symbolize the stage picture that
the audience looks at as well. But the fact
of the stage illusion was made explicit by
the raising of rows of stage lights at the
beginning and the lowering of them (very
intrusively) at the end. Deliberately break-

ing the illusion does not benefit an earn
tionally charged and involving work such
as this. It was certainly not what Wagner
sought.

The costumes were unremarkable ex
cept for two: those of the Dutchman and
Erik. But the Dutchman’s black clothes
and red sleeves only hinted at the de
monic, while Erik’s village gentleman’s
garb (and Bible), obviously intendcd to
contrast him to the Dutchman, did not fit
with his profession as a hunter or the fact
that he was poor.

The stage direction by David Edwards
was inconsistent, and often (lid not en
hance the overall effect. On the one hand
the over-schematized blocking of the cho
rus gave too little a sense of the activity at
hand: the sailors sang standing in straight
lines. (Well, they did draw anchor ropes
across the stage, but in the wrong direc
tion); the spinning girls had only one spin
ning wheel and held one length of yarn
rather too much in the manner of the norns
in Gotterdatnmerung. On the other hand,
the principals were sometimes given too
many naturalistic actions, most conspicu
ously when Senta and the Dutchman first
met, and stage business replaced standing
transfixed. (Fortunately Hale and Cullis
triumphantly canied the scene aher this.)

By contrast, the full possibilities of the
stage picture—sets, costumes, lighting,
movement, and placement of the chorus
and the individual singers—were shown
by the Lohengrin production of two years
ago (the Elijah Moshinsky production
from Covent Garden, sets and costumes
by John Napier). Unlike the Dutchman
staging, it provided a context in which the
singers could show their best work dra
matically as well as vocally. Stylized and
archetypal, this production of Lohengrin
presented a bare stage with some back
drops and a few emphatic and arresting
sets. The two huge seats on either side of
the stage in Acts I and HI were a case in
point, their backs rising totem-like and
embedded with Christian and pagan (as
well as nationalistic) symbols, represent
ing one level of the light and dark forces
in the drama. This conflict was also repre
sented in the mostly long, straight cos
tames that were either black or white and
at times suggested pagan and Christian

San Diego Opera presented Lohengrin in February, 2000. Shown here are John
Keyes in the title role with the vanquished Telramund (Greer Grimsley). Both
photos courtesy San Diego Opera.
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realities (e.g., the nun-like appearance of
some women in the crowd scenes). In the
bridal chamber scene, a great and striking
red spread covering half the stage on which
Elsa was at first seen lying in erotic an
ticipation not only symbolized the bed
and the innocently hoped-for consumma
tion but also suggested the underlying en
ergy and passion Ortrude tapped and that
would lead Elsa to ask Lohengrin the for
bidden question.

The direction of Andrew Sinclair was
stylized, with conservative but dramati
cally apt movement. The crowd scenes
conveyed the feeling of public ritual with
out allowing the opera to seem, as it some
times does, like a mere series of public
events. (Of course, more fluidity would
have to be allowed in the crowd scenes in
The Flying Dutchman.)

The lighting in this Lohengrin was a
major contributor to the production’s suc
cess. It was often used to contrast light
and dark forces, which included register
ing Elsa’s doubt, and showing the danger
present in the private, interior moments.
The prime example was the dark stage of
Act Xl, with the sorceress Ortrude in the
shadows and the white-clad Elsa in the
spotlight. In this atmosphere the felt threat
in Elsa’s line, “Who calls my name out
the darkness?” is palpable. Ortrude’s ap
peal must become, and in this perfor
mance/production did become, part of
Elsa’s interior conflict, as Ortrude seeks
to undermine Elsa’s faith in Lohengrin
and what he represents, to coax her natu
ral human desire for knowledge as a
supplement to faith into an alliance with
Ortrude’s destructive powers.

The staging of this act was the perfect
ground on which Eva Johansson, vocally
and visually perfect for Elsa, could regis
ter moments of subtle doubt about her
promise to Lohengrin. Intense mezzo
Mañana Pentcheva as Ortrude matched
her, heightening the conflict. Elsewhere
these two, as well as the others, were very
effective in the context (and conflicts) in
which the production placed them. Let’s
mention Reinhard Hagan (King Henry),
Greer Grimsley (Ortrude’s partner and vic
tim Telramund), and John Keyes (Lohen
grin).’

Der fliegende Holldnder—that between
the world of the Dutchman, the world of
Senta’ s obsessed dream, on the one hand,
and the quotidian reality of the village, of
Daland and Erik, on the other—was not
made powerfully enveloping in the same
way, not with the lighted square nor with
any props or directorial decisions.

The Lohengrin production was not
without flaws however: for instance, the
scrim during the first part of Act I, though
effectively creating the dreary atmosphere
which contrasted strikingly with the sud
den bright lighting on Lohengrin’ s arrival,
also dampened the sound unacceptably;
then, the black-robed wedding attendants
in the bridal chamber scene, symbolizing
the coming tragedy, jarred at that point
with the serenity of the music. But, unlike
those in the Dutchman production, such
flaws as these were minor.

Within the context of this outstanding
production, the strong cast, including the
again splendid chorus, under the centrally
important expert shaping of conductor
Heinz Fricke, was able to create one of
the most satis~ing Wagner performances

I have ever experienced.
That of course was hard to match, and

this Dutchman did not do it, in spite of the
excellent musical performance and in spite
of the fact that Robert Hale’s Dutchman
was arguably superior to any individual
performance in the Lnhengrin.

But in fact the Dutchman production
was at times effective, as already indi
cated in part. Of additional note was the
huge red cloth, suggesting the red sail of
the Dutchman’s ship, that provided the
backdrop for “Die Frist ist um.” Then
there were the ships, which, though missed
in the first act, appeared in the last—the
stem of Daland’s ship lit up for celebra
tion, and later, the Dutchman’s ghost ship
silhouetted by a red backlight while his
ghost crew sang. Most effective of all was
the spotlight on Senta and the complete
darkening of the stage for her ballad de
scribing the Dutchman’s plight and her
desire to save him. The effect emphasized
the centrality of the ballad to the entire
opera, Senta’s total absorption in her
dream, as well as her isolation from her

(conruiued on page 12)

Near the end of the opera, the Dutchman’s ship appears in this May, 2002 perfor
mance at San Diego.The parallel conffict and contrast in
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WILHELM FURTWANGLER AND TRISTAN UND ISOLDE
A Review of Three Recordings—One With Major Improvement

“But what about Furtw5ngler?’ was my
greeting from a fellow Wagnerian at a
study day recently. He had a twinkling
eye and it was soon evident that he was
taking a gentle dig at my boundless en
thusiasm for Knappertsbusch. I was sorry
that he was lost in the throng before I
could learn his name. He was right.
Furtwangler was a conductor of towering
status. In Wagner he was both intensely
subjective and wholly mainstream, it was
his subjectivity that made him unhappy
with Wagner’s Bayreuth acoustic, so that
he tried to remove the Schaildeckel, the
acoustical cowl over the orchestra. Even
so, his Wagner sound has the same right
ness as with Knappertsbusch and creates
the same conviction that this is Wagner
Wagner’s way. If Knappertsbusch focuses
on the music’s epic greatness, Furtwangler
invokes the myth. It is Furtwangler who
plumbs soul-states and conjures up the
twilight realms that border on the uncon
scious, and it is where the myth is at its
most numinous, in Tristan and Lcolde,
that Furtwangler is incomparable.
Furtwangler’s HMV studio recording of
Tristan and Isolde is his best-known ver
sion of the work, and it has just been
reissued as a Great Recording of the Cen
tury. He also left two live versions, nei
ther of them complete. On the first, which
is put together from two performances at
the Vienna Opera from 1941 and 1943,
Act I is fragmentary; Act II has most of
the first scene and the whole of the “duet”
uncut, and Act III is complete except for
the Prelude. The second is from the Ber
lin State Opera in 1947, and consists of
Acts II and III complete, apart from the
cut in the duet. Both these versions have
points of much interest even though nei
ther has an Isolde that would past muster
today. Tojudge from this recording, Anny
Konetzny at Vienna had a large unwieldy
voice, and she did not attempt any high
Cs. Ema Schluter at Berlin sounds as if
she found the whole role a struggle. I do
not fully share the enthusiasm of Jonathan
Brown in his Tristan and Isolde on Record

(well worth owning) for Margarete Klose,
the Brangane both at Vienna and Berlin.
Where I do agree with him, is that Max
Lorenz, the Vienna Tristan, is extraordi
nary. Brown says: “Lorenz explores all
the blind alleys of Tristan’s delirium. He
sobs distractedly. He dreams aimlessly.
He flotinders about. He is inspired and
blinded by his visions, lurching from one
to the other, after cursing the potion with
frightening ferocity, is breathless and ut
terly exhausted. No Tristan yearns as pas
sionately and desperately and sounds as
close to death as Lorenz. It is a riveting
and very disturbing performance.”

Neither of these live versions matters
quite so much as the studio recording. In
this instance “the studio” was actually the
Kingsway Hall. The recording was made
in 1952 and directed by Walter Legge. At
its first presentation on CD, EM! pro
moted a misconception about the orches
tra that needs to be cleared up. The book
let that came with the set had an article by
a German critic lamenting that
Furtwiingler had had to make do with the
Philharmonia Orchestra as if it were some
kind of second best. It even goes so far as
to bracket the Philharmonia with the gash
orchestra of Furtwangler’ s Rome Ring.
This is crackpot stuff. Any two minutes’
comparison are enough to give the lie to
this calumny and refute the amazing sug
gestion that the Philharmonia only gave
Furtwängler a fraction of what he might
have achieved with the Vienna Philhar
monic.

All the evidence on record—and there
is plenty—shows that in the early 1950s
the Philharmonia was in a class of its
own. It was an orchestra with no rank and
file. Every member was among the elect.
The artistry of the lead-players was
epitomised by Dennis Brain, Gareth Mor
ris and Sidney Sutcliffe. Sidney Sutcliffe
died recently and his utter musicality could
have no better immortality that on this
Tristan und Isolde. His phrasing has the
accent of this music, and his timbre had a
quality, silky and acid, that was quite dif

ferent from the Goossens oboe tradition
which was more open, more like a horn.
Sutcliffe’s acid tang at the heart of
Wagner’s gorgeous textures realises the
music’s bittersweet quality as happens on
no other version. In the Philharmonia, the
striking individualities of such artists were
blended in a deep beauty of sound that
was the envy of the world. It was an
orchestra that gave effortless expression
to Furtwiingler’s vision. l’o be sure, the
sound is different from the Furtwiingler
sound on his recordings with the Berlin
and the Vienna Philhannonic. The tipper
strings are less saturated, and the bottom
of the orchestra is less rugged. However
the latest re—mastering improves on the
first CD transfer by Christopher Parker
almost as much as those first CDs im
proved on LP. The bass is better. The
lower ranges of the orchestra are more
telling, not significantly louder but firmer
and more substantial, and the sonority has
more weight and bloom, more a
Furtwangler sound.

Of all the tone documents of Wagner
ever recorded, this is probably the great
est. This version of Tristan and Lw/dc is
straight from the crucible of Wagner’s
imagination. On the new versions the vel
vet glow of Flagstad’s wonderful Isolde
can be heard as never before, freed from
the hints of distortion that marred the LPs.
The German critic suggests that Flagstad
was past her prime, but comparisons show
that only one of her pre-war sets has her
singing so beautifully, the one conducted
by Reiner. No other Isolde on record ex
cept Margaret Price manages so much
loveliness, and none but Nilsson and our
own president Gwynneth Jones, alas un
recorded, share Flagstad’s reserves for
such moments like her Act U “das hell sie
dorten leuchte”. No other Isolde is so royal.
“Meinst du Flerrn MelotT’ is disdainful,
patrician, and even at the heart of Act II,
its whitest heat, her every utterance pro
claims the princess.

Ludwig Suthaus who had also been
Tristan on Furtwängler’s live version from
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Berlin has sometimes a warbling quality.
This never seemed so significant on the
studio version, and in some way that J do
not understand, it matters still less on the
new reissue. What does mailer is the de
tail, the colour and the intensity of
Suthaus’s Tristan. There is a plangency
and poetry with Suthaus in “0 sink’
hernieder, Nacht der Liebe”. In Act ifi he
manages an intensity that never crosses
the line into ranting and untidiness as it
did occasionally at Berlin. “Tm Land das
Tristan meint, der Sonne Licht nicht
scheint” conveys courtesy and homage in
the face of unthinkable states of mind.

The Kurwenal, Dietrich Fischer
Dieskau, has had a rough time from crit
ics for not heing rough enough, but the
rustic batman ‘is not the only way to play
the role, and Fischer-Dieskau’s more so
phisticated assumption is not only loyal

and warm-hearted, but an astute and subtle
counsellor, more Horatio than Polonius.
His final utterances are indescribably mov
ing. Similarly Blanche Thebom brings out
the subtlety and sensibility in Brangane.
She is winning and cajoling in Act I; she
conveys real pain as she implores Isolde
in Acts II and III, and she does well in the
difficult music of Brangane’ s warning.
Josef Greindl sang Marke in spite of
Wieland Wagner’s threat that anyone
found recording Wagner anywhere else
would be dropped from Bayreuth, a bit of
bullying that led Martha ModI to pass up
the chance of Brangiine on this very set.
Both Greindl and Rudolf Schock, the
Seemann and Shepherd, are luxury cast
ings proper to a great recording.

But what matters most is Furtwangler
and the Phitharmonia. It is they that make
this version incomparable. It is unique

even simply as a lucid and accurate repre
sentation of what is in Wagner’s score,
his intricate polyphony, his orchestral
colouring, and his fantastic harmony. Tn
some ways this is a very classical perfor
mance, with an astonishing control of the
orchestra. The tempi are all integrated
within a constant basic pulse that has the
inevitability of a ground-swell. Nojarring
shifts of gear disrupt the prelude, and there
is a fascinating comparison with the live
version in the lead up, after the dowsing
of the torch, to “Isolde!”—”Tristan!”—
“Geliebte!” The Berlin version has an ex
treme accelerando, whereas on the Vienna
version from earlier and above all on the
Philharmonia Furtwlingler is the least fre
netic on record—and the most overwhelm
ing. The early part of the duet demon
strates Furtwangler’s special ability to

(Continued on page 12)

Furtwangler’s Supremacy With Tristan und Isolde

Wiener Staatsoper Live
CD Recording Vol II Koch Schwann Font Cetra CDE 1046 EMI CMS 5676212

3-1461-2(2 CD)* (2CD)* (4CDs)

Date December 25, 1941 & October 3, 1947 June 9-23, 1952January 2, 1943

Chorus/Orchestra Staatsoper Wien Staatsoper Berlin Royal Opera House Chorus
Philharmonta Orchestra

Location Wiener Staatsoper, Wren Admirals Plast, Berlin Kingsway Hall, London

Tristan Max Lorenz Ludwig Suthaus Ludwig Suthaus

Isolde Anny Konetzni Erna Schluter Kirsten Flagstad

Kurwcnal Paul Sch flier Jaro Prohaska Dietrich Fischer-Dteskau

Brangäne Margarete Klose Margarete Kiose Blanche Thebom

König Marke Herbert Alsen Gottlob Fnck Josef Greindi

ciii junger Scemamn Willy Frante Paul Schmidtmann Rudolf Schock

ciii flirt Hermann Gallos Gerhard Witting Rudolf Schock

Melot Georg Monthy Kurt Rehm Edgar Evans

ciii Steuermann Karl Ettl Hasso Eschert Rodenck Davies

* not complete



FURTWANGLER
(Continued from page Ii)

phrase at fortissimo, maintaining line and
contour at volume levels where others
only manage a featureless welter.

He effortlessly throws into focus the
strange combinations of wind timbres in
unorthodox registers. He just as effort
lessly breathes an aching sweetness out of
the strings. The death motiv, sounded on
the trombones and double-basses at ‘Vu
inst. ich kenn’ ihn besser,” (Isolde, Act I)
has a mysterious, unfathomable darkness
that makes a totally different experience
from any other version. The strange sigh
for stopped horns after Brangane’s “Bin
einz’ge war’s” paints in an instant the
significance of Melot. The strange flitting
shimmer in the minutes after Tristan’s “0
nun waren wir Nachtgeweihte!” and the
dark bite of the Philharmonia brass lead
ing up to Tristan’s “Der Trank, der
furchtbare Trank!” illustrate a vividness
of incident that is incomparable.

Even so it is the power of the whole
that is overwhelming. Nowhere does
Furtwangler’s quality as a supreme musi
cal architect display greater affirmation.
What an intellect to structure it all so
faithfully and then what a visionary grasp
to project it all with such burning inten
sity. It is in this performance above all
that Tristan und Isolde seems to sink a
deep shaft, plumb the depths of some ulti
mate reality that is otherwise beyond hu
man experience. It is not surprising that in

my late teens every day had to have at
least one side of the LP version, often a
far longer stretch than that. Some musical
loves from that distant era have proved
bitter disappointments on re- acquaintance,
but the “Furtwangler Tristan” always turns
out more amazing than ever than I had
remembered. It is worth remembering that
in spite of m~or bust-ups during the stu
dio sessions, Furtwllngler afterwards wrote
thanking Walter Legge and saying that in
spite of his having conducted it so often it
was only on listening to these records that
he had come to appreciate the full great
ness of Tristan und Lvolde. I can only
humbly endorse Furtwiingler’s admiration,
simply adding that in its newest incarna
tion this is probably the most essential
recording that anyone with an interest in
Wagner should own.

—Paul Dawson-Bowling

NOTE

I. British for an officer’s aide-dc-camp.

SAN DIEGO
(Continuedfro,n page 9)

community because of it. Needless to say
Rita Cullis rose to the occasion.

Criticism notwithstanding, the San Di
ego Opera, under director lan Campbell,
is on solid ground when presenting Wag
ner, though the occasions when it does so
are few. Obviously a great deal of plan
ning, especially in the casting, goes into
the preparations. If the all around high
level of the Lohengrin was not reached
this time, a great deal that was truly dis
tinguished still resulted. We can only ask
that the San Diego Opera present Wagner
more frequently.

NOTE

—Ed Becker

I. Eva Johansson, John Keyes, and Greer
Gritnsley will appear in the San Diego Opera’s
Fidelio next season.

TRANSLATOR
(Continuedfrorn ~,age 7)

cellaneous.” In the field of non-musical ac
tivities, Wagner wrote about 3000 pages of
prose, no less than 10,000 letters, and some
scattered poems. It is also most likely that
there remain uncollected letters and numerous
short pieces that found light in lesserjournals
and newspapers of the day.
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