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Kazantzakis the Cretan: versions of
the Minoan past from the author of
Zorba the Greek™

Roderick Beaton
King’s College London

The most famous book by Nikos Kazantzakis has become known
throughout the world by its translated title, which was also the
title of the film based upon it: Zorba the Greek. To what extent
that book, whose original title can be rendered as Life and
Opinions of Alexis Zorbas, really does present an idealised type of
the “modem Greek” is a discussion for another time. That is the
way the book has been read, at least outside Greece; and its author

* This paper is intended to complement and extend my earlier discussion
of aspects of the subject, treated in a different context: “Minoans in
modern Greek literature”, in: G. Hamilakis and N. Momigliano (eds.),
Archaeology and European Modernity: Producing and consuming the
“Minoans” = Creta Antica 7 (2006) 183-95. In order to avoid overlap
between the two papers I have included here no more than a summary of
my fuller discussion of Kazantzakis’s Odyssey in the earlier paper.
Unavoidably I have had to give some consideration here to passages
from Report to Greco that were also discussed in the earlier paper; but
here the conclusions reached are considerably amplified, and in some
respects have had to be modified by research carried out in the
meantime.

Lectures based on this paper were given in the autumn of 2007 at King’s
College London, the University of Cambridge, and the Edinburgh
Scottish Hellenic Society, while earlier versions were tried out on
audiences at the University of East Anglia (March 2007) and at an
international conference on Kazantzakis held at Wirzburg in July. I am
grateful to participants in discussion on all these occasions for much
stimulating advice and commentary.

All quotations from Greek are given, in the main text, in my own
translation, while the original can be found in the notes. Where published
English translations exist, page references to them are also given in the
notes.
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was beyond question a fiercely loyal champion of the Modern
Greek national identity, at least during long periods of his life.

But Greece’s only internationally recognised novelist had
another identity as well. Kazantzakis had been born and spent
most of his formative years in the island of Crete, which did not
become part of the Greek state until 1913, when he was thirty
years old. Throughout the nineteenth century, long before Kazan-
tzakis’s time, the Christian Orthodox population of Crete had been
engaged in a relentless and violent struggle to bring an end to
Ottoman rule in the island; a succession of revolts between 1770
and 1896 had all the hallmarks of intercommunal and inter-faith
conflict, as these phenomena are known in parts of the world
today. In nineteenth-century Crete, the struggle was not just
between Christian subjects and Muslim rulers, as it has usually
been portrayed, but between Christian and Muslim communities,
numbering approximately sixty per cent and forty per cent of the
population respectively. These two communities shared a
common language, the Cretan dialect of Greek, and each had a
deep historic attachment to the island that was home to both of
them.

From his upbringing, Kazantzakis had a consciousness of
Crete as different from other parts of what would soon become the
enlarged Greek state. It was not just its recent history and the
fierce attitudes that had been shaped by more than a century of
intercommunal tension and violence that made Crete different. In
1878, five years before Kazantzakis’s birth, the first discoveries
had been made of a prehistoric civilisation to which archaeologists
were beginning, even then, to give the name “Minoan”, after
Minos, the legendary king of Crete.! Systematic excavation at

1 On the 1878 excavations at Knossos, see K. Kopaka, “Mivoog
Kaiokopwvol, avaokopés oty Kvwod”, IHodipynorov 9-10 (1990) 5-
69, summarised in English in J. A. MacGillivray, Minotaur: Sir Arthur
Evans and the archaeology of the Minoan myth (London: Cape 2000),
pp. 92-6. Credit for coining the neologism “Minoans” is often errone-
ously given to Evans, who popularised it after 1900. On this see N.
Karadimas and N. Momigliano, “On the term ‘Minoan’ before Sir Arthur
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Knossos and other sites could not begin, for political reasons, until
after the island had been granted a precarious independence under
the guarantee of four European powers. This happened in 1898,
and the “Cretan State” (Kpntwn IloAwreio) would last until the
island was incorporated into Greece in 1913, in the aftermath of
the Balkan Wars.

By March 1900, the hill of Kefala, near Heraklion, which was
generally believed to be the site of ancient Knossos, had been ac-
quired by the British amateur archaeologist of Welsh extraction,
Arthur Evans. As well as being a brilliant archaeologist (and
lucky), Evans was also a supreme publicist. The previously little-
known Minoan civilisation that emerged from the Kefala site was
quickly sensationalised in the world’s press; it soon came to be
forgotten that the actual discovery had been made twenty-two
years before, by another Minos, Minos Kalokairinos. Meanwhile,
from other sites all over the island, excavated by French and
ITtalian archaeologists, came confirmation that Crete in the late
Bronze Age had enjoyed a level of civilisation previously
unsuspected. The popular imagination was especially fired by evi-
dence for artistic tastes among the newly discovered Minoans that
uncannily seemed to anticipate the current fin de siécle, as well as
by evidence for their great wealth and signs of luxurious living
(such as baths and drainage). Even before Evans began his contro-
versial partial restoration at Knossos, enlisting the talents of the
Dutch architect Piet de Jong and the Swiss artists Emile Gilliéron
and his son, it had become clear that the ancient civilisation of
Crete had been quite different from anything found in the Middle
East, and more different still from the classical Hellenic civil-
isation that had reached its peak a millennium and more after its
heyday. Evans in particular, during his time as Curator of the
Ashmolean Museum at Oxford, had acquired considerable animus
against the prevailing attitudes among the classical scholars of his
day, and delighted in emphasising every characteristic that seemed
to drive a wedge between his Minoans and the revered civilisation

Evans’s work in Crete”, Studi Micenei ed Egeo Anatolici 46/2 (2004)
243-8.
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of the classical period. Minoan society and religion, according to
Evans, had been matriarchal; in language and race the Bronze Age
inhabitants of Crete had nothing in common with the later
Hellenes. Almost from the beginning, Minoan civilisation came to
be associated in the popular mind with its most exotic aspects.
These included: the strange ritual of bull-leaping depicted on
frescoes and seal-stones; the bare-breasted women known from
figurines, sometimes with snakes twining up their arms; the
mysterious hieroglyphics preserved on the Phaistos Disk; the sup-
posed cult of the Goddess, the supreme mother.?

All this affected Kazantzakis greatly. We know this because
he gave prominence to his putative Minoan ancestors in at least
four of his works, and returned to the subject, giving it a surpris-
ing new twist, at the very end of his life in his fictionalised auto-
biography, Report to Greco. Undoubtedly the discovery of
Minoan civilisation encouraged Kazantzakis in his belief that
there was such a thing, in the modern world, as a distinct Cretan
identity. In different works, at different points in his life, he
explored the possible implications of this in contrasting ways.

% ok ok

The fullest, though not the final, statement by Kazantzakis on how
he viewed his Minoan heritage comes in an open letter published
in the Athens journal Nea Estia in 1943. At the time, Greece was
under military occupation by German, Italian and Bulgarian
forces; all publications were subject to censorship. Kazantzakis,
holed up on the island of Aegina, had just finished writing Zorba.
The context for his remarks, and the subject of the open letter, is a

2 On all of the issues touched on in this and the preceding paragraph, see
more fully G. Hamilakis and N. Momigliano (eds.), drchaeology and
European Modernity: Producing and consuming the “Minoans” = Creta
Antica 7 (2006).
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long defence of his monumental epic poem, Odyssey, which had
been published in 1938, against its critics.>

At the end of this defence, Kazantzakis draws on a long-
established and somewhat stereotypical distinction, that goes back
to antiquity: between the Hellenic and the “Oriental” modes of
thought. The “world-view” that animates his epic poem, Kazan-
tzakis insists, is neither the one nor the other; this, he implies, may
be why so many Greek readers have been unable to understand it,
or even to give it the benefit of the doubt. He even thanks his
interlocutor for giving him this opportunity for “confession”: “to
explain how I connect my soul with the primeval ancestral soul
and how from those roots emerges my world-view”.4

Crete, Kazantzakis goes on, is for him the “synthesis” of
[ancient]® Greece and the Orient, and has equipped him with an
outlook that is also a synthesis of those stereotypical opposites. He
defines this outlook like this: “the ego gazing on the abyss without
disintegrating; on the contrary, this gaze full of composure, pride
and manly courage”.® For the first time in his writing, at the age of
sixty, Kazantzakis sums up this distinctively Cretan way of
looking at the world in an expression that has since become a
catchphrase, almost a cliché, in the secondary literature: the
“Cretan glance”.”

The origin of this “glance”, which is really more of a stance,
Kazantzakis explicitly attributes to the Minoans, whom in this
way he tacitly claims as his own spiritual ancestors:

3 Nikos Kazantzakis, “Evo, oydAio ot Odboewa”, Néo Eotia 34 (1943)
1028-34.

4 «.] va Enyom TdG cuvoptd TNV Yoy MOV UE TNV TOMmGAc
TPOYOVIKH Yoyh Kol wdg omd 115 pileg avtés Pyaiver n koopobewpia
pov” (Kazantzakis, “Eva oxoiwo”, 1033).

3 For this important distinction, not explicitly made in the text, see note
11 below.

6 «[..] T0 eyd v’ arevilel v GPvcco yopic v amocvvétetar 1o
gvavtiov, 1 evatévion ovth vo to yepilel ouvoyr, LIEPNEAVELD KL
avtpeia” (Kazantzakis, “Evo oxdi0”, 1033).

7 “Kor 0 potié, tovtm mov otevilel étor t (@ ko 10 Bdvato, TNV
ovopdlo xpxrikid. ... Tnv mpown yopis eAnido ko yopic @dBo,
moyvidrdpa patid [...] ™ Aéw: kontuch parid” (ibid.).
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In the Minoan civilisation the Cretan glance was like that.
Minoan Crete, with its terrible earthquakes that were symbol-
ised for them by the Bull, and with the games that the Cretans
made directly with the Bull himself, achieves what I call the
supreme thing: Synthesis.8

In a passage that would later be elaborated and refined in his auto-
biography, Report to Greco, Kazantzakis goes on to explain how
he saw this synthesis being achieved in the Minoan frescoes that
depicted the ritual bull-leaping: “In this way the Cretan trans-
formed horror into a sublime game. [...] He defeated, without
obliterating it, the hideous Bull, because he did not consider it an
enemy, but as a fellow-worker.”?

Finally, in the open letter of 1943, Kazantzakis refers to the
harsh times that Europe is enduring, times which need exceptional
courage and far-sightedness. Under conditions of censorship he
does not, of course, refer to the world war that is going on; but in
any case the German or Italian censors in Athens would have
found nothing to object to in what he says, which chimes with
earlier statements by Kazantzakis that can be read as endorsing, if
not Fascism or Nazism itself, then certainly the cathartic effect of
the violence these movements were unleashing on the world at
this time.10 In any case, the qualities that Kazantzakis claims are
most needed in the midst of the turmoil of a world war are not

8 “T10 pwowéd moMTiopd tétota Wrov M kpnTikh potd. H ok
Kp#ty, pe 1ovg TpopoyTikods CEoHODE TG 7oL Tovg cLuUPoAle o
Tavpog kor pe Ta moyyvide mov kavouv or Kpntukol fowo {ow pe tov
Toavpo avtdv, Tpaypoatonotel ovtd Tov Bempd 10 avdToTo: TN ZVvheon”
(ibid.).

9 “K’ étor o Kpnrikde petétpewe 1 @pikn oe vynmid morxvidt [...]
Nwcodoe yopic ve egapoviler tov omotpdnaio Tavpo, ywati dev 1oV
bempodoe oytpd, napd cvvepydtn” (ibid.). See also Nikos Kazantzakis,
Avagopd otov I'vpéxo (Athens: Ekdoseis Kazantzaki 1982), p. 481 =
Nikos Kazantzakis, Report to Greco: An autobiographical novel, trans.
P. A. Bien (London: Faber 1973), p. 486.

10 For a number of telling instances, drawn from Kazantzakis’s travel
books of the late 1930s and early 1940s, with commentary, see Christos
Alexiou, “Ideoroyio kou mpaypotikodmeo orov Kalovilakn”, Gduara
Aoyoreyviag (Nogp. 1996-Dgfp. 1997) 121-49 (see pp. 140-1).
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those traditionally associated with the ancient Hellenic achieve-
ment, but rather that achieved by those ancient Cretans, the
Minoans. In his own way, and rather like the archaeologist Evans,
Kazantzakis is struck by how contemporary the lost Bronze Age
civilisation of Crete now seems, and how alien, by comparison, is
that of the classical age.

A few months later this distinction came to be clarified further
in the pages of the same periodical, when the novelist and drama-
tist Giorgos Theotokas published an extract from a letter that
Kazantzakis had sent him. The latter had been at pains to em-
phasise that, while his “Cretan” glance was different from that of
Greeks from other parts of Greece, all these together formed part
of a composite “Modern Greek soul”. The vital distinction he had
wished to draw, Kazantzakis now emphasised, was not with other
contemporaries, but with the “ancient classical glance”.!1

So, shortly after completing the novel Zorba, Kazantzakis
emerged with a conception of the ancient Minoan civilisation of
Crete as something fundamentally at odds with the universally
admired civilisation of classical Hellas, but at the same time as a
fundamental, even formative, aspect of his own identity as a
Cretan and as a writer.

® k%

This is consistent with the way in which the Minoans are
presented in Zorba itself. In a little-noticed chapter near the
middle of the novel, the narrator takes a break from lignite-mining
and the company of his mentor Zorba, and goes for a long solitary
walk. His goal is a “small Minoan city” that has recently been
excavated.!? The description of the abandoned ruins, against a

1T« ] 8ev evvooboa 11 veoeAANVIKA Tapd, Ty apxaic KAAGIKR pond”,
[Kazantzakis cited in] Giorgos Theotokas, “H ‘xpntikny’ pond”, Néa
Eotio 34 (Oxt. 1943) 1263.

12 ¢ ] puepfi pvorkn mohteio [...]7, Nikos Kazantzakis, Biog o
rwoldieio tov AAEER Zopumd, 6m €xd. (Athens: Ekdoseis El. Kazantzaki
1969), p. 203 = Nikos Kazantzakis, Zorba the Greek, trans. Carl
Wildman (London: Faber 1961), p. 170.
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background of intense sunlight and the narrator’s own instinctive
response to the resurgence of spring in nature all around him,
reminds us of poems by Sikelianos and, more surprisingly
perhaps, also by Seferis.!3 The narrator’s somewhat trite thoughts
about human insignificance in the face of the long sweep of
history are interrupted by a young shepherd boy, who rudely tries
to bum a cigarette. It is the boy, suddenly elevated in the
narrator’s imagination to become the guardian spirit (ctotygd) of
the place, who sums up the lesson of the experience: “That lot are
dead, we’re alive; push off and good luck to you!”14

At the heart of the Minoan city, the narrator identifies “the
shrine of the Great Goddess, with the exposed overflowing breasts
and sacred snakes on her arms”.!> Despite the categorical nature
of the description, it is evident that neither the shrine nor the
effigy is actually visible to the narrator; the Mother Goddess of
the Minoans is present only to his imagination. Later in the
chapter, disconcerted by his encounter with the shepherd boy, he
acts on an impulse and pays a long-deferred visit to a nunnery
nearby. Here he learns about an effigy of the Virgin Mary that has
become the focus of local legends and an object of pilgrimage.
Implicitly, the ancient Minoan Mother Goddess continues to be
worshipped in the twentieth century by pious Christians, in a
transformed guise. And the lesson of the chapter comes full circle
in its conclusion. Back home on the deserted Cretan shore that he
shares with Zorba, Kazantzakis’s narrator experiences a moment
of elation. It is as though he has escaped a great danger, and now,

13 Michael Paschalis, “H xvo@opia Tov Zopumd Kol 01 TEGGEPLS MOHEG
tov: Opunpog, IMéravag, Adving ko Zaiénnp”, Néa Eoria 1806 (2007)
1114-91; see pp. 1162-3. Paschalis suggests that the then recently
published “King of Asine” by Seferis might lie behind aspects of this
description; on the other hand Kazantzakis’s account, in some intriguing
aspects, seems to be taken up by Seferis, later, in the poem “Engomi”
(1955).

14 «Avtoi neBdvave, epeic Lodpe Ge oto KaAS!” (Biog xou modreia, p.
205 = Zorba the Greek, p. 172).

15 “K o1 omnv kopdié g mohteiog [...] 1o 1€p6 Tng Meyding 0gdc, pe T
avorytd Efxgtla otiblo xal T 1epd @idwa oto pmparoo” (Biog xal
woliteta, p. 204 = Zorba the Greek, p. 171).
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plunging naked into the sea he believes that he “had once again
clung fast to the breast of the Mother that nourished me”.16

So the spirit of the ancient, primitive Minoan Mother Goddess
is alive and well in Crete in the first half of the twentieth century,
and still has the power to sustain Kazantzakis’s earnest pilgrim in
search of the meaning of life. In keeping with what he would
shortly write in his open letter to Nea Estia, Kazantzakis here
seems to acknowledge the primitive, atavistic source of his own
world-view, and to affirm the existence of an unbroken continuity
of belief and experience from ancient times to the present. What is
absent from Zorba, on the other hand, is the insight summed up in
the term “Cretan glance”, that had perhaps not been minted then,!7
and perhaps more strikingly the contrast between the Minoan and
the classical legacies, that Kazantzakis would make in the open
letter of 1943.

To explain these discrepancies we have to look a little more
closely at the passage from Zorba.

The first thing to notice is that the site visited by the narrator
of Zorba is not the famous palace of Knossos excavated by Evans.
This is evident from the description of “grey stones, ironstones,
brilliant nakedness”;!8 the spectacular partial restoration of the
Palace of Minos at Knossos, which Kazantzakis describes else-
where and admired, is wholly absent here. Nor can this be one of
the other well-known sites described by Minoan archaeologists as

16 <11 pov @évnks mag siyo yArrdoel and éva peydho kivrovo, ki eixa
oA aproytel opyrd omd 1o Pull g Mavog xar Boloava” (Bioc xai
wohiteia, p. 213 = Zorba the Greek, p. 179).

17 In a letter to Prevelakis dated April 1936, Kazantzakis had referred to
Crete and ended with a drawing of an eye in the centre of a huge circle,
below which is the comment: “Avtég 116 pépeg, avtd to Mati ov BAénel
axépoto Tov kKo Bprika vo ek@pdlel omAd Kot GpTio THY YOYH HOG.
Zog vmofdiie to éuPinupo avtd”, Pantelis Prevelakis, Terpaxdoia
ypduuaza tov Kofovr{arxny (Athens: Ekdoseis Kazantzaki 1984), p. 457.
It has been suggested that this, implicitly, and not the open letter of
1943, marks the earliest recorded appearance of the “Cretan glance”
(Alexiou, “Ideoloyio kot Tpoypatkdtna”, p. 136).

18 “ITgrpec yrpilec, o8epdmetpeg, youvia 6ro ac” (Bioc xoi molreia, p.
203 = Zorba the Greek, p. 170).



10 Roderick Beaton

“palatial”: Kazantzakis is at pains to point up the maze of little
streets, the workshops of the artisans. The site is called a “town”
or “city”, certainly not a palace; within it, and presumably on a
similar scale, is “the king’s palace”, placed next to the market-
place with what Kazantzakis rather ambiguously calls “democratic
consent”.!? Probably Kazantzakis had in mind a pre-palatial
Minoan site, of which the best known is the town of Gournia
(plausibly a three-hour walk from the part of the south coast
where Zorba and the narrator are supposed to be mining lignite, as
the text has it). These Minoans, exemplified by the industry of
their craftsmen and their devotion to the Mother Goddess, are
imagined as a humble collective, the whole town is compared
more than once to an ant-heap. There is nothing here of the spec-
tacular palace-culture that came to dominate Crete in the last
centuries of the Bronze Age, and would result in the great palace
complexes excavated at Knossos, Phaistos and Mallia and
(perhaps) the enduring legends of Minos and the Minotaur.

Those had already earned a place in Kazantzakis’s imagin-
ation, and the way he recreated the “high” culture of Minoan civil-
isation at its peak is very different from what we find in this minor
episode from Zorba.

In his monumental Odyssey, written between 1925 and 1938,
Kazantzakis had given an important place to his native island. The
action of books 5-8, of the twenty-four that make up the whole
poem, is set there. Crete is the first landfall that Odysseus makes
after leaving mainland Greece, and the second stop on a trajectory
that will take him across the length of Africa, to end up in the
vicinity of the South Pole. In this early part of the narrative,
Kazantzakis’s sequel to Homer is still fairly action-packed; its
early books are often reminiscent of the historical novels based on
the same archaeological record, written a little later, for example

19 <[] pe dnuokpatikié cvykotéBoon” (Biog xor molieia, p. 204 =
Zorba the Greek, p. 171).
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by Mary Renault. Minoan Crete, in the final, decadent phase of its
“palace culture” as depicted by Evans, is ripe for destruction. The
palace of Knossos is depicted as a hothouse of depravity. The
bull-leaping ritual, far from inspiring a balanced perspective on
life and death, as Kazantzakis would later describe it when he
came to define the “Cretan glance”, here becomes an outlet for
bloodlust, thwarted incest, and ritual murder; its sequel includes a
night-long orgy of sex, intoxication, and the frenzied consumption
of raw flesh. Of all the exotic and disturbing practices that have
been attributed to the Minoans since the rediscovery of their
civilisation in 1900, only child sacrifice and ritual cannibalism are
absent from Kazantzakis’s picture, although in some details he
comes pretty close even to those. We can be sure that had the evi-
dence for these things, that would come to light in the early 1980s,
been available to Kazantzakis, he would have exploited their
imaginative possibilities to the full.

As depicted in the Odyssey, the advanced and sophisticated
civilisation of the Minoan palaces, in their final phase, stands as a
memorable and powerful reflection of the decadent civilisation of
his own day. The hero, the Greek Odysseus, plays a leading part
in the timely destruction of this ghastly excrescence, mobilising
the forces of internal disaffection and allying them with the
external threat of the blond-haired newcomers, the Dorians, whose
ships are massing just over the horizon. Crucial to the violent
overthrow of the rotten palace of Knossos is the exploitation of
new technology: with the Dorians comes the secret of forging
iron. On top of everything else comes the superior intelligence of
Homer’s hero, now remoulded by Kazantzakis to become, for a
time, the necessary agent of historical change. It is Odysseus who
exploits all these possibilities and draws them together. Before
book 8 is over, the palace of Knossos has become a smoking ruin;
Odysseus, for the time being accompanied by Helen of Sparta, is
ready to move on.

Kazantzakis’s depiction of the palace society of Minoan Crete
in the Odyssey (published in 1938) is the most negative that he
ever produced. But even here there are indications that the hot-
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house society of Knossos during the last days of the palace is not
to be taken as the whole story. In vignettes Kazantzakis gives us
glimpses into the lives of the humbler people of Minoan Crete,
who seem much more like the Cretan peasants of his own day.
The civilisation of the palaces may be a doomed outgrowth of the
native Cretan spirit, as surely condemned to violent destruction as
Kazantzakis believed that the bourgeois world of his own day was
condemned; but in the pages of his Odyssey can also be found
traces of a belief in a bedrock of little-changing human nature and
experience, which perhaps is meant to imply a bond of continuity
between those distant times and his own.

This view of Minoan civilisation as irrevocably alien to the
later Hellenic spirit would change significantly towards the end of
Kazantzakis’s life — and, as I believe, for a very specific reason.
But before that, during the 1940s, he would devote two whole
works to revisiting the last days of the Palace of Minos, and to re-
interpreting, in modern terms, the enduring legend of the
Minotaur.

L

Neither of these works is at all well known. The novel for
children, In the Palace of Knossos, was written in 1940 to be
serialised in the magazine of the Metaxas youth movement [H
Neolaia], but the publication was shelved because of Greece’s
entry into the Second World War, and the book did not see print
until 1981.20 The other is the verse drama Kouros, written during

20 Nikos Kazantzakis, Zra maddtia ¢ Kvwood (Athens: Ekdoseis
Kazantzaki 1981). The English translation renders the title with irritating
over-literalness: Nikos Kazantzakis, 4¢ the palaces of Knossos, trans.
Theodora and Themi Vasils (London: Peter Owen 1988). The translators
declare that they have worked from an early typescript of the book,
which appears not to be identical to the version published in Greek; they
have also re-edited it in ways which seem overall to be coherent but
make it difficult to match the two texts in detail.
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“a few days” in 1949 and first performed, in translation, on
Swedish radio the following year.2!

The novel for children, like its companion piece on the life of
Alexander the Great, has been ignored by criticism, no doubt on
the grounds that is not “serious” literature; the play is serious to
the point of sententiousness, and has provoked some high-minded
discussions.2? But nobody has so far thought of looking at these
two works together, as variations on a common theme, that of the
reinterpretation of Minoan civilisation by a Cretan writer shortly
before the midpoint of the twentieth century.

In the Palace of Knossos begins with a young stranger spying
out the palace of the title. It soon transpires that this is Theseus,
son of the king of Athens. Athens is a backward place compared
to Crete at this time, and (as in the legend) subject to the overlord-
ship of Minos, king of Crete and ruler of the waves (as Evans
believed about the historical Minoans). Soon the younger of the
king’s two daughters, Ariadne, who is portrayed as a flighty
schoolgirl, will be half in love with the handsome foreigner. A
fast-moving intrigue soon develops, involving Ariadne’s slave and
confidante Krind, a fictional child-exile from Athens called Haris,
and Minos’s chief of police, the thuggish Malis. There are walk-
on parts for Daidalos and his son Ikaros, and tacked rather
awkwardly on: the Minotaur. Neither the mythical monster nor
King Minos had appeared in the Cretan episodes of Kazantzakis’s
Odyssey, because according to Homer and tradition, Odysseus’s
contemporary in Crete was Idomeneus, younger by two gener-
ations than the more famous Minos.

21 Nikos Kazantzakis, @éazpo, A" (Athens: Ekdoseis Kazantzaki 1964),
pp. 269-379. There is no English translation of this play. For a French
translation see Nikos Kazantzakis, Thédtre. Melissa, Kouros, Christophe
Colomb, trans. Liliane Princet — Nikos Athanassiou (Paris: Plon 1974).
On the date and speed of writing see Kyriaki Petrakou, O Kalavildxnc
xai to Béazpo (Athens: Militos 2005), p. 461.

22 See Peter Bien, Nikos Kazantzakis: Politics of the spirit, vol. 2
(Princeton: Princeton University Press 2007), pp. 356-62. Petrakou (O
Kalavr{axne, pp. 461-85) gives a full and well documented account of
older interpretations.
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But with that difference, the story that Kazantzakis tells in In
the Palace of Knossos is essentially the same as he had told earlier
in books 5-8 of his Odyssey. The place of King Idomeneus is
taken by Minos himself; that of Odysseus by Theseus. The real
meat of the story concerns the power-struggle between a top-
heavy, indolent and corrupt Cretan civilisation and its up-and-
coming vassal Athens. The encounter with the Minotaur is side-
lined, and placed about two thirds of the way through: even the
fabled monster is too miserable and exhausted to want to fight.
Theseus is a thoroughly Aryan hero, cutting a swathe through the
ranks of the Cretans whose palace he gleefully puts to the torch
before fleeing with Ariadne and the survivors of their friends. As
also in the Odyssey, great significance is given to the restless
barbarian tribes from the north, who become the allies and helpers
of Theseus as they had previously been for Odysseus, and also to
the new secret weapon, iron. Together these historical forces make
inevitable the overthrow of the bloated and overweening civil-
isation represented by the Palace of Minos. And at several points
the novel looks forward to the future glory of Athens as chief
representative of the Hellenic ideal of the classical period, which
of course at the time of the action lay many centuries in the future.

In the Palace of Knossos is a surprisingly good read, and a
case could even be made for it as Kazantzakis’s first work that
succeeds in telling a well-organised, well-paced fictional story in
prose. In those respects the play Kouros could not be more
different.

This is a verse drama in an uncompromising modernist mode.
Like the contemporary dramas of T. S. Eliot in English, it strictly
observes the classical unities of time, place, and action; all the
action takes place off stage; verse is used to convey the most
profound thoughts of characters who are the embodiments of
abstract concepts, and the verse itself is modemnist free verse,
which in effect is little different from prose, divided arbitrarily
into very long lines.

The central characters are only three: Theseus, Ariadne,
Minos; what joins them is the monstrous Minotaur, an invisible
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but heard presence throughout, but who only appears in the play’s
very last lines.

Theseus is once again an Aryan hero, muscle-bound and
impetuous, but also a dreamer; before coming to Crete he has
experienced a homoerotic vision of a new god whose day has not
yet dawned, but who will be the embodiment of an ideal of male
beauty and harmony — an ideal that the reader can already
recognise as that realised in the statues of the classical period, of
which the earliest are the so-called kouroi (youths) dating from
the seventh and sixth centuries BCE — hence the play’s title,
Kouros. Theseus is therefore a man of the future; and this future,
with its strong element of homoeroticism, is explicitly predicated
on sexual abstinence, at least where women are concerned.
Ariadne in this play appears in the guise of temptress; but she also
embodies the dark forces of the declining civilisation of Crete,
with its atavistic ritual of bull-wrestling, at which she excels, and
its cloying, outmoded matriarchy and devotion to the Mother
Goddess. Theseus contemptuously rejects Ariadne several times;
the labyrinth is at one point redesignated as “woman”, her blood-
line is condemned as “tainted”, since Ariadne is also the half-
sister of the Minotaur.?3

Theseus will do business only with the male. King Minos this
time turns out to have learned a degree of wisdom in his old age,
and recognises in his young adversary the graft of vigorous,
healthy growth that will be needed if the bloodstock of his people
is to outlast him (a perennial preoccupation of Kazantzakis). In the
end, Minos is prepared to recognise Theseus as his heir, a solution
that had also been proposed, only to be brushed aside as un-
worthy, in the more swashbuckling world of the novel for
children. The struggle with the Minotaur takes place; in the course
of it the palace is shaken to the foundations. But when Theseus
emerges from the labyrinth, his riddling words suggest that

23 APIAANH: ... @oBAoaL ... T0 oKOTEWS, Spocepd AaPdpvio Tov KoppLod
pov (Oéazpo, A, p. 298). ©HzEAT: To aipa 10 Okd oog slvar
avokotepevo e Beovg kat e {da, porepévo, Eenvepévo, dev pmopet mo
va Opéyer vy100¢ kot Buyartépeg — (Béarpo, A', p. 297).
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writing system — not even the relatively common linear scripts of
the Knossos clay tablets but one modelled on the enigmatic
Phaistos disk.28

The same antithesis is maintained, if anything even more
strongly, in the drama. Theseus’s speeches early in the play give
prominence to many archaeologically attested details, but do so
through the eyes of a visitor to whom this whole world is un-
compromisingly alien. Theseus scornfully dismisses the whole of
Minoan society as: “a great empire, much-indulged, mounted by
the bull, all make-up and ornament and perfumes, to cover up its
stink™ 2%

On the other side stands Athens, or as a minor character puts
it, “the unfettered soul of lean-boned Hellas”.3® Athenians,
according to Theseus, are “peasants, we wear sheepskins, we
sleep on the ground, we eat with our hands”.3! But theirs, it is
quite clear, is to be the future. Athens is associated with mascu-
linity, its new god is provocatively to be a nude male; Crete with
femininity, with the cloying pleading of Ariadne, with “incompre-
hensible spells” addressed to a female deity.32 An even stronger
contrast is between light and dark: the Cretans are repeatedly
described as dark-skinned and contrasted with the “fair-haired”
Theseus, his fellow-Athenians, and their barbarian allies.?3
Ariadne, like the rest of Minoan civilisation, is strongly associated
with the moon; by implication that leaves the sun for the emblem
of the Greeks. When the word “Hellene” and its derivatives are

28 Language: Zra maAdnia, p. 214 = At the Palaces, p. 97. Writing: Zra
oAdtia, pp. 159-60 = At the Palaces, p. 66.
29 «[...] wo. peyGAn avtokpatopia, TOAVQUAMLEVY, TAVPOTNINUEVY, OLO
oruoidio Kor oToAidl K1 0pOROTO, Yo VO OKETACEL TN Bpopo g’
(Oéazpo, A”, p. 272).
30 “Bisan m Aetrepn yoyn g AMavokdkaing EAMGSac” (Qéatpo, A', p.
277).
31 “Efpoote xmprireg, q)opouus Kpropicieg npong, Koodpaote
Katdyopa, TpOPE e To xspux pog” (@éarpo, A', p. 303
32 @HZEAZ: Xépeyov yOpo, Lo, Bam)»a)»mvmg T mca'cavon'ca Edprio,
’coug (@éazpo, A', p. 269).

3 See e.g. @éazpo, A", p. 279 for the terms pelaypwvoi, EavOoi that recur
throughout.
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used in the play, they always refer to the inhabitants of the main-
land. In both the children’s book and the play, the Minoans are
presented as wholly un-Hellenic, in language, culture, and religion
— exactly as Evans had insisted that they should be, and as
Kazantzakis would claim too, in his open letter of 1943, in which
he would claim kinship with them.

% 3k ok

But this is not the end of the story. Before his death in 1957,
Kazantzakis would return to the topic of Minoan civilisation and
its archaeological traces one more time. The autobiographical
novel, or fictionalised autobiography, Report to Greco, was
written between 1955 and his death in 1957, although as Peter
Bien points out, it also recycles a good deal of material that had
been written before this.3* Towards the end of the book, a visit to
the excavated and partially restored archaeological site of Knossos
becomes the occasion for an epiphany.35 Kazantzakis in his auto-
biography was notoriously negligent about facts and dates;
supposedly this moment of epiphany was one of the events that
triggered the entire composition of his Odyssey, and must there-
fore be placed at the time of his return visit to Crete in 1924,
shortly before he began work on the poem. But what he says he
learned from the frescoes, in which lithe Minoan acrobats con-
front the brute force of the bull, Kazantzakis seems not to have put
into words until almost twenty years after that, when he wrote his
open letter for Nea Estia in 1943. His actual opinion of the
Minoan inhabitants of his native island, at the time when he began
writing his Odyssey, is revealed in the poem itself as much more
negative.

More revealing still of the change in Kazantzakis’s attitude
towards the Minoans over time is a passage that comes earlier in
Report to Greco. There he writes:

34 Bien, Politics, vol. 2, pp. 537-42.

35 Avagopd arov I'epéxo, pp. 479-82 = Report to Greco, pp. 484-7. See
also note 9 above.
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Crete was the first bridge to link Europe, Asia, and Africa;
Crete was the first place to be enlightened in Europe, that was
then totally dark. And here the spirit of Greece [my italics]
accomplished its fateful mission: it brought god down to a
human scale. The giant immovable statues of the Egyptians or
the Assyrians here, in Crete, became smaller, acquired grace,
the body began to move, the mouth to smile; the expression and
stature of the god took on the expression and stature of man. A
new form of humanity lived and played on Cretan soil, some-
thing original, distinct from the Hellenes who would come later,
something svelte and graceful and full of oriental luxury.36

The prominence given to sculpture is reminiscent of the play
Kouros; but there the decisive, humanising step in art history was
still imagined as being far in the future, foreshadowed only by
Theseus’s vision and the miraculous transformation of the Mino-
taur. In first putting into words his concept of the “Cretan glance”,
back in 1943, Kazantzakis had ascribed already to the Minoans
what he called a “synthesis”, something that lay midway between
the ancient Hellenic and the “Oriental”. But there he had placed
the emphasis on the vital difference, as he had then perceived it,
between that Minoan “synthesis” and the later Hellenic spirit, with
which (echoing Evans) the Minoans had nothing in common.

Now, in Report to Greco, it is Minoan art itself that first
effects the evolution from the monumentalism of Egypt and the
Middle East towards the human scale of the later Hellenic.
Nothing of this can be found in anything written by Kazantzakis
on the subject earlier. In ascribing the workings of the “spirit of

36 “H Kpht otdnxe 10 mpdro yoedpl avipeso Evpdnng, Aciag ki
Agpwnic 1 Kpitn potiotnke mpdTn og OAn TV KATOOKOTEWVT TOTE
Evpann. K £3d 1 woysd e EAAddag [n épeaon dikh pov] eetéhece m
popaic Tng amooctodn: pepe 10 Bed oty Kipako Tov avBpdrov. Ta
TEPACTLOL GOGAEVTA QLYVRTIOKE 1} ACCVPLAKA aydApoTa Eyvoy €80, oty
Kptitn, pikpd, yoprtopéve, 10 odpo kividnke, 1o otépd YopoYEANCE,
KOl 70 TPOCOTO Kot o pitdt Tov B0l wHPe T0 TPOCHTO KOl T0 UL TV
avlpdnov. Mo avlpondtnra kawvovpla €inoe ki énaiée oto KpNTIKS
YOpatTa, TPMTOTLRTY, SupopeTikid and Tovg katomvovg Eiknves, 6Ao
gokwvnoio ko xapn Kt avatoritikn yMon...” (Avagopd otov lipéxo, p.
151 = Report to Greco, p. 151).
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Greece” already to Minoan Crete, Kazantzakis has tacitly allowed
himself to do something that Evans had always stood out against:
he has domesticated the “exotic”, “alien” Minoans as Greek.

So, what had happened since the 1920s, and even since the
late 1940s, to bring about such a change in Kazantzakis’s attitude?
The answer, I believe, lies in the decipherment of Linear B that
had been announced in 1952. Thanks to the work of Michael
Ventris and his collaboration with the classicist John Chadwick,
since that year we have known that the language inscribed on clay
tablets, found in large numbers from the final phase of the Bronze
Age palace at Knossos, is Greek.

The decipherment of Linear B does not in itself mean that the
builders of the Minoan palaces were Greeks. The earlier Minoan
script, known as Linear A, remains largely undeciphered, as do
several other forms of picture writing known from Crete during
the Bronze Age, including most famously that used on the
Phaistos Disk. But psychologically, for Kazantzakis, as for many
others after him, the breakthrough seems to have changed his
whole perspective on the Minoans. Certainly, when one looks
more widely at the Greek literature of the second half of the
twentieth century, it is from the 1950s onwards, and not before,
that Minoans and Minoan civilisation begin to become naturalised
in the Greek literary imagination.3’ Kazantzakis is not the only
modern Greek writer, though I believe he was one of the first, to
have begun to accept the Minoans, after 1952, as part of the
continuity of Hellenism. But it was a very different story back in
the 1920s, and even in the 1940s, when Kazantzakis was writing
his children’s books, Zorba, and the strange drama Kouros.

From being the simple antithesis of everything Hellenic, the
Minoans in Kazantzakis’s literary imagination have become
assimilated to an expanded composite sense of Hellenism. Kazan-
tzakis’s Minoans, at the very end of his life, have come to be
woven into an imagined diachronic synthesis of Hellenism —

37 See Beaton, “Minoans”.
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which is pretty much where they remain today in the communal
imagination of Crete in the early twenty-first century.

How much, finally, does all this matter? I think it matters in
two rather different ways. First of all, I believe that the imagin-
ation of influential writers, such as Kazantzakis, has an important
part to play in shaping the communal sense of identity of nations
and, perhaps in this case, also of regions. To explore the twists
and turns through which Kazantzakis negotiated an identity for
himself in relation to what was known during his lifetime about
the Minoan past of his native island, may help to explain the con-
tinuing process by which a distinctive regional identity has
developed in Crete during the last half century or so. It is, for
instance, indicative that even when he came closest to Evans in
emphasising the contrast between the Minoan and the Hellenic,
Kazantzakis vigorously denied any suggestion that might seem to
threaten the perceived harmonious homogeneity of the Modern
Greek nation: although Kazantzakis’s views changed and de-
veloped over time, there is never the slightest trace in his writings
of what might be termed “Cretan separatism”. And indeed, in the
social history of Crete in modern times, this development, that
might have been expected, on the analogy of other European
states in the late twentieth century, is almost wholly absent.

But the issue of how Kazantzakis defined himself, through his
writing, as a Cretan, is an important one for the literary under-
standing of Kazantzakis as a writer. The quest for identity is an
abiding theme of many of his most important works. In Zorba, the
unnamed “Boss”, who tells the story, is an intellectual in search of
his own true nature. In Christ Recrucified and The Last Temp-
tation, a spiritually troubled young man struggles to find the secret
of his own identity, and ends by identifying himself with the role
of the Saviour or Messiah laid down in sacred scripture.3® And in
Report to Greco, Kazantzakis’s none too truthful autobiography,
the semi-fictionalised hero is in search of a mission that will

3% See Roderick Beaton, “Writing, identity and truth in Kazantzakis’s

novel, The Last Temptation”, Kounwog: Cambridge Papers in Modern
Greek 5 (1997) 1-21.
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define him and give meaning to a life that he believes would
otherwise be meaningless and contemptible.

Coming to terms with his distinctively Cretan identity, and
with the exotic legacy of his Minoan forebears, Kazantzakis, in
the works I have been discussing here, grapples with the same
question in his own life as an artist: who am 1? Where do I come
from? Where am I going? To return to the open question with
which I began, if Zorba is “the Greek”, then surely his creator,
Kazantzakis, is every bit as much “the Cretan”.






KAMIIOZ: CAMBRIDGE PAPERS IN MODERN GREEK No. 16,2008

Erotokritos into music”

Natalia Deliyannaki
Tia tov wadat woté “Kopvipo™”

The passage of Erofokritos into music is certainly only one of
many facets of its reception. Two of the intersecting circles into
which Kornaros’s romance has spread, namely theatre and folk
culture, involve music. We shall not be concerned here either with
music written for dramatic performances of the work or with its
folk tune, although, predictably enough, we shall come across the
latter. We shall further limit ourselves to an attempt to track down
individual compositions related to Erotokritos by composers who,
having studied and worked on classical music, employ various,
mostly classical, musical forms. Not being a musicologist, I could
not possibly aspire to present these compositions for what they
are; it has been disappointing, though, that I have not been able to
listen to most of the works in question, as few are available on
record — and some of them are lost. Therefore, I can only hope to
offer a hint of the extent to which the seventeenth-century Cretan
romance has provided a challenge, as in so many other domains,
to “learned” music.

It is only fair to begin by mentioning the Phanariot Néoc
Epwtorpiroc by Dionysios Photeinos, published in Vienna in

* Preliminary research — and much of the information reproduced here —
was based mainly on Aleka Symeonidou, Aelixé Eiifveov ovv@etdv.
Bioypagpmo—epyoypagicé (Athens: Filippos Nakas 1995). I am indebted
to George Tsontakis, as well as to Eleni Karaindrou, for information on
their respective compositions on Erotokritos; my gratitude also goes to
conductor Vyron Fidetzis for his most willing response to my queries on
the earlier works in question, those by Katakouzenos, Kalomoiris and
Albertis, and definitely not least to Giorgos Kouroupos, who first came
to my rescue.
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1818. This two-volume work runs to 13,233 lines of an un-
precedented metrical variety, more than a quarter of which has
nothing to do with the original Cretan text. The major additions,
interacting with a great amount of “emphatically lyrical”!
transformations of chosen passages of Erotokritos, are carefully
planned to enhance, as well as to renew, the balance of the overall
structure: a considerable number of songs and other self-contained
passages in the first part, two symmetrical sets of dialogues
around which evolves the third part, various laments, of course,
and a brand new finale, a “Gran Finale” as George Savidis has
accurately pointed out.2 The songs grafted into New Erotokritos,
which include some of the “hits” of the period (both oriental and
westernising), are combined with various “arias” throughout the
adaptation; both the inner structure of these self-contained
passages and their position in the work evoke opera. In addition,
besides the familiar structure of the dialogues (which, needless to
say, are interspersed with “arias™), there are four passages in the
central and one in the final part obviously meant as proper
“duets”, with their lines or even half-lines rapidly alternating
between the lovers. The Poet’s well-known digressions com-
menting on the plot, to which a few more are added, also stand out
as “arias”: called “Tlopaptipata” by Photeinos, they are metric-
ally and typographically distinguished from the narration. There
are also “roles” for small groups, such as the defeated soldiers in
the first part, which emphatically depart from the narration or the
speeches by means of their metre. Another striking feature of New
Erotokritos is the characterisation of each minor person by his
peculiar metrical form, his peculiar “tune”. Last but not least, the
very form of the “Gran Finale” (everyone “on stage” together with
choruses and semi-choruses) clearly shows that “Photeinos’s

I Cf. G. P. Savvidis, “Kar 6AAN pavapidtikn Stookevr g «@usiog Tov
ABpadp»;”, in: Kovetaviivov Aarndvie [...], H Ovoia tov Iepbie xa
Iotopio g Zwoedvvng, GIMOAOYIKY] OTOKOTACTOCT, KOL TUTOYPOPLKY
spunveia I'. I1. Zofpidn (Athens: Istos 1993), p. 188.

2 G. P. Savvidis, “Avalvticé mepiexdpeva tov Néov Epwrokpitov
Aovuoiov Patewvod Tov ek Hadodv Hotpdv”, Touog Tuntikos K. N.
Tpiavragpbdldov (Patras 1990), p. 418.
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musical experience was not confined to Byzantine chant and
oriental makams, and that his innovative adaptation of Erotokritos
was not irrelevant to Italian opera”.? The tastes of the public New
Erotokritos aimed to satisfy undoubtedly included opera — as well,
it seems, as the reading of librettos.*

The dramatic qualities of Erofokritos — emphasised for the
first time not only by the structure Photeinos worked out for his
adaptation but also by means of the lavish layout of his book> —
have led to an increasing number of stage productions since the
first decades of the twentieth century. It should come as no
surprise, however, that the Cretan romance first emerged in the
nineteenth century — and repeatedly since — as a challenge to the
Iyric theatre.% So it was that the first in a succession of com-
positions related to Erofokritos was a proper opera.

1. Alexandros Katakouzenos, H Aperovoa towv Afnvav (opera,
1861)

Aretousa of Athens, one of two operas by Alexandros Kata-
kouzenos, appears to have been performed in Odessa in 1861.7 Of
a notable Smyma family, grandson of Konstantinos Koumas,

3 Ibid.

4 Charisios Megdanis, for example, in his KaAlidzy madivoorodoa 1 Iepi
womrikie ueBodov (Vienna 1819), pp. 45, 47, 62, 63, quotes several
examples from operas ([otiyor] “éktivog Melodpapatoc tov Opopémg
AeBévteg”, “Extivog Mehodpapotog Anedévies”, “éktivog Merodpd-
patog avekdotov”) — in Modern Greek.

5> For some details concerning Néog Epwrdxpiroc see Natalia Deliyan-
naki, “To Gran Finale tng poavapudtikng otiyovpyios”, KovdvAopdpos 6
(2007) 11-36.

6 Cf. note 10.

7 Th. N. Synadinos, Iotopia ¢ veoeAdnvixic uovoiknhg. 1824-1919
(Athens 1919), p. 196; however, according to a probably unreliable note
by Spyros G. Motsenigos, Neoeldnviky povois. Zvufols eic v
wtopiov e (Athens 1958), p. 313, it was the other opera by Kata-
kouzenos, Avroviog Pworapivog, which was performed instead. On
Katakouzenos see also Symeonidou, op. cit., p. 182 and Dimitris G.
Themelis, “H povoikn cvAioyf and v Witk fipiodixn tov Obwva
e EALGBac”, EAAnvicd 31 (1979) 463-5.
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Katakouzenos was born in Trieste in 1824 and studied music in
Paris and Vienna. He stayed on in Vienna for seventeen years as
the choirmaster of the Greek church (1844-61), contributing in his
turn to applying western four-part harmony to Byzantine music;
he then took a similar post in the Holy Trinity Greek church of
Odessa (1861-70), until he was appointed by Queen Olga as
choirmaster of the newly established palace chapel in Athens,
with the task of officially introducing polyphony into Greek
Orthodox church music. His interest in opera never waned: he
encouraged the first attempt to set up an opera company in Greece
and translated a number of librettos from the Italian. He died in
Athens in 1892, having also composed “a large amount of
colourless verse”® as well as many songs and poems for children,
including the all-time classic “To apvaxty” (“Apvaxt dowpo kot
ways...”).

What was it that drove Katakouzenos, in the mid-nineteenth
century, to compose an opera based on Erotokritos? The fact is in
itself remarkable given the “discredit” into which the romance had
fallen “in enlightened parts of Greece”, as W. M. Leake put it in
1814;° on the other hand, of course, there had been at least sixteen
reprints of the work between 1800 and 1860, not to mention its
Phanariot adaptation, already translated into Romanian verse and
about to appear in its third Greek edition.

It is worth noting the title of this opera for two reasons: first,
because of the way it shifts the emphasis from the hero to the
heroine, indicating that the composer and his librettist were aware
of Kornaros’s chief interest in Aretousa or, at least, that they were
chiefly interested in her; and, secondly, because it projects the
name of what had become the capital of the young Greek state.
But how did Katakouzenos handle his opera? Which text did he
work on, to begin with? Would it have been based on the original
in one of its numerous Venetian reprints or might the whole enter-

8 K. Th. Dimaras, Jotopia tn¢ veoaanzmyg Aoyoteyviog. Ano Tig TPpdTES
pilec w¢ my enoyh pag (Athens: Ikaros '1985), p. 301.

9 William Martin Leake, “Erotocritus”, Researches in Greece (London
1814), p. 116.
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prise have something to do with New Erofokritos (if we disregard
the fact that Photeinos, unlike Katakouzenos, opts for the formal
“Areti”)? If Katakouzenos did not employ an Italian libretto (and
we simply do not know), then Aretousa of Athens, and not Spyri-
don Xyndas’s O vrow#pioc fovicotic (1867), would be the first
opera by a Greek composer to have been composed in Greek.

We may never find out anything more about this work. The
libretto and its author remain unknown to us,!0 as does the opera
as a whole. However, the instrumental parts of its Overture have
recently been discovered at the Athens Conservatoire (which
Katakouzenos was actively involved in establishing and running);
they have been restored and put together, and what remains of the
first Erotokritian opera was performed by the Thessaloniki Muni-
cipal Symphony Orchestra conducted by Vyron Fidetzis on 29
January 2003. The conductor, who has readily provided infor-
mation on the fate of this opera, has described its Overture as a
composition somewhere between Schubert and Rossini.

2. Manolis Kalomeiris, Pogaiixy covito yia ueydin opyxyoerpa
(1907, revised 1910 and 1936)

Manolis Kalomoiris, the chief proponent of the “National School”
of Modern Greek music, also came from Smyrna, where he was
bom in 1883. He continued his musical studies in Athens, Con-
stantinople and Vienna. Before assuming his long and imposing
career in composition and music education in Athens, where he
died in 1962, he worked for a time as a piano teacher in Kharkov

10 Ch. Anninos had heard of the opera but knew nothing about its
libretto; see Charalambis Anninos, “Ilapdotacig tov Epmtoxpitov
(EBwov tov Amdkpew)”’, Eotia Ewxovoypogpnuévy 1 (1890) 119:
“Hdbvato 8ef16g Tic ex tov map’ Muiv Spopatikdv ocvyypagénv va
apuoBny e&oipetov VANV mpog KoTapTIoHOV SpopaTikol Epyov €K TOV
TOMPaTog ovtod Ko povoovpydg TG emttvyfotatov Oéua  mPoOg
ouyypofv perodpdpatog. Hrovoa 6t o k. Katakovlnvog eneyeipnos
7010070 T GAAOTE KoL cvvéBeto pedddpopa ved tov Tithov Apetodoa,
ayvo®d eni tivog libretto, oAAd dvoToydg 1} emkpaTodon apovcio Kot 1
wepl to whTpro ablokardxprrog aotopyia dev enérpeyav péyxpt T008e v’
akobomuey oVTd omd TG okNVAS Tov BedTpov dmmC KoL TOANE GAAN
a&dloya npoidvra vewtépav EXAMvov povcoupydv.”
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(1906-10), where he had the chance virtually denied to him in
musically conservative Vienna to study closely the music of the
new Russian School — a main influence on his work along with
the German/Wagnerian model. It was during this period that he
composed his Pouaixn coviza.

The Greek Suite was first performed on 11 June 1908,
dedicated to Psycharis, in an arrangement for two pianos by the
composer: “aQepouévn Tov peydAov Aackdiov g Popoocivng
Poyépn (Borepo vy dvo midva and to cuvdity)”.!l This was
Kalomoiris’s first concert in Athens, at the Athens Conservatoire,
which also included shorter pieces for piano and song-settings of
poems by Malakasis, Palamas, Pallis and himself. A sworn demot-
icist, Kalomoiris wrote and published the programme in demotic,
causing an uproar; as a compromise the programme was eventu-
ally handed out in French to a reluctant audience who replied:
“Thank you, we have the Greek one.”'2 It contained what is
regarded as the manifesto of the “National School” of Modern
Greek music:

The composer who today presents, for the first time, a small
part of the beginning of his work has dreamt of creating a truly
national music, based on the one hand on the music of our pure
folk songs, but decorated on the other with all the technical
means given to us by the ceaseless work of musically advanced
peoples, and first of all of the Germans, French, Russians and
Norwegians.

In order to achieve the harmonic close-knitting of these
dissimilar elements, the artist thought it right to rely upon our
living literature. |[...]

It is important to note that [he] avoids direct borrowing of
folk-song melodies in his work, because he believes that

11 From the programme of the concert as published in O Novudc 299 (8
June 1908) 5.

12 For an account of the concert and the reactions to the programme (a
typical title, in Pop’s newspaper 40%vai, was “Zovavria pe xotoidec”)
see Manolis Kalomoiris, H {w? pov ka1 n téyvy pov. Awouvyuovevuore
1883-1908 (Athens: Nefeli 1988), pp. 143-52, first published in Néa
Eotio 398-431 (January 1944-June 1945).
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systematic borrowing from national melodies scarcely helps a
national music to develop; but the themes in some of his large-
scale works (Greek Suite, Ballads and others) and the melodies
in some of his songs have been built on the rhythm, the scales
and the character of our folk songs. [...] This has to be the aim
of every truly national music, to build the Palace for the
national soul to dwell!

Now, there’s no harm in the artist using foreign material
alongside the local stuff in order to build his palace, provided
that his palace is founded on Greek soil, made to be enjoyed by
Greek eyes, to be regarded as a genuine Greek palace.!3

The central piece of the concert, the Greek Suite, was clearly
meant to illustrate all this; the titles of its movements speak for
themselves:

Amd ta mopopdBra g ypuds (From the old woman’s tales)

Zav moyvidt kot oo vavodpiopa (As a game and as a lullaby, a
movement removed in later revisions)

Am6 tov Epatokprro kot tnv Apetodoa (From Erotokritos and
Aretousa, with a motto from the third part of the romance)

Za xopdg ko1 oo yopatd (As a dance and as a joke)

To molartt (The palace)

Kostis Palamas, who had urged the case for a critical edition
of Erotokritos, in Noumas in 1906, the same year that Kalomoiris
started working on his Greek Suite, and on whose poetry — and
Psycharis’s — the last movement was based, saluted the young
composer in a poem published immediately after the concert on
the front page of the same demoticist bastion, concluding with the
poet’s ideal:14

13 «Afyo Aoy10, O Novudg 299 (8 June 1908) 4, now also in Kalomoiris,
H {oon prov xar n téxyvn pov, pp. 145-6.

14 See respectively: Kostis Palamas, “Tobtooc won Kopvépoc”, O
Noovuag 195 (23 April 1906) 1-3 and “Zto povoikd Mavorin Koro-
poipn”, O Novudg 300 (15 June 1908) 1.
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conveniently reprinted in 1930,!8 perhaps with some minor
changes. The four-act structure remains, as does the Prologue,
discreetly criticised by Lalaouni as rather lengthy.

In its printed form at least, Synadinos’s Erotokritos incor-
porates the fourth part of the romance, up to Aretousa’s imprison-
ment, in the third act, and in the final, fourth, act presents a very
brief account of the war and the Athenians’ victory over the
Vlachs thanks to Erotokritos, who soon enters and asks for
Aretousa’s hand; the play, and in all probability the opera too,
ends with the recognition scene. The Poet’s role is confined to the
Prologue and his final identification, whereas the narration is
taken over by the characters (some of them invented to this end)
who comment on or summarise the plot.

What about the music? Composer Antiochos Evangelatos was
among the few present at the performance and, as his son Spyros
Evangelatos has told Vyron Fidetzis, recalled it as an interesting
though rather flat composition. Alexandra Lalaouni provides a
few more clues:

Albertis was right to seek his inspiration in Cretan folk songs,
to envelop the poem with music inspired by the same
environment whence sprung this magnificent hymn to Love,
Faith and Beauty. And he sought his inspiration in our Cretan
mountains and poured it into music which is new, fresh,
refreshing and original, into new orchestral combinations, into
an undreamt-of variety of rhythms. And it is strange that he
managed to compose music worthy of the work, to depict the
medieval atmosphere, to render Kornaros’s decapentasyllable

18 Th. N. Synadinos, @éazpov. V. Awacwevs tov kpyriod émovg tov
BurléviCov Kopvapov Epwtixpitog. (dpoua oe téooopa uépn), ékdoon
devtepn (Athens: Ekdotika Katastimata “Akropoleos” 1930). Cf. N.
Cartojan, “Le modéle frangais de 1’*Erotokritos’, poeme crétois du XVII®
siécle”, Revue de Littérature Comparée 16 (1936) 266: “en 1929, le
dramaturge si populaire qu’est Th. N. Synadinos en a tiré une picce de
théatre. Le succés de cette adaptation 2 la scéne a provoqué ’émulation
d’un compositeur, M. Albertis, qui a fait un opéra sur le livret de
Synadinos; composition chantée I’hiver dernier & 1*Olympia’
d’Athenes.”
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with innovations both in song and orchestra, which employed
saxophones and viololyres made by the composer himself to
convey the sound of the Cretan lyra.l?

Lalaouni particularly singles out the accompaniment to the Pro-
logue, Erotokritos’s “matinata”, the duet of Aretousa and Frosyni,
the lovers’ duet in the third act, and the third act as a whole.
Sadly, we shall never know for ourselves.

4a-c. Nikos Mamangakis, O Epwtoxpiros tov Bir¢évriov Kop-
vdpov. Mralldavro yio Tpelg pavéc Kai névre dpyava (1964),

O Eportioxprrog, oovita unalétov yra névre opyave (1967)

and Ballade d’Erotokritos (2006)

5. Nikos Mamangakis, Epwtikpirocs (ballet, 1965)

Our next composition appears in 1964, this time in an LP issued
by “Lyra”, a record company also noted for its series of poets’
reading their own poetry.20 It is a “Ballad for three voices and five
instruments”, the first Erofokritos by Nikos Mamangakis, which
inaugurates a stream of compositions related to the romance by
composers of Cretan descent.

Born in Rethymno in 1929, Mamangakis studied at the
Hellenic Conservatoire in Athens and at the Music Academy of
Munich, with Carl Orff among others. He has employed various
techniques and achieved remarkable combinations of sound and
rhythm in a “characteristic structural balance”.?! His compositions
include two “Cretan Renaissance” operas, Erofili and Erotokritos
and Aretousa, to which we shall return, and many works of vocal,
orchestral, electronic and chamber music, and music for solo
instruments, as well as music for the stage, television and cinema.

19 Lalaouni, op. cit. This violin-shaped type of lyra was actually
developed in the 1920s, a period coinciding with Albertis’s first stay in
Crete.

20 1t is worth noting that George Seferis, who was among them, kept in
his copy of Xanthoudidis’s edition of Erotokritos an invitation to hear
the recording of Mamangakis’s work, to be introduced by G. Leotsakos,
at the Technology Institute of Athens on Tuesday 8 December 1964.

21 Symeonidou, op. cit., p. 248.
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I.  ®ovrocioc — Ounpikés duvog (Fantasy — Homeric hymn)

II. Nvytepivé — Poywdio -~ Popoiog ko loviiétta
(Nocturne — Rhapsody — Romeo and Juliette)

HI. MroAdvta — Epfoatipro tov Epetdéxprrov — Zto diytoa
tov épwta (Ballad — Erotokritos’s march — In the nets of
love)

IV. ®épa ko waparioyés yio tov Tpwiko ko 1 Xpoonida
(Theme and variations for Troilus and Cressida)

8. George Tsontakis, Erotokritos. An Oratorio-Drama (1982)
On 15 May 1982, George Tsontakis’s Erotokritos had its full-
house premiere in New York, at the Alice Tully Hall, Lincoln
Center. Tsontakis, a Juilliard School doctoral candidate in com-
position at the time, was born in Astoria in 1951. A highly
acclaimed composer and the recipient of numerous commissions,
fellowships and major distinctions in classical composition, such
as the recent Grawemeyer Award (2005) and Charles Ives Living
(2006), he has composed music for chamber ensembles, solo
instruments, orchestra, choir and soloists, which is frequently per-
formed and increasingly recorded by eminent musicians in the
USA and Europe.

On his first visit to his grandparents’ native Crete, he kept
hearing a tune his grandfather used to sing: the Erotokritos
“hymn”, as he calls it relating it to Byzantine chant, was to open
and occasionally recur in the composition he soon embarked on,
sung “in the style of folk singers” by the only soloists in the work,
representing Erotokritos and Aretousa — Grigoris Maninakis and
Elli Paspala in the New York performance. The two lovers were
also each represented by an actor and a dancer. The others parts
were played by actors only, who “conversed” with almost con-
tinuous orchestral and choral music. This 90-minute performance
was a collaboration of the Metropolitan Greek Chorale, the Greek
Theater of New York and the Phaestos Chamber Symphony,
conducted by the composer and directed by Loukas Skipitaris,
who had jointly adapted the “script”. The original Cretan text was
“effectively condensed [...] to a dramatic skeleton treated in 11
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scenes”,23 with a prose narration in English incorporating lines
from the translation by Theodore Ph. Stephanides, who had
granted permission for its use before publication.

What is this modern oratorio-drama like? According to
Tsontakis, the conception is rather abstract: “What’s left out of the
oratorio is the solos, and what’s left out of the drama is the plot
and continuity. It’s all reconciled by music.”?* “The unusual
fusion of spoken Greek poetry rendered dramatically, English
narration, choral commentary in the ancient Greek manner, dance
as a symbolic enactment of the plot and music brought to mind
such modern hybrids as Stravinsky’s Oedipus and Penderecki’s
Paradise Lost”, says a reviewer, the music — the choral settings in
particular — having a “ring” of Schoenberg and the second Vien-
nese school. “One suspects that there is an opera-in-progress
underneath the surface of this Erotokritos and that such a treat-
ment might be well suited to the material”, he concludes.?’

It is interesting that a New York reviewer, who had under-
standably failed to see in the elusive Cretan romance much
beyond “an entertaining story”, should make this connection. And,
although George Tsontakis has assured me that he did not have
anything “historical” in mind, I cannot help thinking that his
Erotokritos may also be “winking” at the time when oratorio
actually was opera’s twin.

9. Dimitris Kapsomenos, Tpia wpeiovvria, 710, evvéo €KTEAE-
otéc (1983)

An interlude between large-scale compositions is offered at this
point by Dimitris Kapsomenos (1937-1994), who grew up in
Chania and studied first there, and later in Athens and Italy. He
composed vocal, orchestral, choral, stage and chamber music, and
experimented with unusual instrumental combinations. The last of

23 Theodore W. Libbey, “Oratorio: ‘Erotokritos’ by Tsontakis”, The New
York Times (17.5.1982).

24 Theodore W. Libbey, “Chorus to sing Crete’s love epic”, The New
York Times (14.5.1982).

25 Libbey, “Oratorio: ‘Erotokritos’ by Tsontakis”.
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Three preludes for nine performers, which he composed in 1983,
is entitled “Erotokritos”, the previous ones being “Mvnuec”
(“Memories™) and “Bulavtive” (“Byzantine™).

10. Nikos Mamangakis, Epwtioxpiros xar Aperoboa (opera,
1985)

Nikos Mamangakis’s Erotokritos and Aretousa, an opera “of a
new concept” in five parts, was commissioned by the Municipal-
ity of Heraklion, was performed at the Heraklion Summer Festival
in 1985 (and shown live on local TV), was recorded in October of
the same year and was soon released as a double LP produced by
Manos Chatzidakis’s “Seirios”; a new recording came out in
2006.

In 1985, the Poet’s part was shared by Manos Moundakis and
Spyros Sakkas, who also performed the role of the King; those of
Aretousa and Erotokritos were interpreted by Savina Yannatou
and Yannis Samsiaris; Nena was sung — very appropriately — by
Nena Venetzanou, and the parts of Polydoros, Pezostratos and
Aristos by Panos Zacharatos. The 2006 Poets A and B are Yannis
Idomeneos and the composer; Erotokritos shifts from tenor to the
baritone Tassis Christoyannopoulos, Foteini Darra sings the part
of Aretousa and Angeliki Kathariou that of Frosyni.

The libretto, by the composer, with the assistance of Vassilis
Nikolaidis, is a selected one tenth of Kornaros’s text. Of his
compositions back in the ’60s Mamangakis employs only the
“nucleus” of Aretousa’s two songs, the Prologue, and the joust
theme; the rest of a total of 55 musical pieces, as well as the
structure as a whole, are new. Four choruses are added, sung in
1985 by the Heraklion Municipal Choir — their natural Cretan
accents discreetly exploited. A string quintet and three wind
instruments (clarinet, trumpet and trombone) are used alongside a
mandolin “decorating” the Poet’s part and a harpsichord is
employed throughout the work as a kind of continuo.26

26 See the composer’s note on the sleeve of the LP.
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In the description of musicologist Yannis Papaioannou, this
opera seeks to combine, more systematically than ever before in
the composer’s work, original Cretan folk elements, joined to
Cretan Renaissance ones, with a daringly atonal, abstract idiom,
occasionally even approaching twelve-note music, to create a
harmonic whole of Mamangakis’s own.27

11. Yannis Drossitis, Tpiloyia ndvew orov “Epwtéxpiro”, yiu.
ook 1 yovoikeio yopodie “o xorxméihe” (1990)

Yannis Drossitis was born in Heraklion in 1957; he studied piano
and composition at the National Conservatoire of Athens, as well
as Byzantine and traditional music at the Simon Karras school.
His works include a Trilogy on “Erotokritos”, composed in 1990,
to be sung a cappella by a children’s or women’s choir.?8 It com-
prises three more or less slow two- to four-part pieces, thankfully
employing non-predictable passages of the work: “Ton pépag 7’
dotpo” (B 517-20), “To pavpo véparo” (B 2125-32) and “H pépa
1 Aapmopn” (E 1503-8).

12. Yannis Markopouloes, Epwtoxpiroc xar Apetij (2000/2003)
In 1996, the former song-writer Yannis Markopoulos addressed
the 8th Cretological Congress in Heraklion on the subject of a “A
musical approach to Erofokritos for the composition of an
opera”.2? Four years later, on 19 and 20 September 2000, at the
Herodeion, he collaborated with Nikos Koundouros to present a
“multiform” Erotokritos combining music and theatre, as well as
dance, in two parallel sets of singers and actors. The performance
as a whole was poorly received by the press, but the music did
eventually result in a double CD in 2003.

27 See Papaioannou’s note on the LP sleeve.
28 It is published in the collection: Antonis Kontogeorgiou, I'ta tig
)2(opw51’eg uag (Athens: K. Papagrigoriou—Ch. Nakas 1993), pp. 234-7.

9 See I'eviké—Avadvticé Ipdypauua, H Awbvéc Kpntoroyud Tové-
dpro, HpdxAgro, 9-14 XemtepPpiov 1996, Eraipia Kpnrxdv Iotopikdv
Mehetdv, p. 104; Markopoulos’s talk never took the form of a published
paper.
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Erotokritos and Areti is described by the composer as an
opera in two acts: “My intention is to illustrate the link between
two philosophical concepts — Love and Virtue — which here
become personified”, he notes.3? The libretto, by Markopoulos,
reduces the original text to 800 lines, with a division between
parts three and four. (The joust is briefly dealt with by the
orchestra playing a “dance”, which concludes with an old Cretan
tune.)

The parts of Erotokritos, Areti, the King, Nena and Pezo-
stratos are sung by tenor Antonis Koronaios, soprano Mata
Katsouli, baritone Tassis Christoyannopoulos, mezzo-soprano
Sophia Michailidi and baritone Kostis Konstandaras respectively.
The last is the founder of the Fons Musicalis vocal ensemble,
which also takes part. The other singers, such as Vassilis Stavra-
kakis, Kostas Makedonas, Manolis Lydakis or the Pyx-lax group
leader Manos Xydous, come from backgrounds as diverse as
Cretan folk music, what is tantalizingly called “évieyvo” and
“Aoikd” song, even pop. An “ensemble” of eight Cretan lyra-
players and singers, and a ten-member orchestra of Renaissance
and Greek instruments, conducted by the composer, interact with
the Flemish Radio Orchestra and Choir, conducted by Michel
Tilkin.

In this ambitious composition a “recitative” functions as a
“persistent theme that changes melodically in accordance with the
personage or musical ensemble interpreting the role of the poet”,3!
interspersed with so-called arias, duets, choral and orchestral
pieces — a shadow, I’'m afraid, both rhythmically and melodically,
of the fascinating Markopoulos back in the *60s and early *70s.

13. Giorgos Koumendakis, O uixporxocuog mov drovye (2000)

Four approaches to Erotokritos (Téooepic dpduor yio. tov Epwto-
kpito, “Lyra”) were presented in 2000 by four very different and
interesting musicians. Three contributions, those by Loudovikos

30 See p. 9 of the booklet accompanying the CD.

31 The musicologist Alexandros Stoupakis, writing in the same CD
booklet, p. 11.
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of Anogia, Nikos Xydakis and Psarantonis, will be awkwardly left
out, but the one by Giorgos Koumendakis meets the limiting
conditions of this paper.

Born in Rethymno in 1959, Koumendakis, perhaps more
widely known for the music he wrote for the opening ceremony of
the Athens Olympics, studied music in his hometown and in
Athens, and also attended seminars by Boulez, Ligeti, Xenakis
and others. His work (dance, opera, vocals, chamber, solo and
choral music, music for the stage and classical drama) is dis-
tinguished by his peculiar handling of detail in his variations and
by his close study of ancient Greek music.32

His approach to Erotokritos is The Microcosm that listened,
three short pieces for harpsichord played by Alexandra Papa-
stefanou: the “Fly”, the “Dragon-fly” and the “Little lizard”. As
the composer comments: “The microcosm of my childhood castle,
now an ally, accompanies me along the paths of Erotokritos and
helps me submit my own brief improvisation.”

L 3 3

A rather unsuspected wealth of music inspired by Komaros’s
romance has emerged from the lame and disproportionate list
given above; the range and quality of this music could only be
fully brought out by a musicologist, who would also have to take
into consideration compositions this paper may have missed, as
well as any other kind of music sung to, written for, or referring to
Erotokritos.

32 Symeonidou, op. cit., p. 198.
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The friendship between Giorgos Kotzioulas and Giannis Skarim-
bas — which started in the first years of the 1930s and lasted until
Kotzioulas’s death in 1956 — is one of the most interesting ones in
the history of Modern Greek literature. It wasn’t lofty and messi-
anic, like the friendship between Nikos Kazantzakis and Angelos
Sikelianos, nor scintillating and mutually uplifting, like the one
between Odysseas Elytis and Andreas Embeirikos. This rather
prosaic and “proletarian” friendship owes its uniqueness to the
explosive combination of two genuine disputants, two un-
compromising creators, proud of their humble origins, who
fervently castigated the intellectual environment of their time.
Decisively marked by the decadent experience of the inter-war
period, they both seemed to feel out of place in a period strongly
coloured by the optimism and seif-confidence of the generation of
the ’30s, who had adopted modernism in order to achieve a
prominent place in European literary life. What is more, being
leftists but not members of the Greek Communist Party, Kotzi-
oulas and Skarimbas were also out of tune with the optimistic
spirit of socialist realism; thus they were naturally marginalized.
Yet they did not passively accept their marginalization, as we
shall see. Choosing Kostas Karyotakis as their main poetic
precursor and leader in the path of combative resistance, they
persistently opposed the new literary establishment. Their attack
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on the modernism of the generation of the *30s did not lose its
nerve after the decade of the *30s, like so many other reactions
against modernism during those first years of its development,!
but became more forceful in the decades that followed.

Keen — and gifted — correspondents, the two friends wrote
frequently to each other, but unfortunately only a few of their
letters have been preserved. Eleven letters of Skarimbas to Kotzi-
oulas, five of Kotzioulas to Skarimbas, as well as a poem and
three critical texts of Kotzioulas for his colleague, and their brief
collaboration in Skarimbas’s literary journal Neoeddnvikd Znueid-
pora are the only actual traces of the relationship I will attempt to
investigate here. Let me begin by giving some biographical facts.
The older of the two, Skarimbas, was born at Agia-Thymia in the
province of Parnassida in 1893, just three years before K. G.
Karyotakis. (Despite his age, Skarimbas is usually placed among
the members of the generation of the ’30s, on account of his
boldly experimental prose.) Kotzioulas was born in Platanousa, a
barren village of the province of Ioannina, in 1909, the same year
as Giannis Ritsos (though he is usuaily regarded as a belated
member of the generation of the *20s, because of the traditional
and conservative style of his poetry and prose). Both had parents
of lowly social standing (with the exception of Skarimbas’s
“apyovronobie” mother): Skarimbas’s father was a tailor and
later worked as a customs official, while Kotzioulas’s father was a
farmer who also worked as a postman in order to enhance the
family income.

After their basic education at schools in the provinces, they
pursued different career paths: Skarimbas graduated from the
Middle Forest School, worked as an accounts clerk at the Singer
sewing machine company and finally was employed as a customs
guard in Chalkida, where he remained until his retirement. Kotzi-
oulas came to Athens in 1926, when he was seventeen years old,
and enrolled in the School of Philosophy, from where he gradu-

1 See Takis Kagialis, H emfouia yio 10 poviépvo: Asoueboeic xo
alidoeic e Aoyoteyviknc diovonons oty EAldde tov 30 (Athens:
Vivliorama 2007).
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ated a few years later. In contrast to Skarimbas, he persistently
avoided the constraints of a permanent job (although he was
occasionally given such a chance thanks to his widely respected
learning and his many friends in distinguished positions); instead,
he had temporary jobs as translator, journalist and particularly
proof-reader for various journals and publishing companies,
financially dependent on the whim of his employers and living in
poverty. This rather bohemian life-style ruined his delicate health:
at the age of twenty-three he suffered a nervous breakdown and
two years later he was affected by tuberculosis (like many other
poets of the inter-war period) and spent most of the second half of
the 1930s in sanatoria on Parnitha and Pendeli; in between he
lived in some of the poorest districts of Athens. He got married in
1950 and had a son, but died in 1956 from diabetes and a weak
heart in his forty-seventh year. Skarimbas, on the other hand, got
married when he was only 26 years old, had five children (one of
whom died at the age of 6) and lived all his life in Chalkida,
where he died “full of years” in 1984. Yet he too led a rather
unconventional life in the narrow boundaries of his town. Both
men, it should be noted, were completely untravelled and anti-
metropolitan (despite the bitter-sweet charm that Athens exercised
on Kotzioulas, who lived there most of his adult life).

Both Kotzioulas and Skarimbas developed a varied creative
and intellectual activity: apart from being a novelist and a poet,
Skarimbas was also a playwright, a journalist, a book-reviewer,
and a puppeteer (xapaykiolonaiytne), and he wrote his own
version of the history of the Greek revolution, while Kotzioulas,
despite the harsh conditions of his life, was a prolific poet, a
writer of short stories, memoirs, travel accounts, autobiographical
prose and theatrical plays, as well as a literary critic, journalist,
diarist and tireless translator of ancient Greek, Latin and modem
European and American poets.

Despite the fact that Kotzioulas was more of a scholar than
Skarimbas (it is characteristic that he often used the terms “@iho-
Aoyla” and “Aoyoteyvia” without distinction) and his education
was broader and more formal than that of his self-educated friend,



50 Athina Vogiatzoglou

wishes.” In his next letter, two weeks later, worried about
Kotzioulas’s silence, he warmly assures him: “Eyd 1600 ecéva
600 ka1 tov Kapbaio ocag ayund shxkpvd. Ko oo &xm Touvg
KOAAiTEPOVG —Ka1 Tovg pévovg pov— eidovg.”® It is obvious that
the relationship — and most probably the correspondence — of the
two men had started before the middle of the 1930s.

Kotzioulas’s poem leads to the same conclusion, given that it
is the most direct and casual of the poems he occasionally devoted
to his fellow-poets, establishing a relationship of equality between
his honorand and himself. In the first of the four rhymed quatrains
of the poem, Kotzioulas stresses the joyful spirit of Skarimbas’s
art and its depiction of ordinary people, and he presents himself as
a “yopudtng”, thus reflecting Skarimbas’s own self-presentation
as “avimontog Kot ayafoc smopyidTng” in an open letter he sent to
the literary journal Eexivyua in 1933, protesting against the unfair
(in his view) criticism of I. M. Panagiotopoulos for his novella 7o
Beio tpayi.® In the second quatrain Skarimbas is shown to be fortu-
nate because he lives on an Aegean island, in the midst of nature,
far away from the wicked step-mother Athens, where the harsh
conditions of life had once led Alexandros Papadiamandis into
deep poverty and had killed Kostas Krystallis in his twenties, as
Kotzioulas often reminds us in both his poetry and his prose.
Finally, Kotzioulas seems to echo discussions with Skarimbas
when he refers, in the last two quatrains, to social injustice and to
art as both a consolation and a game.

Kotzioulas admired Skarimbas’s literary work and he
acknowledged the superiority of his talent: “ov ot "ElAnveg
éviwbav and woinom, énpene va pog gixe offost GAoVG gRag Tovg
otyoypdopovs”’, he remarked with admirable modesty in his
review of Skarimbas’s second collection of poems, Eavrodindeg

7 See Ayannyié Kotliwodda. H alinloypapio tov mowmrs Iidypyov
Kotliovha (1927-1955), preface Giannis Papakostas, ed. Nasi Balta
(Athens: Odysseas 1994), pp. 57-8.

8 Ibid., pp. 58-9.

9 Eewcivua 8 (August 1933) 251-2.
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(1950).10 Skarimbas, for his part, respected his learned friend par-
ticularly as a thinker and critic, and highly valued his opinion. He
writes to him in September 1936, after the publication of his first
collection of poems, Ovlodody (1936):!1 “IToAAd ypappora
AoPaiveo yepdta evBovclaopots Kot BavpacTKES EKQPAOELS,
oA Sev éxovv v afio g dikhg cov meprwmic.”12 His only
comment on Kotzioulas’s poetry refers to his third collection of
poems, Adebdtepn {w# (1938),13 and it praises his friend’s person-
ality rather than his art: “Meg oTovg oTiyovg GOV CVTOVG,
TPOPAALELG GV 0 18106 e TNV —~AEG— OYLOKT] GOV HOPOT}, I avTh TN
pooTikh oyTvoPorio. cov mov pog payedelr poll cov.”'* The
“wootikh aytivoPoria” of Kotzioulas is quite different from the
playfully sinful, semi-autobiographical protagonist of Skarimbas’s
poems. Yet both poets, as has already been remarked, echo the
subdued, bitter climate of the inter-war period, and especially the
poetry of Karyotakis, with which they creatively converse.!> The
self-referential protagonist of their poems (who, in the case of
Kotzioulas, is openly autobiographical) is often defensively self-
undermined, thus expressing, indirectly, a strong sense of respect
and artistic self-confidence. What is more, both poets remained
faithful to the traditional poetic forms in a period when free verse
had become dominant. (It should be mentioned, though, that

10 Kotzioulas, “Tvlioyéc pe ovcio”, Néog Novudc 5 (195) 6-8.
Skarimbas’s collection is included in the volume ‘Azmaviec otiyor (1936-
1970) (Athens: Kaktos 1996), pp. 47-88.

1 'See Skarimbas, "Azavrec otiyor, pp. 13-45.

12 gyomyé Kottiobha, p. 73.

13 Kotzioulas, "Amavia 4’, pp. 101-53.

14 Ayomyé Kottiotha, p. 75.

15 See Giannis Papakostas, “K. I'. Kopvotéxme-Tibpyog KotGoviag:
oyxéon Swehdyov”, in the collective volume Kopvwrdxng wai
kapvotaxioucs  (lpaxticd  Zvvedpiov) (Athens: Ftaireia Spoudon
Neoellinikou Politismou kai Genikis Paideias 1998), pp. 283-94, and X.
Kokolis, “O Kapvwtoxng tov Txopiprna”’, and Panagiotis Pantzarelas,
“Tkapyrifovtac kopvotokikd, M kot oviiotpépmc”, both in: X,
Kokolis, "AvBpwmor ka1 un: ta 6pia e goaviagios oto Zxopiuma
(Thessaloniki: University Studio Press 2001), pp. 153-62 and 179-88
respectively.
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Skarimbas made a few rather unfortunate efforts to write in free
verse after the 1950s.16) However, whilst the masterly disciplined
verse of Kotzioulas aims at defending tradition as the only steady
point in unstable times, Skarimbas, with his frequent and daring
use of dissonances, enjambments and dashes, and in general with
his gaspingly articulated verse, aspires to highlight, as David
Ricks has put it, the artificial and unstable character of language,
and ultimately of reality itself.!”

Skarimbas is more existential and introverted, whilst Kotzi-
oulas is more realistic and more socially and politically orientated
(especially from 1940 onwards); however, their first poetic col-
lections have important affinities. First of all, the two friends have
common poetic ancestors, mainly Jules Laforgue, Romos Filyras
and Karyotakis. Secondly, many of their poems have a distinctive
fantaisiste character (fantaisisme is a poetic tendency which de-
veloped in France in the first years of the twentieth century and
which, as Manolis Anagnostakis reminds us talking about Skarim-
bas, is characterized by a playful combination of mockery and
tenderness, seriousness and lightness, happiness and sadness).!8
Thirdly, the first-person narrator of their poems owes a lot to three
popular figures or types of the inter-war period: (a) Don Quixote
(especially to the eternal conflict between his intrinsic and his
extrinsic self, and to his idealism, which is doomed to failure); (b)
the absurd, comic and deeply human figure of Charlot; and (c) the
vagabond, self-destructive heroes of the Norwegian Knut

16 See his collection Boiddyyelor in ‘Amavres otiyor, pp. 130-45.

17 David Ricks, “Ilapddoon kar mpwtotvmio: H 7mepintoon Tov
Zxoapipre”, in: N. Vayenas (ed.), H eAevfépwon twv poppdv. H elinviki
moinon arwo tov éuuetpo otov eievBepo otiyo (1880-1940) (Heraklion:
Panepistimiakes Ekdoseis Kritis 1996), pp. 175-85 (180, 184).

18 Manolis Anagnostakis, “H «pavtolictikn moinon» kar o Tévvng
Zkopiprog”, Ta coumdnpouaticd. Xnueidoels kpriknc (Athens: Stigmi
1985), pp. 141-9 [= Ia tov Zkapiuna, ed. Katerina Kostiou (Nicosia:
Aigaion 1994), pp. 212-18]. In his anthology XounAy gwvy. Ta Avpixa
HI0G TEPOOUEVHS ETOYXHG 0TOVG Takiols pvbuods (Athens: Nefeli 1990),
Anagnostakis includes eight poems of Kotzioulas and four of Skarimbas
(pp. 186-94 and 200-4 respectively).
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Hamsun. All those figures claim their freedom and uniqueness in
human society.

I think that Charlot, in particular, illuminates the deeper affin-
ities of Kotzioulas’s and Skarimbas’s poetry, especially through
his combination of crudeness with tenderness and lyricism, as
Petros Spandonidis has pointed out referring to the influence of
Charlot in Skarimbas’s novel Mapidurag (1935).19 Kotzioulas
devoted to Charlie Chaplin both a poem?® and a study,2! which
underline many of the debts of Skarimbas and himself to Chap-
lin’s popular comic hero: the folk mentality, spontaneity, naivety,
daring exposure of his wounds, cunning improvisation, ruthless
attack on formality and pomposity, avoidance of historical topics,
simplicity of means, suppression of class distinctions, transform-
ation of the humble everyday reality into art. Yet above all it is
this combination of coarseness and tenderness which both closely
links Skarimbas and Kotzioulas and distinguishes them from the
other poets of their time. This combination is more clearly dis-
played in their love poems, where they usually appear to fall in
love with ethereal, upper-class women and are inevitably doomed
to rejection. Their poetic ancestor in this respect is Romos Filyras,
who is forever enchanted by “blue-blooded” women. Lorentzos
Mavilis could also be considered an ancestor of the two poets
through his sonnet “®dAnpo”, where he desires to be crushed
under the car of an “opyoviomovia ... teTpaEavin”.22 The heroes
of Hamsun have similar self-destructive erotic tendencies. Yet
Kotzioulas and Skarimbas are not devastated by the unfortunate
outcome of their passion, as are Hamsun’s protagonists, neither do
they content themselves with extolling their beloved ones from a
safe distance, as Filyras usually does. They emphasize the class

19 p. Spandonidis, “T'évvn Zxapipme, Mopidunac”, Maxedovikés
Huépeg [ Thessaloniki] 8-9 (September-October 1935) 324-6 [= [ia tov
Zxopiuma, pp. 87-90: 89-90].

20 K otzioulas, “’Evag ovtnrig PAénet Taphd”, Amavia 4”, p. 89.

21 Kotzioulas, “O ¢flog pag o ZopAed”, Neoeldnyvid Ipduuara 214 (11
January 1941).

22 1. Mavilis, Ta mojuaza, ed. Giorgos Alisandratos (Athens: Idryma
Kosta kai Elenis Ourani 1990), p. 105.
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difference between their objects of adoration and themselves and,
consequently, between the idealized women and their earthly and
clumsy existence; they underline their total rejection and yet they
are led, lightly wounded, to their next, equally quixotic erotic
adventure. This combination of external coarseness and inner
delicacy in the personality of the two aspiring lovers exceeds the
usual combination, in the inter-war period, of the poorly-dressed
and the chivalrous. It is often presented with a hint of humour and
self-irony and it is directly associated with the folk and provincial
profile which the two friends create for themselves in their literary
work. Thus in the following lines of Skarimbas’s poem “H

dyvoorn’:

Kifrav opaio o tépace dkpn Tov dpdpov exel,
p dyvooto mdtnpa wodod Kot Tpueepd puoTiiplo,
o710 mefodpo L KPOVOVTOG MPALo EPTLLLKTY,

TOV TOKOLVIDV TT|G TO YOPYO KL EPATIKO ePPaTnpro.

ZtdOxo 6TNTdG, TN HOVGIKT] YPOIKOVIAG TOV OACPPOD
KOPOTICHOD TGV povy®V T1g [...]

KLMTOV o1 —~T0 VOLdbm vau— o av f8eke, pe piog,
Tov BapPapd pov govtd yhvkd Ba *xe nuepdoeL.

Topa; Thdpo otovg TpdOTOVG pov EUeva €86 0dvprovs,
TGvag ov 3pdpov pmTiKdS —1 @don og p’ éxet kdauer—[...]23

even if Skarimbas had not introduced himself as a “BéapPapoc”
erotic Pan, the peasant expression “otdfxo otntdg”, through
which he is introduced in the poem in the first line of the second
stanza, would be enough to indicate the overwhelming difference
between the elegant stranger and himself.

Kotzioulas on the other hand, in his poem entitled “To
TPayodSL TG LEYUAOVGIAVAS TTOV TV ayarols’ Eva @TeYOTo0”,
underlines right from the start the class difference between the

23 Skarimbas, "Awavrec otiyor, p. 25.
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third-person (yet clearly autobiographical) hero of the poem and
the woman he loves:

Avt kpatodoe o’ To peydio apyovioldy,

Y1 TOVG TPOYGVOVG TNG WACVOUY TO KITARLL,

KL and yoplareg Kol fTave o oo,

YOVIPE ToapodyLa, Ladpeg oKoDpLES, KovTokdmie. 24

In the next stanzas the poet focuses now on the poorly dressed
man and now on his aristocratic loved one, exploiting elements of
the mentality of Don Quixote in order to emphasize the contrast
between the man’s desire and reality. (It is not accidental that the
poem is dedicated to K. Karthaios, the much-praised translator of
Don Quixote into Greek in the 1920s.2%) For example:

TEPTATOE [IE TO TOVTIEAGVIO TOV TU TPUTLL,
nepndtoe ki ftav oo va fet ota Topapvoio.

K1 dpyoe to1e va TG Aéet kon va pun o@vet [...]
Yo T oTLyun wov Seiyvet Bpdvo 1o kacovL.
INo v aydnn g povoe, Ty aydnn.

Exeivr oxovppatve kot wévta sxopoyéia’
TETOLO PT|TOPLKY} HTOpEl voL UV apécet;
Ze Afyo Ba ’tove dikn Tov! Movo 1 Tpéha
okaAdvel 16oo Bappetd, o tétoln BEo.

Ma cov ™ pdnog, anokpibnke p’ éva oyl
[...]

Movéye avtd cvrhoyitdtav: «H kapdié pov,
8¢ Ba cvydoet 0vdE e dVo YALAIES YPOVION.

24 Kotzioulas, “Amavia A', pp. 49-52 (49).

25 For the influence of Don Quixote in Modern Greek literature see
Alexandra Samouil, Idalydg e 1éac. H mepinidvion tov dov Kiywrn
oy eldnvikr Aoyoteyvia (Athens: Polis 2007). On pp. 224 and 225
Samouil examines Skarimbas’s poem “AovArowéa” and Kotzioulas’s
“Toomavog 130AyS”.
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The two friends on the one hand idealize the women who
appear in their poems, following the romantic mode of Filyras and
often using religious vocabulary in order to describe them, and on
the other hand, by contrast, they open up a dialogue with
Karyotakis’s supposedly misogynistic poem “Amoctpoen”, which
starts with the emblematic lines “®Bovd tnv TOYN oag, mpovo-
wodya / théopato, kodkheg wmovikés”.26 Through this dialogue,
Skarimbas indicates the ghostly substance of the women he
describes, who often appear as lifeless dolls, or even robots,?’
while the more realistic Kotzioulas criticizes the opposite sex,
which, however, never ceases to be the main driving force for his
creation:

T vidtn pov 6An xoToplépal Kot o YEvog
oV Kaptepel amd kodkheg adeieg tn Xopd.

K1 6pmg xwpic ecdg dypnota 6a *tov OAa,

UE oTOVPOUEVE YEPLO DO *OTEKA KL EYM.

Todpa, 660 B€lel ag pe povokevel 11 TpHmLo. 6OAa,
KGO amd T GoTPo pHov TPaBh® pE neiopa apys.2

Another basic affinity of the two poets that should be men-
tioned is the folksiness of their style and their often dialectal
language, which, in the case of Kotzioulas, originates from the
villages of Tzoumerka (it is characteristic that three of his
collections of poems are accompanied by concise “Idiomatic
Glossaries™). As a result, their poetry is lent a similar colouring,
which reflects their unaffected and unconventional personalities.
Furthermore, neither of them escaped the danger of repeating
themselves in their maturity; however, by doing so with youthful
freshness and zeal they wrote some of their best poems.

One final remark before I proceed to the examination of their
ideological development and similarities: it should be kept in

26 K. G. Karyotakis, Howjuoza xor nelé, ed. G. P. Savvidis (Athens:
Ermis '1984), p. 102.

27 See Kokolis, "AvBpwmor ka1 un, pp. 13-15.

28 Kotzioulas, “Aravia A, p. 68.
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mind that in the coarse, lonely and unconventional provincial
heroes of their poems, who are rejected by upper-class women and
keep a critical distance from the codes of behaviour of the civil-
ized urban centres (whether of Athens or of Chalkida), one can
discern the writers who were distinguished for their militant
articles against the literary and broader intellectual and socio-
political developments of their time.

During the 1930s the two writers were in the limelight of the
literary world, not only because they often wrote articles and book
reviews (sometimes with a quarrelsome humour, as we shall see),
in newspapers and magazines of the capital and the provinces, but
also because they each published five literary works, almost half
of their entire literary output.2® Besides EAAnvikd I'pduuora, the
two writers “met” each other in other literary journals of the time,
such as Adyog, Eexiviua, NeoeAlnvikd I pduuare or Skarimbas’s
own NeogAdnvikd Znueiwpora, while they avoided both the hard-
core communist journal Néor Ilpwrtondpor and the Néa Ipduuara
of the emergent generation of the *30s. What is more, their views
about people and things in Greek literary life were often similar or
even identical. They believed in the national importance of demo-
ticism, they zealously defended the demotic language and the
literary use of local idioms. They were against both purist Greek
and the neo-demoticism movement,0 they went along with the
development of literary satire and the expression of contemporary
social problems in art. They were wary of the poetry of the great
visionaries Angelos Sikelianos, Kostis Palamas and Nikos Kazan-
tzakis and they had similar poetic preferences: in addition to
Dionysios Solomos and Andreas Kalvos, they selected Lambros
Porfyras, Miltiadis Malakasis, C. P. Cavafy, Kostas Varnalis,

29 Skarimbas published the short stories Kanuoi oto Ipiwovijor, the
novels To Ogio tpayi, Mopigunas and To odlo tov Diykapw and the
poems of Ovlalovu; Kotzioulas brought out the poetic collections
Epnuepa, Ziyavh powtid, dedtepn Lo and O ypipog and a collection of
g)rose narratives, 70 Kako oovardvinua.

0 For more on this see Christina Dounia, “Mua &exaopévy cvlitnon
néve og o 18éo tov I'. Zepépn”, To dévipo 19-20 (1986) 80-3 and 21
(1986) 87-9.
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Romos Filyras, and above all Kostas Karyotakis, while among the
younger poets they singled out Nikos Kavvadias and Tefkros
Anthias.

On the other hand, in the second half of the decade their views
diverged noticeably as far as literary trends of the twentieth
century and their employment by Modern Greek writers were
concerned. Kotzioulas abandoned his initially tolerant and some-
times even favourable attitude towards the new trends and in 1937
wrote an intensely anti-modernist text (which will be discussed in
detail below). In this text he rejected the stylistic trends of the
“ovyypovicpévoug” (as he called them) Greek poets, and accused
them of imitation of the “gukoAieg TV kovpacuévav Evporainy”
and disrespect for tradition.3! Skarimbas on the other hand seems,
at this time, to take a more positive view of western literary
currents, which he characterized in 1938 as “avbn s&evyeviopéva
pog paxpdTotng mapbdoong g téxvng”.32 He also believed that
his country’s literature would quickly rise to the challenge of
European cultural developments and he seemed satisfied with the
domestic production of his day in both prose and poetry.

What is more, in their prose-writing the two friends started to
diverge. Skarimbas abandoned the ethographic short stories of
Kanuoi oto I'piwovijor, as well as those that accompany To feio
tpoyi, and started to write novels, a genre much promoted by the
generation of the *30s. His stories took place in urban settings, he
expressed his appreciation of prose-writers such as Thrasos
Kastanakis, Giannis Beratis and Kosmas Politis and he intensified
his stylistic and narrative experimentations. Kotzioulas, on the
other hand, although he managed to express the “Spopatixi
youyf” of the inter-war man in his poetry, steadfastly continued to
write narratives that described the customs and the manners of his

31 Kotzioulas, “Tvyypovicpévn moinon”, Neoelnvikd Ipéuuaro 6
(February 1937) 14.

32 Skarimbas, book review of “ELtpéfilog” by P. Samaras in the
Chalkida newspaper Edpinog, issue 3,227 (10 April 1938) 1-2. See
further Symeon G. Stamboulou, llnyéc ¢ meCoypagios tov Iidvvy
Zrapiura (Athens: Syllogos pros Diadosin Ofelimon Vivlion 2006), pp.
288-9.
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native land using, as he confessed to his friend the prose-writer
Epameinondas Gonatas, the methods of “pwtoypagpia” and
“pavoinyic”,33 which had been collectively condemned by the
generation of the ’30s, beginning with Theotokas’s Eiedfepo
wvedua in 1929. Thus he persisted in the depiction of a bygone age
with stable values from which he did not wish to be cut off.

However, the fact that Skarimbas gradually went over to the
urban type of novel does not necessarily mean that he gave in to
the generation of the ’30s. As a poet he never conformed to its
modernizing commands, and as a narrator he remained a unique
case, with an increasing stylistic peculiarity. It is characteristic
that Karandonis, in his review of Mapidunog in 1935, did not
totally reject Skarimbas but criticized the acrobatics of his lan-
guage and particularly the dominant inter-war quality of his work:
his dependence on Knut Hamsun and his typically fantaisiste and
clown-like swings “oamd 10 coPfapd 610 KoMK, and T0 KOMUKO
070 6aTOVIKO, and v e&davikevpévn TpLEEPOTNTU 0T Adyvein
kot 1 oatopioon, omd v ekffmon ot euowodTnTa”’4
contradictions which were incompatible with the more “settled”
aesthetic of the prevailing literary discourse of the generation of
the ’30s. As Katerina Kostiou points out, Skarimbas’s divergence
from the norm, “c¢ eninedo 16100VYKPOCUKS, KOWMVIKO, WOEOAO-
Yo, vEOAOYIKS, arsbntikd, ftav peyardtepn ond to péco 6po
avtoynig mov 8160ete vt N Fevid”.35

It is virtually certain that both Skarimbas and Kotzioulas were
displeased by the emergence of the urban writers of the generation
of the ’30s, who were educated in Europe and who loudly pro-
claimed their superiority on the literary scene. In the second half

33 Kotzioulas, Avéxdora ypbuuara, ed. E. H. Gonatas (Athens: Keimena
1980), p. 87.

34 Karandonis, “I'évvn Zxopipna, Mapiéumos (podiotéopnua). Xeikida
1935”, Néa I pépuaza 10 (October 1935) 570-2 [= I'ta tov Zxapiuna, pp.
78-82].

35 K. Kostiou, “«NeogAAviké», «OmepeAAnVIKd», «oALOedVy 7
«movavpdmvor; H acdufatn oxéon tov Zxapipmo pe tov Ogotokd”,
Hpoxtica A” Haveldiviovo Zovedpiov yia tov T'avvy Zxepiuwa (Athens:
Diametros 2007), pp. 143-94 (146).
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of the same decade, they both had the feeling of being put aside
and treated unfairly. This feeling, as we shall see, led Skarimbas
to associate himself with the struggle of the provinces against the
capital. The iconoclastic Mapidunag, although it had received
some good reviews, had been accused of absurdity, surrealistic
deviations, even populism,3¢ while Kotzioulas, already affected by
tuberculosis and even poorer, had lost the financial support of
Katsimbalis, who had funded the publication of an early study of
Kotzioulas on Myrivilis in 1931, but now turned to the generation
of the *30s.37

The well-known article of Karandonis on Karyotakis and
Karyotakism, published in the first issue of Ta Néa I'pduuara in
1935, must have deeply annoyed the two friends for two reasons:
first, because the “official” critic of the generation of the *30s con-
demned the inter-war period and its bitter-sweet climate in which
they had both reached their maturity (he talked, for example,
about the “KAayldpika, vevpacHevikd, WYWELTOPOUOVTIKG KOl
VREPATOOTIKG 180vikd Tng emoxmig Tov Koapvwtdxn )38, and sec-
ondly, because Karandonis’s accusations against Karyotakism
partly concemed both the two friends. Kotzioulas, who had
dedicated an emotional elegy to Karyotakis in his first poetic
collection, reacted with these ironic verses:

Méva pov, Thg de pov *xe euyel To pookod
kelvoug Toug priveg mov fpovv duabo woddxy!
Ot dmotot gidol pov Ba p’ Eeyav Tperd

K1 6y, 670G THPa, ppnTh Tov Kapvetén.3?

36 For a detailed presentation of the critical reception of Mapidumag see
Stamboulou, ITnyég, pp. 229-40.

37 Kotzioulas, O Zrpazic Mopifhidne kai n moAsuihi Aoyoteyvia (Athens
1931). For more on the generous offer of Katsimbalis see the auto-
biographical text of Kotzioulas “Tyéiia ota ypagrd pov xou yapéva
xepdypopa” (1953), which is to be found in his Archive at the
University of loannina.

38 A. Karandonis, “H enidpaon tov Kopvatdkn otovg véous”, Néa
Fgo’c,uyaw 9 (1935) 478-86.

39 Kotzioulas, "dravia A, p. 122.
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Then, in 1937, at a time when Karyotakis was attacked by every-
one, including the Left,*0 Kotzioulas confessed that “Ohot pog
oyedov 6oot apyicaue va dnpooievovpe and to 1930 ko Smbe
Bprxope Yo vay xoipd Tov vt pog péca oo Totpatd tov”. 4
At the same time Skarimbas made a similar confession, the ironic
ambiguity of which does not conceal the strength of feeling:

Tdpa, av 1 Tpoporéa avty coyfivy (kat oovykpasio) tov
oTiy®v Tov, £kape KOAd N Kokd; Xi... udAAov var, pdiiov oyl
Kar todto 1o mphypoto dev pmoivovv €0koAo o€ DAIKY
Swatipnon [...] 0 KOPLOTOKIGUOS, Y10 [0 OPIGHEVT YEVIR UAG
otdbnke évag “Aoumpds kar oAé0plog” @irog pag, va &idog...
yAvkewds apaptiog. O ypdvog Ba deifel av Oo vootaiyolue, yio
noAD, 1 Yo Tvto v oAéBpra aydmn tov M Oo katapdpebo v
EKTVQAWOTIKA TOV poyeio.

Karyotakis never stopped being a very important figure of Modern
Greek lyricism for the two friends. As time went by, the poet of
the Zdmpec increasingly marked their militant stance in literary
and political matters.

Consequently their relationship became ever closer in the
course of the 1930s. It is characteristic that Skarimbas addressed
his letters to “ayamnté KotliwovAa” in 1935 and to his “mokv-
ayornuéve pov ¢ike Kotliovia” in 1936, while one year later
Kotzioulas became the main contributor to the magazine Neoeddn-
vird. Znueicduora, which Skarimbas started to publish in Evvia in
March 1937 with the intention of criticizing the negative aspects
of Greek intellectual life. Even before the magazine came out, the
two writers had started their angry journalism, Kotzioulas with his
first anti-modernist manifesto entitled “Zuyypovicpévn moinon”

40 For the adventurous reception of the poetry of Karyotakis see
Christina Dounia, K. I'. Kapvwtdkns. H avioxn uiag adéomotng téxvng
(Athens: Kastaniotis 2000).

41 Kotzioulas, “®\oloykéc oxoAés”, Neoghhnvixd Znueiduara 3 (May
1937) 38-41 (40).

42 Skarimbas, “Ilepi kapvotakiopotd”, H Koafnuepvii (2 November
1936) (also in Dounia, K. I Kapvwraxng, p. 383-4).
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(published in Neoeldnvixd [pdupore in February 1937) and
Skarimbas with the article “EAAnvikny emapyio” (published in the
magazine [Ivevuatiky} Zw# from December 1936 to February
1937). Both written with an acerbic tone, these two texts present
essential ideological links. Although Skarimbas focused on what
he called “veoroyiwtotionédc” of the Athenian centre (which
exercised its power particularly in the University, the Academy
and the Press), while Kotzioulas mainly attacked contemporary
Greek poets for imitating the latest European trends and
abolishing metre, rhyme, theme and rational sequence, they both
defended the values of demoticism (which Skarimbas connected
with the Greek provinces and Kotzioulas with the marginalized, in
his view, Greek poetic tradition) and they condemned what they
considered to be pretentious “Egvopovia” of Greek intellectual life
and the related entry of foreign, mainly French words, into the
language:

Ay m enappotik tpoctoydvil va pn mopieBovppavicél kol
gpele, mapd whvio ankol, ckAnpoTpdyniol, vo cEUPOKOTOVHE
aKOVPOGTOL TN OKANPT TETP TNG VEOTANOTNG YAMOGHS MO,
youyovAifovtog —yio va 1o Leotdvovus— ki” OAOG, TO OVAALKO
@LOpO NG TEXVNG pOg.

(Skarimbas)*3

To yoAAkd, Tov 1o wobave pali | Tpwv an’ to popoiika, ToVg
&yovv kokoovvnbioel. Kovid otovg gArnvikods TpdmoOvE, TTOU
dev anoxAgigTor vo, vou o1 XeipdTEPOL TOV KOGLOVL, Gpyloay v’
ATOGTPEPOVVTOL, VO VORIGOUY KaoTOTEPO, KABETL TO EAANVIKO,
KO 1] Aoyoteyvia Pog GUOIKA.

(Kotzioulas)**

According to Kotzioulas, the victim of this intellectual snobbery
was the Greek literary tradition, while for Skarimbas it was the
Greeks from the provinces (“og kavéva Aad, o€ Koppd YAOcoO 1

43 Skarimbas, “H ehnvucli emopyio”, vevuoatich Zw# 3 (December
1936) 39-41 (39).
44 Kotzioulas, “Tvyypovicuévn moinon”.
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AEEN «emapyidtngy Oev £yer T yvdain, TNV KOPOISELTIKY KoL
npooPAnTiK onupocio mov €yst oe pac”, he remarks). In other
words, in both cases the genuine popular Greek civilization
(which these two writers felt they expressed with their work and
their intellectual and moral attitude) appeared to be seriously
injured. They both took into consideration the element of social
inequality, given that, as they believed, the intellectual authority
of Athens, and particularly that of Greek modernism, functioned
as a kind of elite that addressed itself to a small minority of the
Greek — mostly Athenian — reading public.

In NeogAdnvikd Znusiwuora, which had the telling subtitle
“Mrvicia éxdoomn gréyyov, KprTikng Kou psAétng” and whose
militant tone has been compared to that of Novudg,*®> Skarimbas
threw himself, with increasing zeal, into his campaign against
Athens, in a conflict of centre vs. provinces that had already
begun in the early 1930s, involving a number of scholars, and
which reached its peak in 1937, mainly thanks to the part played
by Skarimbas.*¢ Skarimbas had a column called “Ilapoypa@dxia”
that gave the main tone of the magazine with its usually sarcastic
comments on people and situations in the Athenian intellectual
life. The poet Nikos Pappas, from Trikkala, a fanatical supporter
of the provinces against the patronage of the capital, supported
Skarimbas’s line with two severe articles.*’ Kotzioulas, who did
not take part directly in the conflict between centre and province

45 See the unpublished doctoral thesis of Lambros Varelas, “H avtipetd-
TOT AOYOTEYVIKOV KO TVEDHOTIKAV KIVNoE®V TNG eAANVIKAG emapyiog
(1929-1940). @époza 1ortoplog ko BiPrioypaeiog g veoeAANVIKIAG
Ahoyoteyviag” (Thessaloniki 1997), p. 197. For details of the adventurous
life of this short-lived periodical, see especially pp. 196-202.

46 For more on this conflict between Athens and the provinces see
Varelas, ibid.

47 Pappas even argued that “Ovte 10 yAwoowd, ovte 1 EAAnvuci
Eravaotoaon Tov gikoot éva obte 0 Zoiwudg, kavéva yeyovog, dev £xel
10 VYOG KOl TN onpocio Tng emopylokig mpoddov yi v ebvikn
gonuepio”. See “To TéhOG NG TMVELHOTIKNAG TAVTOKPOTOPlOG TOV
Abnvav”, NeosMnvicd Znuetopore 3 (May 1937) 36. See also his article
“H gv Apywvovoaig vavpoyla”, Neoeiinvikd Znueiduaro 4 (June 1937)
51-2.
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and Konstandinos Christomanos.>® Yet in fact Kotzioulas’s praise
of ethography provided further arguments for the position
Skarimbas had taken in favour of the provinces — a position that
demonstrated his dedication to the provinces to be an independent
continuation of the great ethographic tradition and his opposition
to the alien, western-dependent capital.>’

We do not have letters or any other evidence to confirm the
contacts of the two writers in the *40s. But if we take into account
the intimacy of a letter of Skarimbas in May 1950, in which he
invites the newly-wed Kotzioulas and his wife to his house in
Evvia®® (an invitation to which Kotzioulas responded), it can be
taken as certain that that the two friends did not lose contact
during the difficult years of the Occupation and the Civil War.
Besides, (a) their participation in the National Liberation Front,
(b) their theatrical activity (Kotzioulas wrote plays for the
guerrillas on the mountains of Epirus®® while Skarimbas played
Karagiozis in the neighbourhoods of the occupied Chalkida, both
with the aim of encouraging people to resistance), and particularly
(c) their critical interventions in literary, intellectual and historical
developments prove not only that they continued to follow a
common course, but also that their ideological convergence was
becoming more and more intense, since Skarimbas abandoned his
modernistic forays and became an ardent supporter of the native
literary tradition. In 1945 they both suggested that art should be
addressed to the general public, which was unable to follow the
modernistic literary developments. “Zfjpepa tpoéyel va sxhoixé-
yovue xor Oyl va xatadikdoovpe v téyvn”, Kotzioulas
remarks,% while Skarimbas proposes the “amapistokpatoroinon”

36 Skarimbas, “"Evog —yopic piyo kdBav— PovPikdv”, Neoeldnvikd
Ipéupazo 10 (10 July 1937) 3.

57 Stamboulou, ITyyég, p. 115.

38 Ayamnté Kotiovda (see note 7), pp. 120-1.

59 See Kotzioulas, @éatpo ot fovva (Athens: Themelio 1976).

60 See the unpublished text “E&nyfoeig yie Tov avoyvdoty”, which
Kotzioulas intended to put as a preface to a book he was preparing at that
time (the book, which was never completed, was to be called Exsivor mov
pog éistwov and would have involved portraits of Greek men of letters
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of art, meaning the rejection of the new trends, which alienate the
writer from his sources, as he commented.®! These urges reflect,
besides the personal conceptions of the two friends, the collective
spirit of the Occupation, during which the Greeks demonstrated a
great desire to participate in culture.%2 During that period Kotzi-
oulas turned from a poet of the “ployépa” into a poet of the
“tpouméra’ (as he wrote in one of his poems)®® and he partici-
pated in the literature of the Resistance with two poetic col-
lections, which effectively depict his experience beside the guer-
rillas of Velouchiotis in 1943-44.64 Skarimbas, on the other hand,
continued to cultivate his eccentric poetic and narrative writing. In
one of his poems, however, he adjusted the inter-war motif of a
human-robot to contemporary circumstances, presenting the
German conquerors as robots, and in his narrative work “Apko-
pavodoo Ntapvtard” a captain who is shy of women is presented
as a deckhand on the ship of his admiral fiancée, who personifies
the National Liberation Navy and “rovg apkovdoyeppovoic
YTUmAEL Kal Tovg Bovpydpovg”.6® Finally, during the Civil War
Kotzioulas wrote satirical epigrams against writers like Myrivilis,
who had gone along with the side of the victors, and articles for
the communist newspaper O Piloc tng deviépag where, among
other things, he zealously supported the resistance literature

who died during the German Occupation); see the Kotzioulas Archive in
Ioannina.

61 See Skarimbas’s interview entitled “H «omapiotokpatonoineny g
éxvng’, Hopeio 1 (November 1945) 6.

62 See Angela Kastrinaki, H Aoyoteyvia otnv tapayuévny Sexaetia 1940-
1950 (Athens: Polis 2005), p. 25.

63 Kotzioulas, “Ilpdta ka1 thpo” (1945), ‘Amavia I (Hovjuara 1943-
1956) (Athens: Difros 1959), p. 95.

64 See the collections O “Aprc and O1 mpdhror Tov aydva, both published
in 1946 [=Kotzioulas, "Awavre I, pp. 161-89].

65 Skarimbas, “Ta pounét”, Eavtodindec (1950) [= “Amavieg otiyor (see
note 10), p. 65].

66 See the periodical Ipduuara 19 (October 1946) 110-12. For more on
this peculiar tribute of Skarimbas to the Resistance see Kastrinaki, A
Aoyoteyvia oty tapayuévy dexoaegtia, pp. 361-2.
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against its harsh critics (such as Karandonis).®” On the other hand,
Skarimbas published in Chalkida the short-lived newspaper
Aevtepid, in which he satirized the civil servants and the polit-
icians of the nationalist party,®® while in the following decades he
frequently referred to the democratic values of the National Liber-
ation Front and its suppression by post-civil war governments and
by the leaders of the generation of the *30s.9°

During the 1940s, the role of prosecutor of that increasingly
powerful literary generation was assigned to Skarimbas, who
“replaced” Kotzioulas for a while (Kotzioulas was then busy with
his theatrical activities in the mountains, and later on with the
writing of studies about his literary precursors). Skarimbas bitterly
attacked free verse and the poetic production of the modernist
elite, which, as he wrote, turned poetry into:

A6yo... kuProTikd... pumoikovi mpyunPoikd M ko E6pxio...
nepinoto peyorompenny Avpikd, éva &idoc... Taykov peg oTnv
téxvn! Kou Aéyeton «ehedBepog otixogn.’0

More often, and more vehemently, he made fun of surrealism:
firstly with the intense parody contained in his novel To 6640 tov
Giyropw (1939), then in his frequent articles in the press of Evvia,
and later on in his short story “To povotdxi (tov k. @poavoovd vie
Ao Tovcg)”.7! 1t is likely that Skarimbas’s anti-surrealist passion
derives to some extent from his annoyance at the insistent associ-
ation of his style with surrealism on the part of critics, beginning
with the young Dimitris Mentzelos in 1931.72 This connection

67 See, for example, his article “Atavooduevor ko mohtiky”, O Pilog tng
Adevtépac (5 May 1947).

68 For more on this see Maria Hatzigianni, O dilog Zxapiumag (Athens:
Sygchroni Epochi 1984).

69 See Kostiou, “«NEOSAANVIKGY, «OTEPEAAMVIKE», «OALOEOVH» 1
«avovlpodmvay;” (see note 35), pp. 181 and 193.

70 See Evpoiwd I'péuuara 23 (February 1945).

71 Tt belongs to the collection of short stories entitled Toplofdoudda oty
Xodxida (1973), now edited by K. Kostiou (Athens: Nefeli 1996).

72 D. Mentzelos, “O vreppeoiiopdc kou | [sic] téoeig tov”, O Adyog 7,
8, 9 (1931) [= Hpidavig 4 (February-March 1976)].
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ignores the intense personal character of his style, the radicalism
of which, as Giorgos Paganos points out, “dev meiBapyei oe
pevpato, Kar oyoMsg, dev evibooetol oe cvotiuata”.’3 A lot of
ink has been spilt on the investigation of the relations between
Skarimbas and surrealism. Nevertheless, I believe that Ritsos
approaches the truth when he characterizes Skarimbas as a
“dnuovpyd pe to £voTiktd Tov, TP Kot and v Evpdnn, evdg
YVAGIOV, POUEIKOD VIEPPEOMGLOD ToV TTa.pddo&ov™.74 It is an un-
deniable truth that due to his “ckavdolotikf pavtacia”> and his
uncompromising attitude (including his militant action in his
journal NeoelAnvike Znuciduaza), Skarimbas felt, rather early on,
that he was outside the rules of the literary game of the generation
of the *30s. So naturally he wanted to dissociate his writing from
the surrealist movement and more generally from modernism.
During the 1940s Skarimbas defended more and more zeal-
ously the native (provincial-agricultural) tradition against the
modernist (European-Athenian) developments. He now preferred
Krystallis to Elytis and ethography to the contemporary prose
production.”® Thus his views converged more and more with those
of Kotzioulas. During their brief time together in Chalkida in May
1950 (when Kotzioulas and his wife were put up by Skarimbas’s
family), the two friends confirmed their ideological unanimity.
Being both outside the literary norms of their time (Kotzioulas for
being too traditional and Skarimbas for being too eccentric) and
feeling exiled from the institutional discourse on literature, they
prepared to react by publishing a journal which would bear the
title “Eyputidtikn  @uAAdda”. A feverish correspondence
followed, as they continued to make plans and encourage one
another. Skarimbas, whose financial situation was then rather

73 G. Paganos, “O Zkapipmoag, 10 TOPGAOYO KOl O VEEPPECAICHOS”,
I'poppaza kar téyves 5 (April-June 1988) 21-4.
74 See EAetOspn I'vedun (24 June 1984).
73 A. Karandonis, “T1évvn Zkapiuma, Mapiduras (mobictépnua)”, in
T tov Zxapiuna, p. 79.

6 See especially Skarimbas’s articles published in the periodical
Evpoika I péuuare during the 1940s.
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satisfactory, as he said, envisaged his new publishing undertaking
as a continuation of the extremist Neoeddnvika Znueiouaro and
once again assigned to Kotzioulas the role of its “scientific” pillar,
characterizing him as “évav amdé tovg pdévov 800 1Tpelg mTov
Swbéter n oOyypovn EAAGSe owbeviikode drvoovpévoug, oAndi-
voug emotipoveg xau tipoug Aoyotéyves”.”” Kotzioulas, for his
part, could not wait to get started:

Bapa oo otavpd! Avtd npénet vo *voi to oOovOnua pog. Ipémet
Vo, ondoovpe KOKOAN, VO TOUS OYKUAMACOVHE KUPLOAEYTIKG,
vt k1 owtol 8€Anoay va pog Odyovv Laviavolg, dy povaya
epbG toug dvo, oAAd oAdKANpovV KOGUO, ToV kdopo 10 Skd
wac.78

The “x6opoc” of the two friends is the unpretentious world of the
simple people, the residents of the provinces, and in general the
Greek literary tradition, in other words the “mAnpsio amooctoify” of
the provincial writers that dates back to Papadiamandis and now
extends to them.

Immediately after his meeting with Skarimbas in Chalkida in
1950 Kotzioulas wrote his most fervently anti-modernist
manifesto entitled “Tlod tpafdst n moinon;”,”® where the argu-
ments of his older article “Zvyypoviopévn noinon” are developed
further and their opposing tension culminates. Kotzioulas now
openly castigates the poetic orientations and intrigues of the
“oywopatiki] mopacvvayoy” of the generation of the ’30s. The
terminology of this furious article is largely political, since the
left-wing critic perceived the recognition of the poets of this
generation as the result of a ruthless battle of social classes, in
which the “yodofoaiporor” Giorgos Seferis and Odysseas Elytis
were the main winners and writers like Skarimbas and himself
were defeated. Through a series of inspired metaphors, Kotzioulas

77 Ayamnté Kotliobia, p. 122.

78 Letter of Kotzioulas to Skarimbas in June 1950 (Archive of Skarimbas
in the Greek Literary and Historical Archive in Athens).

79 O Néo¢ Novudc 5 (April-June 1950) 14-22.
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talks about “mveopotikyy amoAvtapyie”, “vmepeiodo meplo-
Mopd”, methods similar to those of “oAoxAnpwtikd xobeotdto”
or “rérypara epddov”, in order to describe the ways in which the
hard core of the generation of the ’30s established themselves, by
means of a well-organized campaign centred around Giorgos
Katsimbalis and his journal Ta Néa Ipduuara. The leftist critics
Kostas Varnalis and Markos Avgeris are criticized for their neg-
ligence in failing to avert the danger. This bitter and rather
aphoristic lampoon, which was no less quixotic than Skarimbas’s
struggle against the Athenian literati, did not trigger off any public
debate. However, Skarimbas expressed his enthusiasm in one of
his letters to his friend:

To «mov tpafdet n moinom» eivor mpoypoTiKd APLOTODPYTLL
KPLTIKNG TOnoB£INGNG 0VTOY TOV PAIVOUEVOD TNG TPOCHOATG
0V 1gpol ovBpdmivov Adyov koi Tov vonuotog avtov. To
«x0pto apBpo» g Sikng pov «@vAAGdac» (ov petd omd to
dwd cov QULALABI0, 0VTO, Topérkel Kol SLEToEN TNV GROCTON-
yetoBétnon Tov) sixe axpBmdg o Pavduevo 10010 Yo Oépa tov.
2v dumg Atydtepo poynTiKG, po mEPCOTEPO GUGTNUATIKG KOl
0000, 10 eEAVTANCESC —Yio TPpdTO YEPE— KuARiTEpO. To diwkd pov
—10 apbpo— tya tithogopricel «Me to Bripa g XAvog!» Xv
—010 S0 cov— kamov ypapels, «Taypoto Epddov» (Tt odp-
ntoon)!) Avtd 1o «Tdayporo Eeddov» Bdtav axpifpac 6,1
£MPENE Y10 TITAOG TOV QPLOTOLPYNUOTIKOD QUAAGSIOL GOv.
‘Onwg vavar, pe tov titho avtd Ba etodom éva oydAL0 Y10 TO
$1x6 sov PuALESI0. 80

This commentary was never written, or at least never published,
because “Eypumdtikn ¢uALGSa” never materialized. However, the
similarity of the terminology with which the two friends expressed
their accusations against the generation of the ’30s (which they
essentially charged with fascistic organization methods) was not
merely a “oOuntoon”, as Skarimbas writes, but the point where
their converging courses finally met.

80 dyamnté KottiovAa, p. 126-7.



72 Athina Vogiatzoglou

One year later, Kotzioulas wrote a brief but warm review of
Skarimbas’s second poetic collection Eavtodindes (1950), where
he contrasted — indirectly but clearly — Skarimbas’s poetry to the
violently “cvyypovicpévn” (and de-hellenized) modern Greek
poetry, which, as he explained in his article “TIo0 tpafder 7
moinon;”, had been led to the “amoféwon tov mapaioyicpon”.8l
According to Kotzioulas, Skarimbas appears to tame his sub-
conscious and to create a coherent, harmonic and genuinely Greek
poetry. The intention to clear Skarimbas of any suspicion of
surrealism (as well as to associate him with the generation of the
1920s) is obvious.

Kéto on’ avtég 1ic {nievtég swdveg tov, kdtw on’ T1g 6Ao
EAAVIKOTI|TO, TOPOUOLDGELS TOV, CUVIOUES, YOPYEC, OOTPOu-
poTe. Epmvevons, okovlel, eppovudlel £va oKoTevd VIOGULVEL-
dnto, 10 GAoyo krivog mov 0GPere va ekepactel pe dvopdpeg
Kpowyés, dAAG mov M gvAoyio TG TEXVNG UTMOpPEL va TI METa-
BéArer oe ofpdtatec, mmoTikég, daxpvPpeytes eEOUOAOYAOELS
[...] ' Exovv 6Aa. toug [ta momjpota] cvvoyr, £T01 TOV A0TEAODV
£vo. ptio cbvolro, e povadikh appovic. Eivor o o epotikdg
momng érert’ an’ 10 PVpa, 0 MO TPOTOTVROG VOTEP’ On’ TOV
Kapvwtéxn.82

Kotzioulas passed away in 1956, at the age of 47. That year
the first institutional recognition of Skarimbas’s literary contri-
bution was celebrated. However, Skarimbas would continue his
militant action for three more decades, gradually sharpening his
tone against all those things he considered as negative aspects of
our intellectual and socio-political life, including the generation of
the "30s and the powerful cultural mechanisms of the capital.
Three years after the death of Kotzioulas, in an open letter to Elias
Erembourg (who, in his Russian anthology of the modemn Greek
novels, did not include Skarimbas or any other representative of
the Greek provinces), Skarimbas commemorated his Epirot friend

81 Kotzioulas, “Tlob tpaBéet n woinon;”, p. 16.
82 1dem, “TvAloyég pe ovoia”, p. 8.
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in the best possible way, by including him (along with other
writers like Kostas Varnalis, K. G. Karyotakis, Lambros Porfyras,
Dimosthenis Voutiras, Miltiadis Malakasis, Kostas Krystallis,
Themos Kornaros, and of course himself) in what he called the
“ramevol avappynTég Tov Yddotpatov”, who marched along the
“okoMd povordrt tov ayiov Toykdp”, as did in the past Pushkin,
Gorky, Tolstoy, or Gogol.83 The emotional way in which
Skarimbas refers to this group of Modemn Greek writers (which he
opposes to the divinely inspired Olympians Kostis Palamas,
Angelos Sikelianos, Nikos Kazantzakis, Stratis Myrivilis, Ilias
Venezis and a few more) echoes in both style and content the
more personal and combative article of Kotzioulas entitled “H
Tyohq tov Kapvwtdxn kol o x0kAog tov opoyevdy” (1952).84
Both writers use the first plural to depict themselves as
representatives of all like-minded writers. Skarimbas writes:

[...] bo01 —&v Lwn— dpodue oxdpe, TOAAOUEDD TAVTO LEG GTOVG
Stodoyopode Tov AoV, kdto omd g cvveldnong Tov Toug
¥romovg [...] Elpoote yvijow dvln tov xnmov pog, ovbevtikd
Todld Tov Aaod [...] Oy, dev £xgl onpaocia (1 éxel donv éxet)
av 10 Ta&{bt Tov KOGHOD Ol PEV TO KAUVOLV UE ... opeBovdp
A0VE eloutnpilo, ol toumAeiotol 8¢ ot GAAOL pag [...] putolwovy
7 éxovv neddvel oty yiho. 83

And Kotzioulas:

AovAievovue yia vo {ljcove Kot SOVAEDOVUE YioL TNV TEXVT] LOG,
yovovtag idpwta ki alpa Y 1o kKGbe koppdtt pog, eved ovtol
givar podnpévor oto érowa ko oTig ebkoleg emtvyieg [...]
woipvoope ofevaph otdon pmpog ota chyypove dedopéva, T
avaxkatebovpse autovcio Kor Bopperd oto  Ypoypd  pag,
Bavovue umdiiko ydpo oty moinon uog [...] Télog, &xovpe
KAion otovg ywplateg, otovg ovlpdrovg Tng dovAEdg, TOUG

83 Skarimbas, “Avoti emiotodf mpog Ttov k. HAla "Epeumovpyx”,
Evpoixog Adyog 21-22 (November-December 1959).

84 Néog Novudg 6 (January 1952) 5-8.

85 Skarimbas, “Avoity emiGTOM,”, pp. 66 and 75.
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Bewpodue clpka o’ TN CAPKO. LOG, OVTOVE TOV OIOTEAODY Ta
gvvid Sékorta Tov TAndvopod pag 86

These two texts obviously converge due to both the class
standards they apply and the high respect they express for the folk
values which, according to both Kotzioulas and Skarimbas, a
writer has to express with his work and with his life as well. In the
following decades (the 1960s and *70s) Skarimbas talked openly
about the generation of the ’30s, which he identified with the
Athenian establishment, as being indifferent to the needs and
desires of the ordinary people. What is more, with his last short
stories he returned to the ethographic framework of his first
attempts in the genre, thus bringing his adventurous creative
career to a close.87

In conclusion: despite their very different prose-writing styles
(Kotzioulas, as we saw, was persistently ethographic and realistic,
whilst Skarimbas was idiosyncratically and radically modernist
and “rmoapadolordyoc™), these two “enopyidtec” — as they proudly
used to call themselves — are connected by a fine poetic affinity,
their militant but unpretentious style and morals, as well as a
similar vision of art, which they regarded as deeply rooted in the
folk experience and aiming to delight and criticize (and not to
convey a profound and hermetic meaning). Kotzioulas was
broadly educated and poetically gifted, while Skarimbas had a
strong and highly unconventional literary talent. However, both of
them had low social capital and an implacably uncompromising
spirit, and thus did not gain the recognition they deserved.
Quixotic in both their poetry and their articles, they fought a battle
against the intellectual hegemony of Athens and the generation of
the *30s. Their libels were rarely taken seriously and their alliance
did not bear the fruit they expected; yet the story of their
friendship has a lot to reveal to us about the unofficial history of
Modern Greek literature, which is still uncharted territory.

86 Kotzioulas, “H ZyoMj tov Kopomtdkn kot 0 kKOKAOG TOV OpoyevhV”,

. 8.
57 See the comments of Stamboulou, ITxyég, pp. 397-400.



The year 2007-8 at Cambridge

Students

Cecily Arthur graduated with a First in Part II of the Modern and
Medieval Languages Tripos. During her year abroad, which she
spent in Kalamata at the University of the Peloponnese, she
undertook a translation project on Maniot folk poetry, and in her
final year she took translation and essay papers in Modern Greek,
and a paper on “The history and structure of Modern Greek”.

Richard Thompson was awarded a First in the Part IB examin-
ations. Madelaine Edwards spent her year abroad at the University
of Crete in Rethymno. She is to be congratulated on being
awarded joint first prize in the London Hellenic Society under-
graduate essay competition for 2007.

Vicki Hart passed the examinations for the Certificate in
Modern Greek, with a mark of Credit. Alexander Holyoake was
awarded a pass with Credit in the Diploma in Modern Greek.

Thekla Papantoniou was the first student to take the new
module “Myth and history in Modern Greek literature”, as part of
the MPhil in European Literature and Culture.

Teaching staff

As Ms Eleftheria Lasthiotaki was on maternity leave, the greater
part of the language teaching was undertaken by Dr Regina
Karousou-Fokas, who also made a major contribution to the
teaching of “The history and structure of Modern Greek”. Dr
Notis Toufexis also contributed to this course, as well as teaching
advanced translation into Greek and giving two lectures for the
course on “Greek literature, history and thought since 1880”. Mr
Kostas Skordyles taught a course on topics in modemn Greek
history. Professor David Holton taught various courses on Greek
literature, the history of Modern Greek, and translation from
Greek.
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Visiting speakers

Nine speakers gave invited lectures during the 2007-8 academic

year. The programme was as follows:

25 October. Professor Peter Mackridge (St Cross College, Oxford): 4
language in the image of the nation: language and national identity
in Greece since the eighteenth century

8 November. Professor Roderick Beaton (King’s College London):
Kazantzakis the Cretan: versions of the Minoan past from the author
of Zorba the Greek

22 November. Professor Robert Holland (Institute of Commonwealth
Studies, University of London): Britain and the ambiguity of Greek
sovereignty since 1832

31 January. Dr Athina Vogiatzoglou (University of loannina): Militant
intellectuals against the literary establishment: Giorgos Kotzioulas
and Giannis Skarimbas (1935-1952)

14 February. Professor Peter Trudgill (University of East Anglia): Why
Greek vowels aren’t boring

28 February. Dr Natalia Deliyannaki: Erotokritos info music

6 March. Professor Paschalis Kitromilides (University of Athens):
Adamantios Korais and the dilemmas of liberal nationalism

1 May. Dr Philothei Kolitsi (University of Thessaloniki): The portrait of
the female artist in modern Greek prose fiction

8 May. Dr Dimitra Kolliakou (Newcastle University): Answers without
questions: the emergence of fragments in child English and Greek

Graduate Seminar

The Graduate Seminar enjoyed a full and varied programme,
which this year was organised by two PhD students, Foteini Lika
and Stratos Myrogiannis. Papers were given by the following
invited speakers: Nikos Falagkas, Korina Giaxoglou, Irene
Theodoropoulou (all from King’s College London), Dr Sarah
Ekdawi (Oxford University), loanna Langa (Queen’s University,
Belfast), and Marios Mouratis (University of Thessaloniki). The
other papers were given by Cambridge-based graduate students
and research staff: Eleni Kapogianni, Dimitris Michelioudakis,
Thekla Papantoniou, and Dr Notis Toufexis.
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Activities of members of the Modern Greek Section

Professor David Holton found himself called on (again) to chair

the Faculty of Modern and Medieval Languages, to fill an

unexpected vacancy from January to September 2008. He also
served as Acting Vice-Master of Selwyn College in the Lent and

Easter Terms 2008. He gave lectures at King’s College London

and the University of Stockholm, and chaired a panel at a

conference billed as the “First Worldwide Conference of Modern

Greek Studies”, held in Athens in July 2008. Later that month he

gave a lecture at a summer school at Delphi, under the auspices of

the University of Athens, and he was honoured there, at a special
ceremony, with a “Wisdom Award”, in recognition of his con-
tributions to the study of Greek language and culture of the post-

Byzantine period. He has published:

“Foreword”, in: David Wills, The Mirror of Antiquity 20th century
British travellers in Greece (Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars Pub-
lishing 2007), pp. x-xii

“Lréyelg yo v vrodopn g SwdackoAiog g véog eAAVIKAG ©TO
eEmtepikd:  PondAuate o popeés vmootipiEng”, Ilpaxrikd
Aiebvoie Zovedpiov: H EMnviy) I'hoooo we debtepn/tévy — Epevva,
Aidaoxalia, ExudOnon. Empérero £xdoong: Kovortaviivog Ntivag —
Avva Xattnroavoywwtidn (Thessaloniki: University Studio Press),
pp. 34-41

“Or NeoeMnvikég Zmovdég oto Ilavemothuio tov Cambridge”,
Ivotitovto Neoghhnvikdv Epgovdv Efvikod 18pdpatog Epesvvav,
Evnuepwticé Aeivio 32 (December 2007) 96-9

“To gawduevo g Kpnrikig Avayévvnong”, Hodiuynorov 20/21 (2006-
7) 31-50

Dr Notis Toufexis gave a paper at the First Worldwide Con-
ference of Modern Greek Studies, held in Athens from 3 to 5 July
2008. In May 2008 he gave two papers (one together with Tina
Lendari) at a Conference on “Philology and computing” held at
the University of Athens, and a talk on the “Grammar of Medieval
Greek project” at the Centre for Byzantine Studies, University of
Thessaloniki. He also gave a talk at the Late Antique and
Byzantine Seminar, University of Oxford in January 2008 and
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participated with a presentation at a workshop on “Epistemic
Networks and GRID + Web 2.0 for Arts and Humanities” held
at the Internet Centre, Imperial College London, also in January
2008. He has published: “Diglossia and register variation in
Medieval Greek”, Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies 32 (2008)
203-17.



About the contributors

Roderick Beaton is Koraes Professor of Modern Greek and
Byzantine History, Language and Literature, and Head of the
Department of Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies, at King’s
College London. During 2007 he was seconded to the University
of Crete, where he gave a series of lectures, with Peter Bien, on
Kazantzakis; these are expected to be published as a book, in
Greek, by Kastaniotis in March 2009. He has also edited a col-
lection of studies on Kazantzakis to be published by Crete Uni-
versity Press (in Greek) and, with David Ricks, The making of
Modern Greece: Romanticism, nationalism and the uses of the
past (1797-1896) (Ashgate 2009).

Natalia Deliyannaki completed her PhD thesis, entitled “On the
versification of Erotokritos”, at the University of Cambridge in
1995. In addition to articles on Cretan Renaissance literature,
Cavafy and Sikelianos, she has published an anthology: Kpnrixy
Avpuch moinon,; Awé ™y mepiodo e axuns (Athens: Ermis 1999).
In collaboration with Ch. L. Karaoglou, she compiled the Bifiio-
ypagio I'dpyov Ocotord, 1974-2002 (Thessaloniki: University
Studio Press 2004). She has recently edited and published the
drafts of Seferis’s unfinished novel Bapvdfac Kalootépavog
(Athens: Morfotiko Idryma Ethnikis Trapezis 2007).

Athina Vogiatzoglou studied at the University of Crete and then
at King’s College London, where her PhD thesis was supervised
by Dr David Ricks. She is Assistant Professor in the Department
of Philology of the University of Ioannina. She has published: H
Meyddn Idéa tov Avpiouod. Medétn tov “Ipoldyov oty Zwn” tov
Ayyedov Zixeliavod (Heraklion: Crete University Press 1999) and
H yéveon twv matépwv. O Zikeliavog wg diddoyos twv edvidv
nmomrayv (Athens: Kastaniotis 2005). She has also edited the novel
Tacod (1858) by Achilleas Levendis (Athens: Nefeli 2000) and
the collected studies of G. P. Savvidis on Sikelianos: Avyvootdares
yia tov Zikediavé (Athens: Ermis 2003).







