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I was born in Kaunas on January 21, 1954. I went to school at Jablonis—they kicked me out of two 

schools! Seriously.  

[Interviewer: Why?] 

Why? Because I was a long-hair. Also I told the truth. And that was a big minus. And because of that I 

couldn’t get into any universities. I graduated in 1972 you know, and you can probably imagine how 

things were for hippies in 1972. Once you showed yourself in the street, there was really no chance of 

getting accepted to a university, you couldn’t even think of it. But I was clever, I decided to work for a 

living and they took me on as a laborer. There they didn’t pay any attention to my hair, by the way. So 

I got a job, got good recommendations, and after that, there was nothing for me in Lithuania so I left 

for St. Petersburg. No one paid attention to my appearance there—they saw you purely in a 

professional way. So I was accepted to what was then called the Leningrad Theater, Music and Film 

Institute, in the department of Theater Studies. Right away after that I got positon in the [Lithuanian] 

Academy of Sciences where they accepted me very warmly and I worked with an excellent team of 

colleagues—Vengrys, Viesaite, who else was there. . . Jurga Ivanauskaite’s mother, Koskeviciute. 

Grazina Mareckaite, Jansonas. Excellent colleagues.  

[Interviewer: And when did you come to Siauliai?] 

For five years I was at the academy after my dissertation and everything.  

[. . . .] Then I spent five years (1984-1989) in the Siauliai Drama Theater as head of the literature 

(communications) department.  

[Interviewer: [About the Atgaiva festival] Let’s start from the beginning, perhaps with the protest-

appeal.]  

I don’t know about that. But I’ll tell you honestly, it seems the meaning of that is exaggerated. I’m 

sure of that. It’s overstated.  

[Interviewer: The protest?] 

Yes. I read your article, and to me this seemed to me the most disputable part. No one talked about 

the protest. I can tell you honestly. No words were spoken about it. I do remember editing it a little. 

The head of the literature section edits texts, that’s his job you understand. Often someone comes up 

with a thought or idea and then someone needs to write it up. Now, who added this protest to the 
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historical record, I don’t know, maybe Padegimas himself. I didn’t write these words. I want to make 

that clear. And perhaps it was this way: at that time something like this was the fashion, and maybe it 

was some kind of stunt.  

[Interviewer:  Then why was it necessary?] 

Well, I don’t understand why. I’m telling you this in all honesty. I know the version of yours that I 

read.  

[Interviewer: And the protest wasn’t discussed, you’re saying.] 

Well you see, three months this way or that [Mr. Didžgalvis is referring to the idea of postponing the 

festival until March 1989], really didn’t have any meaning, none really. It would have happened 

anyway. But I’m judging this in a simple way: with Gytis Padegimas’s character, with his traits as a 

person. He is first and foremost a play director. And if he gets an idea in his head, he goes all out with 

it, and to the end. This is a specific trait of his. And he got the idea that he needed to do this [the 

Atgaiva festival], at a certain time on certain dates, etc. And that was it; he plowed through it like a 

ship breaking through the ice. This is a personality trait of his. I would guess it was this way: Sure he 

talked with Juskus, I don’t doubt that. Without a doubt, because, overall, the role Juskus played hasn’t 

been appreciated. Honestly, it hasn’t been appreciated.   

[Interviewer: So, in your opinion there really was no decision to postpone the festival?] 

No, I think that there might have been such a decision. Maybe there was, but I haven’t seen any 

documentation of it. I’m speaking honestly. It’s possible that someone somewhere in the ministry 

came up with and spread such an idea. But have you seen a piece of paper indicating that such a 

decision was made? I haven’t seen it.  

[Interviewer: But it’s mentioned in the protest that there was such a decision.] 

Well, mentioning it is one thing. Whether it actually happened is another.  

[Interviewer: So to be clear, you question that there was a decision to postpone the festival?] 

I doubt that there was a written decision, yes. Maybe there were inquiries about it. Perhaps there 

were suggestions relating to it. But look at the situation for yourself. What was going on? There was 

Kuprevicius, the first deputy, who later agreed that the ministry needed to support the festival. And 

there was the head of the theater department Valdas Vasiliauskas, you know him. And you think they 

accepted some kind of decision to postpone it?—something that was afterward appended to 

everything. Somehow that doesn’t seem possible, maybe there was some bureaucratic issue but. . . . 

[Interviewer: Maybe it was being discussed?] 
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Yes, maybe there was discussion about it. But I wouldn’t talk about a decision to postpone unless I 

saw some kind of document saying so. Under any other circumstances I wouldn’t give it credence. You 

can say that none of the actors remember this [protest] document. As far as I remember, documents 

like this were sent to the Arts Council, you know what that is, right? But that actors, well…. 

Maybe the protest was put up on the bulletin board, where announcements were posted in the 

theater. But if something had happened like all the actors came forward and signed it—that I would 

have remembered.  I would just advise that you check into this hypothesis. Definitely, confirm it. And I 

repeat: perhaps there were discussions; perhaps someone had a thought to suggest postponing it or 

something. But how could it be that Kuprevicius and Vasiliauskas, those people were directly 

connected with the theater, would at first say to postpone it and later approve of it [approve of it 

happening in December]? I know Giedrius [Kuprevicius]. I do know him, and I know his character. I 

worked alongside Valdas Vasiliauskas. I worked with him at Literatura ir Menas. I know his views, and 

I know them on this subject. These are not men who change their opinions very readily, believe me.  

[Interviewer: So what would be the reason for writing this protest? What purpose would it serve?] 

It’s just Gytis. It’s purely a matter of his character.  It’s one of his personality traits.  

[Interviewer: You mean he wanted to object somehow?]  

Yes, he is a very impulsive person, sometimes hysterically. He is incredibly impulsive. I can 

imaginatively formulate a situation, approximately, from my experience. And it would go like this: 

Probably he found out that in the Ministry of Culture this decision was being considered. And maybe 

there was some kind of verbal, word of mouth statement about it. Maybe someone called him and 

said perhaps let’s postpone it or something like that. But I repeat, once again: Don’t say that there 

was a decision made to postpone the festival. Not until you find it in writing.  When you see 

something in writing to this effect, then we can talk.  

[Interviewer: It’s also written in the protest that the festival must happen “this year and this year 

only.”] 

Yes, I don’t understand this argument. I don’t know why that would be said.  

[Interviewer: Well three months later, they wanted to join the festival with “Theater Day” in order 

to lessen its significance.] 

That could be, yes. That could be. And listen, many people knew more or less about the schedule of 

events. I know because I myself worked with the “Morning Reflections” organizers, and that was 

much in advance of the festival.  

Many people knew about this idea, and it easily could have reached leaders in the Ministry of Culture. 

That certainly could have happened.  
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[Interviewer: Again it raises the question about whose idea the festival was. . .] 

Well you need to look at this question as a much broader issue. This isn’t the type of thing that comes 

at one moment from the mind of just one person. There were various elements to it, and these were 

extensively discussed. I participated in such discussions. I can even say exactly what we discussed.  

[Interviewer: Excuse me I wanted to ask, exactly when did discussions begin?] 

Oh I can’t say exactly. I can’t say.  

[Interviewer: Maybe the summer before? When there was the Sąjūdis meeting?] 

You know, I don’t think that the real influence was events. I don’t think certain events themselves 

were the main thing. But the fact that Padegimas was in close contact with Sąjūdis, this is a fact. And 

those closely allied ideas could have had an influence. But this matter is nowhere written down. [It 

was] discussions over coffee and things like that. And gradually later on, later on, there were 

discussions at the level of the Arts Council, and more than once. And more things were discussed 

more specifically then.   The three of us—Juskus, Padegimas and I—we talked together, and talked 

quite a lot about this topic. We put together the program of events.  And for example I can tell you 

something that I was against, categorically against, though my opinion about it wasn’t asked:  I was 

against the fact that the role of [drama] critics was practically eliminated. I’ll explain what I mean. It 

was customary then to, right after a production, have discussions. The critics came together and 

talked over the production. This practice was completely repudiated [at Atgaiva], and it was 

repudiated by Gytis Padegimas. I would guess it was a matter of ambition. A matter of his ambition.  

[Interviewer: There seems to be a lot connected with his personality here.]  

Yes, very much about personality. What would you think? There’s a lot more of that too. Of course. 

And in the end it was done the way I said.  

[. . . .] 

The elite critics came to Siauliai, very talented people. I’m just saying it was a terrible pity that they. . 

.for example Egmontas Jansonas and Ramune Marcinkeviciute and others. . .The elite came and it 

happened that their work wasn’t wanted.  

[Interviewer: What did they do then?] 

Well, Padegimas had more or less this idea: I may not be quoting verbatim, but it went like this: “We 

don’t work for critics but for the audience.” There was such a maxim. And from that, there later arose 

this idea that was announced on posters, there was a poster put out about “What the spectators 

want.” And what happened? It wasn’t clear right away but after a few days it was clear....and it wasn’t 
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made public, but for all practical purposes what happened was that the critics were in fact pitted 

against the audience, playgoers.  

[Interviewer: And how was the program of events put together?] 

Well that was a big job and it took a long time. . . .It was I more than the others who talked with the 

theater critics to put together the festival newspaper. I had to get a team together not only to publish 

but to write articles. And so for the first time in many years (since the time between the wars) we 

chose that very difficult option of having critics review the play just after seeing it and printing the 

review the next day. Believe me that wasn’t easy! And it was my idea. And we tried it because, I’ll say 

again, the elite critics were there, the best. And it so happened that they were practically eliminated 

from the process itself, and I’m talking about the entire course of the festival. You understand what I 

mean? The performance takes place, the critics come together and discuss and evaluate the 

production and share opinions about it. It had been absolutely normal to do it this way. And by the 

way this would also have helped the festival prize committee’s deliberations.  But they [the crtics] 

were cut out of the process of the festival.  

[Interviewer: But since they came they simply wrote reviews, correct?] 

Yes, that’s right.  

[Interviewer: And how did they themselves react to this changed role?] 

Badly. Well, what do I mean by badly? Well, why did you invite us? The question was asked.  

[Interviewer: When did you know it would be this way?] 

I knew in advance, I tricked them a bit.  

[Interviewer: Do you think they wouldn’t have come if they had known?] 

No, they would have come of course but it would have been a disincentive. As it turned it out was 

very interesting for them too. I mean to try out this new way. That just wasn’t the way we did it then. 

They would usually view the performance, go home, think about things.  They’d bring in a draft about 

a week later, then revise it a little later. . . .And this time they had to do it at once, right away. So that 

[in the festival bulletin] you would feel the course of the festival directly, sense it directly, feel it in 

your skin.  

[Interviewer:  Could you talk more about the festival repertory or schedule and how it might have 

been different?] 

I can’t really say who was invited. And to this day I’m uneasy and certains as to Nekrosius and [….] 

didn’t come. It’s one of the biggest mysteries.  Tuminas participated. His production. . . .  
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[Interviewer: Yes his play got the Best Production award---unanimously] 

Yes. That happened because Tuminas’s play truly was the best, I can testify to that.  

[Interviewer: And connected with this, there the question of why it happened that Skema’s play didn’t 

get any votes for either best production or even any of the other prizes?]  

Well, we need to discuss the wider context. This is what I think, and I’m going to give my personal 

opinion. I wasn’t on the Prize Committee. Padegimas’s production. Yes. Padegimas’s production. I’ll 

give you my personal opinion.  I’ve been asked the question, “What was your role—participant, 

organizer or spectator?” Well I was all three together in one person, essentially. I had to organize 

things, directly participate in Atgaiva, and see the plays so I could picture what my colleagues were 

writing about. You asked me what I remember about those ten days and I’ll tell you: I remember I 

slept all together maybe just two nights. I’m not exaggerating! I remember this.  

So I’ll give you my personal opinion [of Zvakide]. I think that to most people, or to me at least, and I 

think for certain colleagues of mine who were critics, it seems to me, there were several things about 

it that were hard to stomach. Not so much in what Skema wrote, I want to stress this, but in the 

manner by which it was presented stylistically. In the festival’s general stylistic approach as well.  

So what do I have in mind? I have in mind—to put it mildly—such exaggerated and exalted 

“clericalism”—perhaps maybe clericalism isn’t the exact word—but it was such a superficial but highly 

exalted demonstration of religiosity. Well you just think about it, you yourselves have seen the 

photos.  Sacraments everywhere, and priests, and the views of priests taken as absolute word on 

everything. The singing of ave maria all the time. Holy candles for every occasion. Look at the stage 

designs of the productions too. Of what was it composed? Crucifixes, incense, etc. everything set to 

the theme of the church. This tendency was very strongly emphasized. And that influenced the 

reception of the play in Skema’s case. And that was a legitimate reaction. And again I’m not talking 

about Skema’s play so much as what was done with it. What was done with it wasn’t necessary. And if 

it had been done differently the reaction to it would have been different.  

[Interviewer: You mean, to exaggerate [the play’s elements]?] 

I mean, distortion wasn’t necessary. You understand what happened. And I’m not talking just about 

Skema’s play.  And by the way Jansonas responded very well to Skema’s play, which shows that 

everyone wasn’t reacting to Skema.  But let’s say that there is in Skema this religious mysticism. We 

can’t deny that. But there is butter on one’s bread, and then there’s butter on the butter, you know. 

And the reaction this was legitimate. And the production itself was, to tell the truth, tiresome. 

Absolutely tiresome.  The only play that was worse, was Zilvinas. You can quote me on that. I’m being 

honest here. This is one of the essential facts about Atgaiva.  
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[Interviewer: Why do you think specifically those plays chosen?] 

I don’t know. I think for Gytis Padegimas, at that time, . . . .and I don’t know about now, I haven’t seen 

him for a long time. [. . . .] We need to have a broader discussion. And what we need to consider in a 

general way is this concept of “national theater” itself. . . a concept that was and is, in my view, 

absurd. For him [Padegimas] the essential component of “national theater” was religiosity, namely 

Catholicism. The essential component.  

[Interviewer: A couple of days before the premier Padegimas wrote a newspaper article about 

Skema’s play that asked the audience to accept the play. It seems to me this is a pretty rare thing, 

not often done, is that true?] 

It’s not only a rare thing, it’s an unnecessary thing. [….] But that’s his view of the theater. He has a 

right to express it, but to expect some desired reaction, I’m sorry I can’t understand that [….] If you do 

something—write something or stage something—you’re responsible for it, and it’ll be accepted or 

not. And another aspect I’d like to mention. In Zilvinas, and in Skema, and to some extent in all of the 

plays except for that of Tuminas were centered on literary narrative and were “literary” plays. You 

understand, it was very important to say something, something for the audience to hear and respond 

to. Especially if the statement was something not heard before.  And no one gave a damn about the 

forms and precepts of the theater.  I’ll say that honestly. There was no directing going on.  

[Interviewer: Could you speak a little more about Tuminas’s play?] 

About the play, there’s nothing to say. It’s not a play, there’s no play there. It’s a an original script, a 

form of montage that offers a basis for a director—and it’s the only example in the festival of this—to 

improvise, because there are gaps in it, it’s a play not centered on literary narrative.  He wrote what 

was almost just a collage, made out of quotes and all sorts of other texts… 

[Interviewer: Yes he quoted from Jack London, from Martin Eden. Paulius Sirvys said, “I am Martin 

Eden.”]  

Yes, absolutely correct. Sirvys was very close to the heart of Kukulas, and this made for a kind of 

fragmented script. And the director could do whatever he wanted with that script. They did not even 

follow a text. They made a show.  

[Interviewer: And everyone loved it.]  

And it was the best production, without a doubt. The play was about what everyone was thinking. 

And Cathedral was about that, and Skema’s play was about that.  

[Interviewer: About what specifically?] 
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One of the basic components.  One of the essential components. One of the essential components 

was “to say what it had been forbidden say.” So the main thing a text had to do was to enable certain 

things to be said, so that people would hear them.  And about the aesthetics of the theater? All that 

was important was saying certain things. That was significantly more important. To everyone except 

Tuminas, by the way. Everyone wanted to express themselves. To use dramaturgy as a mouthpiece. 

About Lithuanianness, about Catholicism, about freedom, about whatever you wanted, about 

anything that was beyond the norm. Because suddenly that possibility existed.  

[Interviewer: And what you think of that purpose or intent? The purpose of saying, it 1988 and we 

can suddenly say what had been forbidden, so it’s time to do that and that’s our basic purpose, 

namely that purpose.] 

You know, I can’t speak for everyone. But I talked with a great many people at the time of the festival. 

With the people in the “morning reflections” and with almost everyone.  With people I knew, etc. and 

with critics of course.  

And, you know, there was this situation. If you want to generalize about it, and to put it bluntly, it was 

euphoria. Euphoria because it was permitted to say things. Finally it was allowed. And the question of 

what to say? Well, a collection of clichés. Nationality/Patriotism. Catholicism. Freedom, though what 

that meant wasn’t clear. Freedom. The big thing was just to say the word freedom. What kind of 

freedom? Freedom why? Freedom for whom? Freedom from where or what? And what in general do 

you think about it? No one said. It mattered only that we could say freedom. That’s the essential 

thing. Many people agreed it was like that then. It was euphoria.  

But I’ll give you an alternative. There was an absolutely different way of looking at it in the “morning 

reflections.” There the thoughtful people spoke. There was a serious discussion.  A very serious 

discussion. Believe me, I was there. That was where the serious discussion took place.  

[Interviewer: Could we compare it to an academic conference?] 

Yes you could say that. Pretty much like that. I like that idea.  

[Interviewer: So that means that at the time you were not in the majority?] 

No, no I wasn’t. [laughs] I wasn’t in the majority. The “morning reflections” were much more my style. 

And you know, something very interesting took place. How should I say this? When, in the theaters, 

everyone was crying, playing the victim card and making human sacrifices of themselves, role-playing 

as religious sacrifices, with the nation as a victim too, with the heroes as victims—and alongside this, 

there was a much more sober view saying, “here’s what’s happening and an attempt to consider it 

and reflect on it. Are things really as they appear to be?” 
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For example, one of the discussion topics, “Is the notion of a ‘national theater’ truly valid?” It’s clear 

that we need to consider well what this means. My view is, sorry, but that’s almost an oxymoron.  

[Interviewer: National Theater is an oxymoron?] 

Almost, almost. yes. Because, listen, here’s how it is thought of, it’s thought of very simply: We 

suffered for so long. We were oppressed. By whom? To put it mildly, we were oppressed by the East.  

At that time no one said “the Russians.” That wasn’t in our vocabulary. But everyone knew what we 

were talking about when we said, “oppressed by the East.” And God forbid we say as a blanket 

statement “Everything from the East is bad.” Thoughtful people when it comes to Lithuania’s 

culture—not Lithuanian culture but Lithuania’s culture and I want to emphasize that—people who 

consider history—very clearly understand that Lithuania’s theater in the twentieth century—I 

emphasize again Lithuania’s theater, the theater of a province, one deep within the Russian Empire—

every director—and excuse me I’m a theater historian and I know something about Lithuanian theater 

history—all of the directors learned in St. Petersburg, or Moscow or somewhere else in Russia and 

then came here to create our professional theater. So excuse me but it’s a broadly spread, 

transplanted theater. It would be a joke to talk about the European theater here. Instead we need to 

look at it the context of Russian theater, if not for that, only amateurism would remain. In Russia 

Stanislavsky and Chekhov were working, and others, etc. And to reject the legacy of Russian theater, 

well, it would be foolish, a meaningless gesture. Speaking as a theater historian, really, it would be 

foolish to throw this away from Lithuania’s culture.  Because it is an absolutely creative influence. But 

at that time we looked at it differently.  

[Interviewer: Can you say more about what you did as an organizer of Atgaiva? and about how the 

festival bulletin was published?] 

Well as always such things are put together from several elements. The first and most complicated 

thing we needed to do was recruit a good team. You can’t do it alone. And I’m very grateful to the 

people I worked with, without them nothing would have happened. But that was more of a technical 

matter, and to recruit a group of critics was much more difficult and to decide what they would write. 

To be honest, the main thing was to advise them—not like bribing them or course—about what was 

then acceptable, etc. But I promised them one thing: There would be no censorship. I said I was the 

senior editor of the bulletin and I promise you that there will be no censorship. I said that openly and 

directly. Because, why imitate or repeat [the past]? If we’re doing this, we’re doing this. And that’s 

what happened, and there was no censorship. In the area of contents—though one issue was held 

up—we held it up for a day and a half. If I’m not mistaken it was the third number. And I’ll tell you 

why. Because for the first time in Lithuanian history—theater history and the history of theater 

criticism—my colleague Vida Saviciunaite took a very courageous step. She brought me a text, an 
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open letter of Jurasas, written to the Lithuanian government.  It should be there. And I wasn’t afraid 

to print it.  

[Interviewer: But I assume the authorities looked over that issue?] 

No, no one did. Just me. No one saw it. Only the people who are listed on the masthead saw it. No 

one else. And then we held up the publication. I walked over to the printing press office and I was 

told. “The distribution of this issue has been stopped.” I asked why and was told, “it’s been stopped.”  

I went right over to Juskus and said, Director—because everyone was waiting for that Atgaiva bulletin, 

it was a very interesting publication—and I don’t know how, but here are the rumors, there are only 

rumors about this that I can’t confirm or deny—that Juskus was part of this certainly, but also rumors 

reached me that Ozolas was part of it too. And Justas Paleckis. But somehow this issue was freed up, 

released. Let’s put it that way, it was liberated. So Jonas Jurasas’s text was published. And listen, we 

published Smetona, and to do that in those times was—well now it would be humorous, but not then, 

Smetona wasn’t very “popular” then. And this also was a gesture that meant something, but 

publishing that letter of Jurasas was an essential moment.  

[Interviewer: And how did you choose the people you recruited as editors?] 

A matter of trust. I chose people I knew would write. Just a matter of trust.  

[Interviewer: And did you know in advance about the contents of the bulletin?] 

Well what contents could there be in advance? Performance and then a review of it. A performance 

and a review. Everything else, that added material, I discussed with Danguole Mikuliene. She is an 

excellent language expert, the chair of the language commission after independence, etc. and a 

literature scholar also, she has very intelligent views on literature. She advised me and her 

contribution was significant.  Very significant.  

My priorities were, first, to make sure that [the bulletin] would more or less reflect the situation then, 

and to get the texts together and their order of appearance for each issue. . . . .And as editor I read 

every article and signed off on every issue. That’s the only way to do it. 

But I didn’t have to throw out even one article. For example, Jankus’s text is in there. And even then I 

felt inwardly that I couldn’t accept it. But I promised that there wouldn’t be any censorship. So I let it 

go. And afterward Egmontas gave me hell for it!  Jankus came out against cosmopolitanism. And so 

you see, it reflected this narrow “national” feeling that was truly part of the times.  

[. . . .] 

[Asked about the technical aspects of producing the Atgaiva Bulletin, Mr. Didzgalvis mentions the help 

of Juozas Bindokas and  begins to discuss the credit due to Mr. Juskus.] 
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About the technical aspects of the bulletin, . . . .much credit goes again to Juskus.  He guaranteed 

everything we needed. He promised a printing press. He set things up with the press, he got us paper, 

ink, workers who could assemble the type—there were no computers in those days. He organized the 

entire technical side of it. I didn’t even need to think about it. All I had to worry was how it would look 

and what would be written there, the contents. Juskus himself really negotiated for everything.  He 

put together everything from the budget to the paper. . . . 

[Interviewer: Who came up with that Atgaiva emblem or logo?] 

Similuniene! That fine woman, Similuniene. She was the general designer of everything. 

[Interviewer: For the festival in general and the Atgaiva font on the bulletin masthead too?] 

Yes. That was her design. As I said, we had an excellent team. And she was excellent all around.  

[. . . .] 

That there was overall no censorship I can show with one simple example. Nowhere else but in 

Atgaiva were there published negative reviews of Padegimas’s work. And after that I had to say 

goodbye to the theater. This whole story was written up in the newspapers. How could I allow critical 

reviews about Padegimas to be published?  

[Interviewer: The person who organized the festival.] 

Yes. But there was nothing personal about it. What was written was purely about the plays. If I had 

not allowed this I would have broken my word. I would have to say, “forgive me but it’s better if you 

don’t write this.” But I chose not to behave this way.  

[Interviewer: But Padegimas nevertheless received an award for organizing (the festival).] 

That’s great that he got that. It goes without saying.  

[Interviewer: He deserved it didn’t he?] 

Without a doubt. You understand, how should I say this? . . . .I don’t want to give reviews of his 

productions now, I’ve already given my clear opinion. But at that time he was an endlessly active, 

public-spirited person. He was everywhere.  And to some extent he confused work in the theater with 

work on behalf of society. That would be my judgment. Because in work for society, political 

proclamations mean a lot. But in terms of the aesthetics of theater, they were like a blunt object to 

the forehead.  
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I will speak as a theater critic. This festival accomplished one very good thing. It showed the 

situation—and I already mentioned about Nekrosius (not being there)—anyway it revealed this 

situation: We were all talking about atgaiva, atgaiva, atgaiva, but the situation itself was not good.  

[Interviewer: Why?] 

Well, because all the productions really just added up to a single production. You understand, 

everyone came here, sat down to watch, and we wanted to show and demonstrate our potential and 

everything, and our “national theater” and things like that. But in this case I speak as a theater critic. . 

. .I’m not talking about the proclamations someone made in a speech, etc. etc. I’m considering only 

the work of directors, the faithfulness to the play, the stage design, the dramaturgy, the entirety of 

the production is what I’m thinking about. And from that standpoint, there is very little to talk about. 

One play out of ten was worthwhile discussing. So in Atgaiva, what’s really the situation if there’s just 

one play? You know, I just wouldn’t really call that “atgaiva”.  

[Interviewer: Looking at from the perspective of just theater, right?] 

Of course, Yes. And I am stressing that! Viewing it as an event is completely something else. It goes 

without saying, to have put together such an event I certainly take off my hat to Padegimas, and 

Juskus and all the others on the team who worked with me. Because there had never before been 

such an event! It was the first, and probably the last.   

[Interviewer: so you aren’t saying that there was no “atgaiva”, just not from the standpoint of 

theater.] 

Right, from a theater standpoint there was really no atgaiva. I wan’t to stress this right now. I truly 

want to stress it. The proclamations that talked about the effects on society, well I’d like to help you 

separate these things. Because as I read your article, I sometimes didn’t understand—and maybe it 

was a bad translation, I don’t know, but I’m not talking about that. I’m talking about the fact that in 

your article, I didn’t really understand the difference between public spirited action or citizenship, and 

“political action.” You use the word politics often.  

[Interviewer: Yes.] 

I understand. But my personal opinion is that what we’re talking about is public spirited action or 

citizenship, rather than political action. Politically the time was not ripe yet! It was still too early. To 

amplify the topic and context into political demands, and serious political demands,….well, I don’t 

know. Those words “freedom” or “free elections”—those things that are political in nature—these 

didn’t happen. They really didn’t. At that time no one was speaking about political action. Who at that 

time was really able to talk about actual political action? No one. Did someone demand free 

elections?  No one demand this, believe me. Did someone demand freedom of speech? No one did. 
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Political slogans really didn’t exist. The fact that, in the minds of most people, religiosity was 

understood as opposition is quite a different thing.  

As I’ve said, if one wants to create a good play, one shouldn’t be thinking in terms of “national” or not 

national. Or, is it cosmopolitan? or is it Christian or not? You need to be thinking about, “is it a good 

play.” Is it a good play? with all the elements of a good play—directing, set design, acting, a good text, 

a musical score. That’s what you need to consider. And then later, it will become apparent that the 

play is truly “national”—if it’s good! That’s what I’m talking about. But if you go out on stage and 

proclaim your ethnicity or nationality. Well, forgive me.  

[. . . .] 

[Interviewer: And who came up with the festival name?] 

I think it was Padegimas. I think Padegimas came up with that. 

[Interviewer: And you agreed with it?] 

I didn’t have anything to do with that. It’s a beautiful word. It’s possible to interpret it many ways. It’s 

very open in its meaning. Really it’s a very good word. I approve of it. To this day it seems really very 

good. I just think it turned to be not really an “atgaiva” [rebirth, renewal]. That’s truly how it turned 

out, realistically speaking.  

[Interviewer: But in terms of society it was “atgaiva”, right?] 

Oh yes, it resonated in our society in a colossal way. It goes without saying. Of course it did. Of 

course! Skema was never heard of until then! And that type of mysticism, my God, it was something 

in those times. He had emigrated, and that was such a big deal then. Wow. Everyone was pleased and 

all of that. But looked at from a theater professional’s standpoint? Unfortunately, that’s different.  

[Interviewer: And how did society in general react? What echoes or comments about its influence 

did you hear?] 

Very positively. Across the board, I can say. There is unanimity on that. Society reacted, as I said, with 

euphoria.  According to all, it was a very affirmative thing.  . . . Of course I couldn’t ask every spectator 

you understand.  

But there was anger among some toward some voices in the Siauliai intelligentsia, who were saying 

that “critics, in general are enemies of the Lithuanian nation.” I’m almost quoting this verbatim.  

Because they [the critics] were supposedly against patriotism or nationality.  Well you know they 

didn’t say directly that the critics were enemies of the nation, but they said, well, “they didn’t join the 

national movement and the nurturing of the nation, and the movement for the creation of a national 
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theater.” Because they took a critical perspective. And criticism, well, what could that be? It was like 

that.  

And second, some took this rather pedestrian view: How could they give first prize to someone non-

local, from somewhere else, and not to one of us? It was groupthink, group consciousness. What’s 

ours is good, and everything else is not important. It’s always like that you understand, this division 

into one’s own and the outsider. The self and the other. Tuminas is the other, a stranger. And 

Padegimas is one of us. And that’s true, I won’t deny it. But his plays weren’t any good.  

[Interviewer: But he was also very busy with organizing the festival.] 

No doubt.  Very much so. He was brutally preoccupied. He also probably didn’t sleep for more than 

hour or two a night. That’s for sure. Because of the work of meeting guests, working with his actors, 

and interviews, etc., he was brutally overburdened.  

[Interviewer: And how was the atmosphere in the theater itself?] 

Elated. People were elated. You’ve seen the pictures, good God, with the candles, with the national 

flags, with the Hail Marys, and the like. You see, people enjoy playing the victim. You understand, it 

frees you of all responsibility. “They wronged us for so long.” It’s so fun to be victim. 

[Interviewer: And what do you think of that title. “Ten Days that Shook Lithuania”?] 

John Reed! [Laughs] I understand it, it’s a metaphor. It’s a literary trope, or you wouldn’t have used it. 

Yes, but did it truly shake Lithuania? Well, you see I’m rather a skeptic. 

[Interviewer: Did it shake Siauliai?]  

Siauliai truly, yes. Across the board, and beyond Siauliai. Beyond Siauliai as well. After the festival I 

spoke somewhat with the critics, and with Valdas Vasiliauskas himself. And in the Ministry, the 

repercussions were very significant. Very significant. That’s a fact.   

[Interviewer: So the impact was major?] 

Yes, I can witness to that. The repercussions of it in the ministry were very major. 

[Interviewer: And what kind of preercussions?] 

There truly was a political impact. And not just that. Listen, just look at the authors [of the papers in 

“Morning Reflections”]. Philosophers, writers, etc. spoke there. So also from a perspective of societal 

impact, without a doubt. And it was truly positive. They spoke openly and taught others to organize. 

They showed what was possible. This is a fact and there’s no doubt about it.  And that those 

somewhat esoteric subjects like philosophy, culture studies, etc. were given such a forum! You know, 
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this doesn’t happen every day. Not every day. So really the impact was—it was not limited to Siauliai 

though strongest in Siauliai. It was concentrated here, but it spread. 


