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Reconsidering Modernism:
the exile poems of Giannis Ritsos

Maria Athanassopoulou
University of Cyprus

The aim of the present paper is to explore the exile poems of
Ritsos, from the perspective of style and intertextual dialogue with
Modemn Greek poems hitherto unrelated to them, drawn from the
ranks of literary modernism. Ritsos’s ordeals with post-war
rehabilitation camps for Left-wing ideologues came as a result of
his life-long commitment to the Greek Communist Party. He was
initiated into the communist ideology in 1927, when he was an
inmate of the sanatorium “Sotiria”, where he met a plethora of the
bohemian intellectuals of his time. He became a de facto spokes-
man for the Communist Party in 1945 with the publication of his
long epic encomium of the Party’s head, “O Z0vtpoodg pag Nikog
Zayapiadng”, upon the latter’s release from Dachau.! By the time
the Greek Civil War erupted in 1945-46, Ritsos was a reasonably
well-known poet,? having already published eight collections,
namely Tpaxtép (1934), Ivpouides (1935), Emitagproc (1936), To
Tpayovor e adelphc pov (1937), Eapvy ovupwvia (1938), To

1 See Angeliki Kotti, I 1dyvie Pitgog: Eva oxediaoua Broypagios
(Athens: Ellinika Grammata 2009), p. 54 ff. on Ritsos’s initiation to the
communist ideology and trade unionism; p. 105 ff. on his involvement in
the formation and voicing of the party line through his poetry.

2 On Ritsos’s reception by Modern Greek criticism, which shaped the
public response, see Christina Dounia, “O Pitcog kot 1 xpitikn”,
Aikaterini Makrynikola and Stratis Bournazos (eds.), Jie6vég ).?vvéc?pzo:
O Howmris kor o Iolitne I'dvvne Pitoog (Athens: Benaki Museum—
Kedros 2008), pp. 220-41. Alafouzou and Karvounis, official Party
critics of the time, were reserved about Tpaxtép and Hvpauides. Ritsos’s
most positive early critic was Chourmouzios.
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suforipio tov wreavot (1940), Hakid poalodpra oe polud Ppoxns
(1943), and doxuacia (1943).3

It is worth recalling the chronicle of Ritsos’s years of exile,
which runs as follows: in July 1948, when the third and by far the
bloodiest round of the Civil War began, Ritsos was arrested and
displaced to Limnos, where he was kept for nine months, an
inmate of the camp of the town of “Kontopouli”; in May 1949 he
was transferred to the harsher camp of Makronissos* from which

3 Chryssa Prokopaki, in her “Eicayeyn’, Avoioyie I'dvvy Pfroov
(Athens: Kedros 2000), offers a reliable periodization of Ritsos’s work,
according to the dominant stylistic traits of each phase: (i) 1930-36:
apprenticeship phase. During this phase Ritsos oscillates between
socialist realism and modernism, between the decapentasyllabic couplet
and free verse; (i) 1937-43: phase of “lyric explosion”. Surrealist
elements are fruitfully integrated in his poetry, now mainly written in
free verse; (iif) 1944-55: phase of political commitment and bifurcation
of lyric production. Two types of poems will from now on be discerned
in his output: short, lapidary poems on imagist or mythological themes,
and long, frequently confessional, poémes-fleuves; (iv) 1956-66: phase
of “sophisticated meditations” and “inventive lyric tropes”, ie. the
dramatic monologue; (v) 1967-71, while stylistically repeating traits of
phase (iv), this phase witnesses a higher degree of irony, sarcasm and the
use of the absurd in his poems, by way of response to the Colonels’
dictatorship; (vi) 1972-83: phase of recollection and self-reflection. His
love poems become more “open” now. He also tries his hand at prose:
nine novels are left behind when he dies on 11 November 1990. His
heirs also found fifty unpublished collections in his Nachlass (some of
which were recently published in Howjuara I4” [Kedros: Athens 2007]).
According to this literary-historical map of his work, by the beginning of
the Civil War Ritsos had completed the second phase of his stylistic
development, and was heading for the third.

4 Concerning “Makronissos”, the first post-war concentration camp in
Western Europe, see: Stratis Bournazos and Tassos Sakellaropoulos
(eds.), lotopicé Tomio xar Mviun: To moapdderyua tne Makxpovioov
(Athens: Philistor 2000). According to Bournazos, “To ‘Méyo EOvikov
Zyoketov Maxpovioov’ (1947-1950)”, in Iotopixd Tomio xar Mvius, pp.
115-45: 117, the uniqueness of the Makronissos experiment consists in
fhree factors: (a) the scale of the operation, which, by most accounts,
dealt with some 50,000 detainees, over a period of three years; (b) the
intensity of the physical and emotional tortures employed there; and (c)
the organized nature of state propaganda implemented on the island, with
the aim of securing the detainees’ renunciation of communism. Also of
interest is the article by G. Papatheodorou, “H ‘Tlukvokatoiknpévr
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be was released in July 1950 on account of health problems, only
to be rearrested and deported back there a few months later. By
1950 the Makronissos rehabilitation camp was falling into disuse,
so the poet was, soon after he was rearrested, transferred to Agios
Efstratios, from where he was released in August 1952. At this
point his suffering for being a vocal supporter of the Greek Left
during the Civil War came to an end. The next round of imprison-
ments for Left-wing dissenters began in 1967, a result of the
Colonels’ coup of 21 April 1967. A few days after the coup,
Ritsos was deported to the island of Giaros, and on 30 June to
Leros. But by this stage, Ritsos was far too famous to be treated as
an ordinary political prisoner. The French Marxist/surrealist poet
Louis Aragon headed an international campaign for his release,
while Ritsos’s own failing health provided ample excuse for
special conditions of confinement in the comfort of his wife’s
home in Samos, to which he was moved in October 1968 (after a
few months’ hospitalization in Athens). There he remained
virtually until the fall of the dictatorship on 24 July 1974.

Ritsos was continuously writing during these seven years, and
some of his most brilliant short poems, namely the collection
Ilérpeg, Emavainyeig, KiykAidwpo, were produced during this
second phase of confinement for political reasons. But since, by
this stage, Ritsos had reached the status of a poet-laureate, who,
while being a persona non grata for the establishment, could still
afford to produce poetry in the comfort of his own home, his pro-
duction in this period falls outside the scope of my examination
here. This is because I consider as core examples of “exile

Epnud’ tov momtdv g Maokpovicov: I'papés tng Eopilog”, in:
Bournazos and Sakellaropoulos, op. cit., pp. 227-44, which reads the
poetry of Ritsos, Patrikios, Alexandrou as informed by a poetics of
resistance from within the censored discursive domain. See also: Yannis
Hamilakis, “The Other Parthenon: Antiquity and national memory at the
concentration camp”, The nation and its ruins: antiquity, archaeology,
and national imagination in Greece (Oxford: Oxford University Press
2007), pp. 205-41, with special reference to the Janus-faced discourse of
classical inheritance, used both by the detainees and the oppressors on
Makronissos.
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poems”: (a) texts that have been produced in the harsh physical,
mentally taxing, conditions experienced by an ordinary camp
prisoner, and (b) texts that deal explicitly with the theme of exile
and related themes (such as the reasons that brought the inmate to
his/her fate, and the expected outcome of his/her resistance), and
hence reflecting/refracting the conditions of their production in
their choice of subject-matter. It should be finally noted that I am
aware of the theories that posit that the trauma of deportation and
torture may be denied by its victim, and therefore “represented” in
his/her creative output only by virtue of its meaningful absence,
which has then to be read as a vestige of the trauma’s ghostly
presence. Yet the motive for writing in these dreadful conditions
is precisely to keep suffering at arm’s length, to reorganize trauma
as rational explanation. So, while from the point of view of
Ritsos’s readership trauma may here be redeployed as redemptive
suffering, as far as authorial intention goes, I would be wary of a
“hermeneutics of suspicion” that would treat thematically
unrelated poems from that period as pertinent to his “exile poetry”
(e.g. the 21 short, impressionist poems of ITapevBéoeic [1946-47]),
as codified chronicles of this experience. The fact that the
communists offer pride of place to socialist realism as regards
writing and reading literature,® and given that Ritsos is explicitly
committed to Communist ideals at this stage (he is in exile for not
renouncing them!),® makes more obvious my view that any

5> Christina Dounia, “To Zvvédpio tv ZoPieTikdy Zvyypapéov”,
Aoyoteyvia kar wolmiky: Ta wepiodikd e Apiotepdc oto HscomoAsuo
(Athens: Kastaniotis 1996), pp. 311-64, offers a detailed account of the
formation of the dogma of socialist realism at the 1st Congress of Soviet
Writers, which took place in Moscow, in September 1934. She also
comments on the way the Greek Communist Party castigated Ritsos for
not following it closely enough (pp. 442-50).

6 On Ritsos’s adventure with the compulsion to make a “repentance
statement”, see Kotti, Iidvvyg Piroog, pp. 111 ff. For a theoretical
reading of its instrumentality in destroying solidarity among Greek
communists, and its negative impact on the prisoners’ subjectivity, see P.
Voglis, “Avépeca otmv Apvnon xoi v avtodpvnon: IloAwtkot
Kkpatolpevol oty EAAGda, 1945-507, in: Mark Mazower (ed.), Metd tov
IoAepo: H avaovykpdtnon ¢ 0ikoyévelag, tov £0voug kal 1ov Kparovg
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cryptic reading of his Civil War poetry should be put aside.
Having defined the material that falls within the scope of my
paper, it is now time to look at the texts as such.

The data Ritsos’s biographers offer us,’ in conjunction with
the reading premises I posited above as regards the production of
his “exile poetry”, are as follows:

1) November 1948: Hugpoldyio Elopiag I (27 Oxrwpfpiov-23
Noegufipiov). The collection comprises thirty diary entries irregu-
larly scattered over a period of four weeks; it consists of poems of
different length; the opening poem of the collection, which is its
shortest, has fourteen lines (“27 OytwBpiov 1948”), the longest
has fifty-two lines (14 NogufBpiov 1948”).

2) January 1949: HuepoAdyio Elopiag II (24 Nogufipiov 1948-31
Iavovapiov 1949). It comprises forty-nine diary entries distributed
across sixty-eight days; the poems are much shorter than those of
Hugpoloyio Eéopiag I, more elliptical in nature, and made up of
very short lines (e.g. six to seven syllables is the rule).

3) February 1949: Kanviouévo toovxdli, later placed as postscript
to Metaxiviiosig, a collection originally conceived in 1942.

4} September 1949: Ilérpivoc ypdvog (begun August) and early
parts of O yeitoviég tov Kéouov (completed in 1951).

5) June 1950: Huepoldyio Eopiag III (18 lavovapiov-1 Iovviov
1950). The collection comprises thirty-eight diary entries, con-
sisting of poems that thematically adhere to the minimalist poetics
of Huepoloyo Efopiag II, yet tend to run to some length. (They
are composed of more parts than the poems in either of the two
previous diary collections, even though the parts are brief and they
consist of short lines.)

6) November 1950 (the poet is now in Agios Efstratios): I pduua
oto Zolo Kiovpl.

oy Eldda, 1943-60, trans. Eirini Theofylactopoulou (Athens:
Alexandreia *2004), pp. 87-104.

7 More scholarly in outlook, though less pleasant to read than Kotti’s
biography, is: Aikaterini Makrynikola and G. P. Savvidis, Epyoypagia
Tiavvy Pitoov — Xpovoldyio Epyoypapioc Iavvy Piroov (Athens:
Kedros 1981).
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7) July 1951: Or yermoviéc tov xdouov, a composition of epic
aspirations, which takes the reader on a tour of 20th-century
European history, from the battle of Stalingrad (1943) to the
establishment of NATO, assessing the role of proletarians world-
wide, but primarily of the Greek people in materializing the ideals
of justice and peace.

It is time for some preliminary observations. First, let us note
that, in the more humane conditions of Agios Efstratios, the poet
is able to take his mind off the emergency situation that dictated
Huegpoloywa, and produce works of wider scope, even if still
fixated on the topic of war. A further proof of this opening-up of
the poet’s thematics in the improved living conditions of Agios
Efstratios, as Civil War reprisals are drawing to a close, comes in
“To motdpt xu epeic”, composed in late 1951. The composition,
later incorporated in Aypdmwvia (1954) along with “Pomocdvn”
(1945-47), deals with the Heraclitus-like topic of the passing of
time, through the fragmentary recording of the experiences of a
young couple; it is hence totally unrelated to the exilic situation
from which it springs. Secondly, let us notice that Ritsos’s exilic
output comprises both short and longer collections. More import-
antly, Ritsos’s exilic output comprises both collections that adhere
to the pattern of engaged poetry that the Communist Party would
have wished for, and collections that strike more subversive tones.
On closer observation, one realizes that the “engaged” texts tend
to be longer, and more narrative in scope, the “disengaged” texts
(if I may call them so) tend to be shorter, fragmentary and cryptic.
The shortest of all positively “engaged” texts related to the Civil
War ordeal is Karviouévo toovkdAr (written in 1949 on Limnos;
published in Meraxiviioeig [1961]), in which the poet presents
scenes of the daily life in the prison and the camp, along with his
feelings of solidarity for his comrades, boosted through the remin-
iscence of common resistance acts against the Germans during the
Occupation. Certain extracts of Kamviouévo toovrdir have ac-
quired proverbial status, thanks to their literary merits. Such is the
following:
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Ko va, adeheé pov, mov padape va kovPevtidfovpe
NoVYXO-NoVYH KL OAd.

Katolafawdpoote tdpa — 3¢ ypeidlovial TepiocoTepo.

K1 adpio Aém Ba yivoope axopo. wo aniol

Ba Bpodpe avtd To Adyia wov raipvovy 1o 1810 Bapog 6” Gheg
TG Kapdiég, 6” GAa To xelin

étol va Aépe mio, To. oOK: o0Ke, KOl TN oKAQT: oKaen,

K’ £T01 TOV VO YOHOYEAGVE O1 GAAOL KoL VoL Aéve: “TéTotn
TOUHATO

GOV QTIIYXVOVLE EKOTO TNV ®pa”. AvTtd BEAOVLLE KOL HELG.

TNeti epeic tpayovddype yia va Egyopicovue, odehpé
uov, ar’ Tov kdopo
gueic Tpayovdape yia va opifovpe Tov k6opo.8

The longest of all the exilic collections, positively “engaged”
with the ideals of the Greek left, is, as we saw, Ot ygitoviég Tov
xoopov. It is an epic synthesis on the prehistory of the Greek Left,
which runs to 4,000 lines and occupies fourteen cantos of uneven
length and uneven numbers of stanzas. Or yeitoviéc tov KdouOD
offers a panorama of modern European history, from the battle of
Stalingrad (3 February 1943) to the Greeks’ unanimous Resist-
ance to the Germans in Athens (terminating the Occupation on 12
October 1944), and from there on to the Truman Doctrine (1947)
and the days of the Marshall plan (1948), concluding with the
1949 establishment of NATO. It is clearly an “exilic” com-
position, even if it does not thematize Ritsos’s camp surroundings,
since it is rooted in the communicative situation from which it
springs: Or yertoviég 1ov kdopov aimed at providing Ritsos’s
fellow prisoners on Makronissos and Agios Efstratios with a com-
prehensive narrative of their battles and their goals, which would
make their suffering meaningful. Some sections of Or yeiroviég
700 KOouov strike one as too programmatic and lacking in
inspiration. Yet the collection as a whole boasts several merits,
not least among them the successful, deliberate depiction of the
anonymous, everyday, Elpenor-like individual, as main agent of

8 Now in: Kamviouévo toovidis (Athens: Kedros '°1976), p.12.
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historical change. This strategy consciously undermines the
significance so far attributed to the eponymous, Odysseus-like
hero of the more orthodox, liberal strand of Greek modernism,
and the repressive ideological repercussions harboured by his use,
i.e. the view that only socially, or biologically, privileged indi-
viduals can make history.? To illustrate this point, let us look at
two indicative extracts from Or yeitoviés tov kéouov. The first
comes from section I” of the composition, and refers to the time of
the German Occupation of Athens, when a son’s loss to the
Germans turns the mother into an active member of the Resist-
ance. A resurrection of the lost youth thus occurs, figuratively, in
the ideological domain:

H 6ewe-KoAf vropévn ota Katdpovpo —

(POvoKOVE M POHOTA TNG UTPOGTA YIOPATT TOPEVOUO TORO.
O gpydang pe to {eumiil Tng SovAELag TNV KaANUEPLOE.
Eitav Bpeypéva ta poAiid tov epydn.

Kém otoydveg nécav kabhg E0KOYE T0 KEQIAL TOD Va
yopetioet.

Kt éogiée dvvatd to Lepmiit Tov.

H xvpd-Aévn icdheroe 1ovo g patt ko Ty nelpoe:
“TI6te pe 1o KuAd, 0 KAvobpyLog Y10g,”

“Ap dmov vévor” Adet 1 fera-Kakn.

“Onov vévor” kou TpéPnée o dpdpo mg.10

9 The point was first raised by G. P. Savvidis, Metauoppdoeig tov
Elmivopa: Ané tov IHdovvr otov Zwomovdo (Athens: Nefeli 1990).
Savvidis suggestively notes that the anti-hero’s revalorization began in
1917 (the year of the October revolution in Russia), with Pound’s revival
of Elpenor in the Cantos. He argues that Ritsos’s re-valorized Elpenor
dates from 1964-65 and is related to his mythological collection,
Mapropies (debrepn oeipd). Projecting this argument backward in time, I
would suggest that Ritsos’s view that the populace is the real agent of
historical change (a view later on nicely expressed through the Homeric
frame), was formed earlier on, during his first engagement with
communism.

10 Now in: Giannis Ritsos, 7o Enicoupicd (Athens: Kedros '21987), p.
50.
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The second comes from section E of the composition and
refers to the suffering on Makronissos, strategically coupled with
the visualization of a better future, so as to make the prisoners’
sacrifice meaningful.!! The importance of the anonymous hero in
procuring sociohistorical change is foregrounded in this stanza
through the skilful, mixed reference to both fictional members of
the proletariat worldwide, and to the real, historical personages,
Ritsos met on the island:

‘Etol épuye k1 o [Tétpog o€ o dbon oAdypvon.

Erot épuye k1 0 Povrow ki o Tlgpl k1 Zoywa
Bydlovtag an’ Tig Toéneg Tovg YIMEdEG TPOoKNpOEELS

Kat 10010G 0 Gvepog otpieoyvpiloviag Tig mpoknpdéelg
Thve an’ TI 0TEYEC NG TTOALTELOG

névov on’ 1o Kapafio

wévov an’ ta kKpdvn T@v Nalhdov

PrpocTa o1a Kopéva maptfopa

peg otic Thoteleg v poyaiddmv

HEG 0T0. oTpaTdTEdA CVYKEVIPMOTNG

KOPPAVOVTOG 0 AVENOG TIG TPOKTPOEELG OTO GUPUOTOTALY AT
aveBaloviag o vepog Tig Tpoknpi&eig

®G 10 KeAM 1oV Aopumpvod kot Tov @épov Kopvéapov...12

O1 yertoviég tov kdouov adheres nicely to the definition of
“Resistance poetry” given by the relevant specialist critics: the
collection exudes a high degree of comradeship, a solidified
feeling of the collective; this is achieved by recourse to the ritual-
istic invocation of shared ideological battles.!3 But this is only one
side of the coin, as we shall soon come to realize.

H voglis, “Avépeca otv Apvnon kot Ty ontodpynot”, argues that the
aim of the farewell letters left behind by those about to be executed was
to vindicate their imminent executions, to make them meaningful. (That
this process should take place through writing is related by Voglis to the
fact that the humiliating renunciation of communism was also a textual
act: the signing of the repentance statement.)

12 Ta Erucoupucd, p. 60.

13 For a comprehensive account of post-war poetry in Greece with
special emphasis on the political strand, see Dora Menti, Metamoleuixy
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Ritsos’s exilic output also comprises, at the other end of the
spectrum, collections of shorter poems in which fragmentariness,
at times bordering on speechlessness, becomes a compositional
rule, mirroring the poet’s loss of faith in the power of grand
narratives. Such is the case of his diary-like Hugpoidyra Edopiog
I-IIT (Limnos—Makronissos, 1948-49), consisting of at times
extremely short, minimalist poems that can be fruitfully read as
“reTpddio yopvaoudtov’ towards the creation of his more
accomplished (though only one year “younger”), yet no less dis-
illusioned Ilétpivoc ypovog (written 1949, published 1957). In
order to illustrate the extremes to which such poetic brevity can
go, let us look at the first part of the tripartite, eleven-line poem:
“4 Agxeuppiov”, from Huepoidyio Eéopiog 11

IIpéPazo, mpoéPButo g TayOVIES
pkpd moinpo

mdoe pe on’ 1o YEPL.

H ovyn éxer 1° aykdbr ng

Kat 10 GKApvi NG,

Q¢ 10 Bpédv ag moTéyovpe. 4

We may compare the bipartite poem “2 Asxkepfpiov”, from
Hugpoloyio Eéopiag 11, which consists of just five lines:

O ovpavog eivar pio Tpomo.
Agv yopaype.

rolitiky moinon: Idsoloyia kar womuicsi (Athens: Kedros 1995). Menti
defines “IToinon tng Avtiotaong” (op. cit., pp. 121-61) — as opposed to
“Iloinon g Aoxipaciog” and “Tloinon tng Hrtog” — by making
reference to its proponents’ (a) ideological commitment to the Left; (b)
sense of collectivity, and nearly simultaneous first appearance in letters;
(c) thematics, related to their contemporaneous historical background;
(d) moderate stylistic modernism; (e) variegated class provenance; (f)
differentiation vis-a-vis the Thirties poets as regards the programmatic
value they attached to their poetry. Menti argues that, contrary to what
one would have anticipated, post-war poets are Jess committed than the
Thirties poets to maintaining their ideology intact in their poetry, when
reality fails them.

14 T4 Exucoupié, p. 228.
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Zaypoinvia. To torydpo. O ayépac.
Ag 86ho va pioo.
Iotog axovet étot; 1

Combining the two aforementioned tendencies of Ritsos’s
earlier exilic poetry, i.e. his tendency towards compression, and
his tendency to expand to epic dimensions, IIétpivog ypdvog com-
prises twenty-four poems of some length, ostensibly on o variety
of themes (“Tvopuio”, “Ilavta”, “Etoyor”, “O Ntik”, “Ou pilec
Tov KOcUoL”, “Bpadv”, “Meonuépa”, “Thuepa”, “O ArEENG”,

2% & 3 <

“TZopPavta”, “Ot yepdvror pog”, “Ariayn”, “Xpéog”, “@eyyapt”,
“O pnmappra-MyToos”, “Ta modd pag”, “Enuépoua”, “Xpdvoc”,
“O prapuno-Kapdc ki 0 y10g 1ov”, “Kdbe Bpadt”, “Atyo-Atyo”,
“Qo1000”, “Ta ¥éplo t@v cvvipopav”, “A.B.I'.”), which share
the common underlying feeling that memory and comradeship are
annihilated when confronted with the sight of torture. This is a
collection produced in Makronissos, and most definitely about
Makronissos. It comes as close as one can get in Ritsos to the
definition of the sub-genre of “exilic literature”.10 In ITétpivog
xpovog the poet removes all traces of verbosity and old-style lyri-
cism, in an attempt to dramatize, at the level of form, diction and
choice of futile subject-matter, the devastation caused by separ-
ation and death, immanent in the camp experience. He also — on
occasion — points to the new configurations of the self that can
potentially arise from the exilic experience. Let us look at two
characteristic poems from this collection, beginning with “O
Nrw™

H métpa orovpopévn an’ tov avepo -
o0 dvepog, n oryahid —

15 Ta Erucoupucd, p. 226.

16 For an historical overview of the notion of exile both as enforced
banishment and as voluntary withdrawal, and some penetrating remarks
on the changes the exilic situation brings to the exile’s self-perception
and to his/her texts (also in terms of devising a literary mode that would
procure a sense of continuity to the alienated self), see R. Edwards,
“Exile, self and society”, in: Maria-Ines Lagos-Pope (ed.), Exile in
literature (London: Associated University Presses 1988), pp. 15-31.
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dev akovyertot timota

udvo 1o kapdroyTdmL g TETPUG

KM TETPO. TG KOpdids mov doviedeTon
pe 1o Qupd kol e Tov Tévo

Bapid, oryd kot oT08epd.

Mmnoikn nétpa

umdiin kapdud

VO YTIGOVE TIG AVPLOVEG LG QAURTPIKES

o AIKA pEyapa

T KOKKWVO oTadie

ka1 o peydio pvnueio tov npodev g Eravdstoong.

Na pnyv Egydoovpe kat o pvnueio Tov Ntk —
v, vol, Tob GKOAOD pog Tov NTiK,

¢ opddog Tov Movdpov,

OV TOV CKOTAGUY 01 YOPOPLAGKOL

ywti aydroye mohd Tovg eEdprotong.

"Eva pvnpeio yio tov Ntk —

£V0G TETPIVOC GKVAOG

pe @apdid KamovALl,

pe 600 otaydveg aposimon ota pdta
W avooK®OUEVo 10 Tve Tov Yeil
delyvovrag to LepPi tov dévTL

étoipog va Soykdoet

ToV aotpdyado Tng viyTag

1} 1] OKLd TOV YOPOEVANK

1 1 oTevOpaKpT Todon ToV KAEQTOQAvVAPOL
movPale pio TAAKa ol

avAUESO OTa AOYLO KOl GT YEPLOL [LOG.

No pny Egybdoovpe, cbvipogot, Tov NTik,

70 @iho pog Tov Ntk

7oV Yobylle T1g vOyTeg 0TV avAonopTo GvTikpy ot Bdhacoa
KL amokouudToy To Yopdpota

GTA YORVA mod1. TNG AguTeplig

LLE TT] YPVOOUVYA TOV OVYEPLVOL

Ve 6710 STVA@UEVO QUTL TOL.



Reconsidering Modernism 13

Topa o Ntk kowdror otn Afjpvo
deiyovtog navta to LepPi Tov d6vTL.

Mmnopel pebadpro va tov axovcovps ToA

va yoyiler yopodpevog ot o Sradfloon
nepvodiafaivovtag KGTov an’ Tig onpoieg pog
&yovtog kpepacpévn o1o LepPi tov dovtL

e pkpn Tvokido “katom ol TOpavvor”.

Eitav xoAdg o N1k —

va pnv &eydoovpe, ohvipopot, Tov Ntk

10 ¢piho pog Tov Ntk mov okotdbnke otig ypoupss pog
70 oiho pog Tov NTiK oV 10V 6KOTHoAV

YTt oydroye moAd Toug cvvipdgovg pog.t?

The poem’s specificity in time-and-place depictions makes it
characteristic of Ritsos’s exilic poetry of the Civil War (Moudros,
in line 16, is a sizeable town on the island of Limnos, referred to
in line 38, which also hosted a post-war rehabilitation camp). It is
this particular aspect of Ritsos’s poetry that I consider fully
intentional and radically anti-modernist, when read against the
monumentalization of place and time, primordial but by definition
Greek, that one gets in Seferis’s MvGiotépnua (1935) or Elytis’s
Ilpooavazoiiouoi (1940). In “O N1k” the lyric subject addresses
his fellow exiles (line 31: “oOvipo@oi”) enmeshed in the problem-
atic present they are all facing; for this reason he has no need to
masquerade, hide, or bowdlerize any of the painful aspects of their
common experience. Exposing is a way of castigating and exor-
cizing their shared, troublesome present. The collective subject of
the comrades has nothing to hide; a subject that, incidentally, has
little in common with Seferis’s trans-historical “ctvrpopor”,
vested in Homeric overtones (cf. “H poponi tg Moipec”, “O
Zrpdng Oolacowvig avapeco otovg aydravlous”’, Logbook II).
The immediacy of the poem’s language likewise reflects the
urgency of the situation from which it springs. On the other hand,
the choice of the lowly, kitschified subject-matter of the dead dog

17 To Emicoupixcd, pp. 264-5.
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and its monument hints at the debunking of the communist
ideology some of his fellow inmates may have privately under-
gone in the face of extremities such as a body in pain. What is
more, this poem, through the use of the trope of self-referencing,
narrativizes an accentuation of earlier perceptions of exile by
Ritsos himself, such as we get in Hugpoldyio Efopiac I, where
this very same dog, “Dick”, is depicted alive, and friendly with
the inmates (the poem “23 NoguBpiov).18 I should finally like to
note that two echoes of earlier poems in “O Ntik” validate its
reading as a critique of Ritsos’s own earlier, at times too program-
matic, exile poetry of the type of O1 yerroviés tov xdouov (1957),
and of his poetry of projected national univocality of the time of
the Occupation. The first echo is of Karyotakis’s!? anti-war satire
“O Miyardg”, from Edeyeia ka1 Zduipeg (1927).20 In this poem on
the futility of the Great War, the unwilling victim of the
battlefield, Michalios, is given the honour of a soldier’s funeral,
but as he is too tall (a total misfit) everything goes wrong:

Amlvo 100 okendotnkey 0 AdKkog,
po ov apioav onééw to ToddpL:
Hrav Alyo paxpdc o povkoapakoc.

Are we allowed to read dead Dick’s ever-protruding “Ceppi d6vtt”
(lines 24, 39, 43) as a jocose, if party-tainted, allusion to Mi-
chalios’s protruding leg? How are we to interpret the parallel? The
next echo comes from Ritsos’s own Emitagiog (1936), a funeral
poem on the death of a tobacco-worker during the 1 May 1936
strike in Thessaloniki. The poem ends with the mother’s vision of
a triumphal march in which the resurrected young worker, her
son, also takes part:

18 To Exncoupind, p. 221.
19 On the early influence of Karyotakis on Ritsos, see Prokopaki,
“Ewoaywyn”, AvBoloyia I'avvy Piroov, p. 12.

20 Now in: G. P. Savvidis (ed.), K. I'. Kapvawrdxne, Homuora xar I1elé
(Athens: Ermis 1984), p. 105.
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Avapecd Tovg, yioka pov, Bepd ce avaoTnuévo, —
10 Bdpt cov oto Bdpt Toug puprolypapiopévo

reads one of the last decapentasyllabic couplets of the poem.2! It
is clearly the same motif: both mother and comrade experience an
allegorical moment of resurrection of their beloved, dead fighter
(the son, the dog), who is then visualized in full splendour amidst
the crowds of a triumphal march (line 40: “vo yovyilel yopod-
pevog o pia dwdfawon’™). One may find the parallel risky or dis-
respectful; yet it illustrates the point that in certain instances of the
exilic poetry of Makronissos, Ritsos appears disillusioned, hence
parodic, as regards his earlier attempts at monumentalizing the
struggles of the Greek Left through the lyrical diction, lofty
themes and mythical landscapes of poems such as “Popuocivn”
(1945-47). 1t is a point I shall return to after the discussion of my
second example, the poem “A.B.I'.”. The view that I am trying to
put forward is that the reference point of the poems in Iérpivog
xpovog, the “state of exception” in relation to the torture and exe-
cution that comrades are faced with, separates meaning from
language and ideological belief. Poetry proves unable to compete
with the extreme situations it is called to represent. “A.B.I".”, the
final poem of Ilétpivog ypdvog, amply illustrates this:

Tpla peydra ypappota
ypoppéva 1’ aoBéotn otn poyokokkoid g Makpdvnooc.

(Orav gpydpaote pe 10 Kapdft

OTPLOYUEVOL OVALESO GTOVE UTGYOVS Kol GTIG VIO IES oG
To Stofdcope Tdvov an’ 1o KATAoTPOUA

kGTov on’ T1c Ppiotéc 1oV YOPoPUAUKT, T0. StefdoayLe
ekeivo 10 fiovyo mpmvd Tov lovAiov,

KLT apuipa Kt 1 popovdid tng plyavng kot to Ovpdpt

dev katorafarvay kaboiov Tt Bo movv awtd o Tpia
goPectopiva

YPOpLUOTO).

21 Anthologized in: Prokopaki, Av@oloyia évvy Pitoov, pp. 42-8, the
specific quote on p. 47.
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A’ Téypa.
B’ Taypo.
" Taypao.

MAKPONHZOX

Kin 8droocoa tov Aryaiov frav yordlio dnmg Tdvrote
TOAD YoAdlio, povo yoralio.

A-

A, vay, rAoboaue KOroTE Yo, o moinon aryoumelayitikn,
B~

vie To yopvo otifog tng vyelog KEVINUEVO e Hiav Gykupo Kot
po yopydva

-

vt 70 YOAGL10 @®G ToV TAEKEL TO KOVPTIVAKLL TV YAGPOV.
ABIT.

300 okotmpgvor.

Muiotoape, voi, yio o oinorn aryatonehoyitikn —
o kGBovpag mov pepfdlet oto votiouévo Bpayo,
ovtikpy ot poiapotévia ddon,

kafag éva pkpd purpovtlivo dyoiua tov Qxeavov.

ABIT.

600 tperdoi.

(Ot yvdAveg yapideg kuvnydvag ota pryd Tov iokio tov
TPWIVOL GCTPOV,

70 XpLod Kol yorovo kahokaipt metpofoidvtas pe
KOVKOUVAPLOL TO LLECTILEPLATIKO VIVO TMV KOPLTOLDY,

T ToAd ebko Ebvovtag ) phyn Tovg oty aoPecToUéVn
pévpa.)

ABIT.

900 xovtoot.

VA0

o Booiiedg [Tavrog.

Kin Hovoyid Tov mdéviov AopoKanvicpéV 0’ TO COVPOVTO
va oepyavetl EomoAnTn oty oppovdid
cvyvpilovtag to oniTia TOV HIKPpOY Yopidv
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Kapedvovtag i’ éva Bolacovd otavpd ™ geyyapicla g
AeE00da).

AB.T.

ABT.

(Mtlovoope yro. pro moinon atyooneiayitikn, vat, vay).

MAKPONHZOZX —
MAKPONHZOX - MAKPONHZOZ

Kin 8dAacoa stvar akdun yordalio dnmg ndvrote

KL 0 apepikavikog otdrog talidedel oo Aryaio
MoVX0G, HOVY0G, ®paiog,

Kol T° dotpe avaBouv kGbe Bpadv Hikpés oTIES

vo. ynoovv ot Ayysiotl Ty yapdoovna tng Hovayiog.
ABT.

ABI.

K1 and kérov on’ v’ dotépla wepvive
kopoPiéc-kopafiég o1 eKTomGRéVOL

ko ToovPaAla pe Koppéva modapia

KoL TooVPaALe pe Koppéva yEpia

ko1 ToovPdAla pe vekpovg

EeBpalovv o1 povpTotveg oTig axTés Tov Aaupiov.

(Arvyorongrayitiko Tonio
¥pUod Kat yoralio).

ABIT.

Tg tovta o Bpdyia TovpexicTnrav ot 300 Tov A" Téyparog,
tohto To @UKLo givar plo Toveo poAiid EexoAinpéva pall pe to
Sépuo

an’ 170 KoOKo o evog cuvIpdEOL OV apPVABNKE VO VIOYPAYEL
dMiwon.

ABT.
Ta cvppozoniéyuota.

Orvexpot.
O1 tperiol.
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ABIT.

Taralra, 1 8dhacoa ~ TOAD yorélio.
Xpood aryaromehayitiko tonio.
O1yAdpor).

ABT.

Mavpn, kotbpovpn faiacoo
Mabpo, xatdpovpo tomwio.
Ta cuppoatomAéypata.

ABT.

Mabpo, kozdpovpo Tonio pue cerypéva 60vIla,
KOKKIVO, KATOKOKKIVO TOTio e opryuévn ypooid,
povpn Ko kokkivy kopdid aypévn oto aipa g
11 évog KOKKIVOS MOG TIYHEVOS LEC TO aipa Tov.22

It is a remarkable poem as regards the degree of formalist
“abstraction”, stylistic ‘“nakedness”, verbal minimalism Ritsos has
achieved in it. Despite the fact that “A.B.I'.” presents itself, in
terms of typesetting, as a long poem, much of its length derives
from the partial or total repetition of its lines. Repetition is here a
stylistic device employed to connote the impoverishment of a
poet’s language when faced with the inconceivability of the camp
experience (it can be read as a depiction of stuttering, of com-
pulsive repetition as sign of trauma). Let us also note the poem’s
“lettristic” element:23 capital letters that do not mean much (unless
they are rehearsed in the context of the poem), are thrown in the
raw on the page, in order to suggest the impossibility for language

22 T Emikaipixé, pp. 299-304. The poem runs to 134 lines, of which I
have quoted 81, adhering to the choice of Prokopaki, who in Avfoloyia
T'igvvy Pitoov, pp. 104-11, suppresses the second, and even more laconic

art of “A.B.I'.”.

3 Lettrisme is a French avant-garde movement, established in Paris in
the mid-1940s by Romanian immigrant Isidore Isou. It is called
Lettrisme from the fact that its proponents’ early works centred on letters
and other visual or spoken signs.
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to signify, in the face of terror. At the same time, to the historic-
ally aware reader, the three capital letters in the text form an
exemplum of the poetics of specificity of landscape informing
Ritsos’s Civil War poems.2* Each of the three letters refers to one
of the three battalions in operation on Makronissos, and to their
respective wards; this division would be one of the first things one
would become aware of upon arrival on the island. The same
aesthetic principle applies to the use of Arabic numbers in the
text, as opposed to writing them in full Greek script, when
counting the poet’s lost comrades to torture (cf. the dismembered
limbs, lines 55-6) and executions. The quantification of casualties
offers a commentary on the absurdity of loss and the impossibility
for language to account for them. At the same time, it operates in
very pragmatic ways; it may represent an instance of historical
realism, almost testimony. I should finally like to note the
conscious redeployment of an Aegean Sea “counter-discourse” in
“A.B.I'.”, a counter-narrative that targets Seferis’s and Elytis’s
depictions of the “quintessentially Greek” landscape of the
Archipelago, and Ritsos’s own earlier non-specific (in terms of
time and place) landscape depictions of Pwuiootvy. This stance
becomes clear in the self-commentary of line 17: “A, vou,
ploboope KamoTe yio o toinon aryaumehoyitikn’” (repeated with
small alterations in lines 24 and 43), which refers to Ritsos’s past
concessions to liberal-style moderism, forging links with Right-
wing poets that proved treacherous. It is by no means the only
instance of a renunciation of the poetics of the Archipelago in
Ritsos’s exile poems, but it is by far the most prominent and most
often quoted.2’ Other such instances include the hints in the poem
“Arloyn” (lines 3-4):

24 Christopher Robinson, “The presentation of place and space in the
poetry of Yiannis Ritsos, 1934-1947”, Kauwog: Cambridge Papers in
Modern Greek 2 (1994) 73-94, discusses the various poetic languages
Ritsos uses to articulate his personal perception of space. Robinson is
one of a handful of critics to note Ritsos’s temporality, i.e. his historical
consciousness, in representing landscape.

25 See E. Garandoudis, “To vijoté Tov Atyaiov mg tomog pag avifeong:
Az6 v mowtikn yevid tov 1930 otn petomoiekt woinon”, And tov
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Aldg kortiétan 1 0dAacoo andva Topabopo
oAde Tiom an’ To cvppaTéTAEYpa.20

or the depiction of the arid landscape of the camp island through
the lenses of a Sinopoulos-like nightmare (as in “®gyydpt”, lines
3-4):

éva tozio wed padpo, pod kitpvo
évaL KOPREVO TOST YhyvovTog Y10, 1o odpa 1ov.27

Let us, finally, note the haunting repetition of the place-name
“Makronissos”, in lines 2, 13, 44 and 45 of “A.B.I".” (miming and
subverting, in its striking use of capital letters, the feeling that a
traveller gets from an approaching signboard at the entrance of a
port to be visited on holiday). The haunting repetition of the
place-name “Makronissos” stands as a signpost to an alternative
Aegean islands geography, a dystopic topography, where civic
consensus is replaced by conflict, travelling is overrun by torture.
Ritsos’s aesthetic positioning against his ideological op-
ponents, the literary modernists, appears decided and consistent in
his exile poems.28 For some critics, the defining feature of the
modernist text is the rhetoric of the visionary employed by the
poet. For others, modernism in Greek letters can be best under-
stood through an enquiry into the poet’s particular employment of
myth, landscape-depictions, and the trope of orality. For a third
group of critics, it is modernism’s relation to tradition that should

Movrepvioué oty obyypovy moinon (1930-2006) (Athens: Kastaniotis

2007), pp. 227-46, specifically p. 236. Though in scope very similar to

Papatheodorou’s earlier article on the matter referred to above (n. 4), this

study offers the benefit of a more detailed account of the presence of the

Aegean sea counter-discourse in a variety of post-war poems.

26 Ta. Emucoupircd, p. 277.

27 To. Emicaapixd, p. 281-2.

28 This stylistic division of labour between liberal modernists and anti-

modernist radicals, was first suggested by Mario Vitti, in his historic

z(irticle) “Ov 6vo mpwrtomopieg oty eAAnvikny moinon”, O lolitne 1
1976).
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lie at the centre of critical attention.?® On all three fronts, Ritsos’s
exile poems present the reader with a counter-statement on the
stylistic choices made by his liberal, bourgeois contemporaries,
mainly Seferis and Elytis. Beaton has convincingly shown that in
composing his tableau of the Greek landscape, in 1945-47, Ritsos
pays tribute to the landscape of Seferis’s Mv@iotépnua (1935)
(with special reference to sections 2, 15 and 17), Elytis’s
Ipooovarodiouoi (1940) and Aoua npwixé xor wévBiuo yia 1o
xouévo avBomoldoyoyd tne AAfoviac (1946), and further back in
tradition to the landscape of Palamas’s sonnet on Athens from his
“Tlotpideg” (1895) and Solomos’s Yuvog eic v Elevfepiav
(1823). Beaton considers “the depth of intertextual allusion in
Romiosini [...] an integral part of the poem’s treatment of its
subject-matter, because all those poetic precedents, as they
accumulate through the length of the text, come to be included in
the overarching concept of ‘Hellenism’ as conceived within the
poem”.30 Beaton attributes, correctly, the poet’s all-inclusiveness
in his choice of literary (and hence political) allusions in
Peauiootvy to the fact that its writing coincided with a period of
truce in the Civil War, a truce that began with the Varkiza agree-
ment in February 1945 and ended with the outbreak of the third
round of hostilities of 1947-49. He also notes that, as in the
parallel case of Seferis’s almost contemporary “Kiyin” (1947), in
Pouroodvny Ritsos makes abundant, yet carefully imprecise, refer-
ence to the recent experience of the Second World War. It is also
left purposefully ambiguous throughout the poem whether the
concluding demand for justice should be understood in political or
in national terms; i.e. whether the essential trait of Greekness,
which is understood in this poem to be resistance, should be read
as resistance against the outsider (national consciousness) or

29 For a general overview of Greek criticism’s theses on literary
modernism, see D. Tziovas (ed.), Greek Modernism and beyond: Essays
in honor of Peter Bien (I.anham: Rowman and Littlefield 1997).

30 See Roderick Beaton, “Modernism and the quest for national identity:
The case of Ritsos’s Romiosini”, in: Makrynikola and Bournazos (eds.),
O Howmrns wor o Holitng Iavvys Pitoog (see note 2), pp. 109-24, at p.
116.
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against the oppressor (political or ideological consciousness). To
make his point, Beaton characteristically explains that, in the line
“Otav oopiyyovv 10 ¥ép1, 0 fiAMog eivan PéPaiog Y Tov k6o o™,
“the words themselves are ambiguous: the Greek could equally
refer to the warmth of a friendly greeting, or to the iconic
clenched fist of communist posters and slogans”.3! Well, if the
Axis Occupation presented Left-wing poets with the opportunity
of a fantasized coalition across the political spectrum, the Civil
War severed any bridges.

It is my contention in this paper that, in the fragmentary narra-
tives of his poems of (on) exile, Ritsos reconsidered the tropes of
modernism, “setting the record straight” both vis-a-vis the
depictions of the national psyche proposed by his political
opponents, the Greek bourgeoisie, and vis-3-vis his own earlier
concessions to the tropes, language and rhetoric of modernism.
Moreover, while adhering to Beaton’s argument, I should like to
argue that this dialogue is deeper and more extended than has
been suggested. For example, three of Ritsos’s exile collections
identify already by their title the project of rewriting Seferis’s
stylistic premises and related ideological bias. Hugpoldyia
Elopiag 1, 11, I make conscious allusion to Seferis’s collections:
(a) Huepoldyio Koraowamuaroc A’, a collection that contains
poems written between 1928 and 1940, the best known among
them being “O Boaowdg g Acivng”. In this poem, the persona of
the poet, strolling through the ruins of the Homeric king’s castle,
contemplates the eventual disappearance of a work’s creator
(published Athens 1940); (b) Huepoidyro Koraotpduozos B, a
collection that covers, in the covert style of Seferis, major World
War II events, such as the German invasion and occupation of
Greece, the flight of the Greek government to South Africa and to
Egypt, the horrors of war, the April 1944 uprising in the Greek
army stationed in the Middle East, etc. (published Alexandria
1944); (c) Huegpoldyio Koraotpauecrog I, Seferis’s “Cypriot”
collection, which negotiates his views on colonialism and

31 1bid, p. 121.
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nationalism (published Athens, 1955). It has been noted that the
repeated title word of Seferis’s three most political collections,
logbook, hints at the notion of a captain leading his ship through
turbulent times to a worthy, hopefully safe, destination port. So,
clearly, a shred of the Ulysses myth still accompanies Seferis as
late in his poetic career as 1955. By contrast to this visionary con-
ception of history and of the poet’s almost messianic role in it,
Ritsos’s textualized poet in Huepoldyia Elopiac has nowhere to
go. He finds himself stranded on a wasteland, a desert land where:

E8® 1° aykdbro eivor moArd —
aykdfia kaotovd, kizpvo aykddia
6’ 6ho 10 LAKPOG TNG UEPEG, WG MESO GTOV VAVO.

and where:

To Adyla wov pog eavnkay dpopea kdrote
XGoaV T0 YPOUL TOVG GOV TO YIAEKO TOV YEPOL GTO CEVTOVKL
oav évo Mdyepua ofnoupévo ota tlama.

This kind of desolate landscape, as Savidis has observed, bears a
lot similarities to Sinopoulos’s landscapes:32

O1 GvBpomot Tepratdve Le Td XEPLO OTIC TOENES
1 KAwOTE YEPOVOUODY GO VO, S1dYVOLV pia Py
nov EavoxkdBeTon oo 1810 pépog maAL Kol TAAL
ot xelAn Tov ddelov motnplov M mo péca

o’ éva onueio anpocdidpioto ki enipovo

660 K11 Gpvnon Tovg va To avayvopicovy.33

The parallel is overwhelming. In his three Hugpoldyro Kota-
opduatog, Seferis, the diplomat, travels the world over and con-

32 Savvidis, op. cit., p. 29.

33 This is the opening poem of Hugpoddyio Eopiag 1, “27 OytoBpiov
1948”, minus the second, more lyrical stanza, which I have omitted in
the above quotation: “Otav mepvodv 10 cvpROTOTAEYHE O viyTES /

a@nvovy pkpd xovpéha o’ T godota tove.” See Ta Emixoipucd, p.
201.



24 Maria Athanassopoulou

templates on issues relating to poetry, memory, collective history
vs. private passing of time, as well as on nationalism, colonialism
and war justice. Chained to his desert land, the implied poet of
“27 OytoPpiov 1948” has no other option but to turn inwards, and
to his minute surroundings (lines 10-11: “wa podyo / nov Eova-
K@Beton oto 310 pépog oA ko wdA”) for a source of comfort
and, if possible, for inspiration. As suggested in the opening poem
to the three collections, the subjects of these collective “journaux
intimes” are faced already from the first day of their coercive
displacement with the threat of meaninglessness that mindless
violence, and implicitly the enforced signing of the repentance
statement, thrusts upon them (lines 13-14: “[...] onueio anpoodid-
PIGTO K1 EMipovo / 660 K1 1) GpvNoT| TOVG va. T0 avayveopicovy”).34
It would be impossible for the poet to find refuge in the monu-
mental, generalizing world of myth (even in the Brechtian use
devised for it in Ritsos’s later work),3% in the face of such sym-
bolic deprivation. It would likewise be impossible for a poet to
fantasize for himself the role of a visionary, leading a nation.3¢ As
the lyric “I” repeatedly notes in Hugpolddyia Elopiag, reality
around them hardly makes the stuff of poetry. The penultimate,
self-referential stanza of “13 NoguPpiov”, Huepoidyio Eéopiac 1,
is revealing in this respect:

34 Is it too fanciful to read Ritsos’s line 8 of “27 Oyt@Ppiov 1948” as a
semi-conscious echo, and hence inversion, of the epigrammatic lines 15-
16 (“The yellow fog that rubs its back upon the window-panes / The
yellow smoke that rubs its muzzle on the window-panes™) of “The love
song of J. Alfred Prufrock” (1917), Eliot’s first major modernist poem?
The poem became celebrated in Greek letters through Seferis’s 1936
translation.

35 On Ritsos’s use of myth, see G. Veloudis, “AvtoBioypapia, pboog kat
wetopia oto €pyo tov Idvvn Pltoov”, Ilpooeyyioeis oto épyo tov Iovvy
Pitoov (Athens: Kedros 1984), pp. 43-74, esp. p. 58.

36 Despite the somewhat Quixotic quality of the representation, or even
because of that (line 18: “IIpoywpei, mopurnatdvrag, dayTvAoderyTov-
pevoc™), the image of the discredited yet proud walker of the end of
“Mépec v Ampidn 437, Hugpoidywo Koraowpduaros B’, now In:
Hompoza (Athens: Tkaros 1994), p. 208, may be read as a version of the
poet/visionary, a leader of his nation, that Seferis at times reserved for
himself.
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Avtd BEBona 8¢ yivovton moinpo
K1 €80 Ta piyved 0To YAPTi GO [ GYpNOTH TETPO TAVE OTLS TETPEG
mov iomg a pépa Bo. Bonbovoav va yriotel évo, onir.37

The parallels with (and the inversions of) fopoi of seferian
modernism can be easily multiplied. But it is not my aim in this
paper to be exhaustive. All I am trying to do in it is raise the point
that any reading of Ritsos’s exile poetry would be incapacitated,
unless its interpretative frame of reference shifts from the socialist
realist paradigm propagated by his political allies, to include also
the modernist paradigm of his political opponents. The topicality
of Ritsos’s exile poems, the specificity of the place names used in
them, the historical specificity of the very recent events recorded
in them, all target the mythical freeze-frame of history, and the
universality of Greek landscape depictions in Seferis’s poetry,38
read by the communist poet as a stratagem of liberal, potentially
repressive, “humanism”3? So as to extend the argument to
hitherto uncovered territory, I should also like to note that the
“futility” of many of the exile poems’ topics, the “poverty” of
their language, coupled with consistent attempts to subvert

37 Ta Emixaipixd, p. 214.

38 The most self-reflexive, and in this sense less suspicious of ideo-
logical bias, landscape depiction of Seferis is MvBiotdpnua 1B’
(“Mmotiho oto mérayo™): “Tpeig Pphyor Alyo kopévo medka ki éva
pnpoxiniot / ko wapandve / o 1o torlo avriypappévo Eovapyilet. /
tpeig Ppayor oe oyfpa TOANG, okovplacpévol / Alya kapévo mevko,
podpa kol kitpva / ki éva teTplyevo ontdxt Sappévo otov acPéotn. /
Kol Tapandve akopun ToAAE eopég / to 1610 tomio Lavapyilel kKhpokmtd
/ @g tov opilovia @g tov ovpavd mov Paciredel. / Edd aphtoue to
kopdft va paticovpe 1o omacuéve xouvmid, / vo modpe vepd Koi va
xkownBovue. / H 8dhacoa mov pog nikpave sivor Babid ki aveEepedbvnn /
kol EedimAdiver v amépoaven yoAdvn. / Edd péoo ota Boétoora
Bpikape éva vopwopa / kor o maifope ota {apuo. / To wépdioe o
pkpdtepog kor yéOnke. / EovoumopKOpope UE TO ORACUEVO HOG
Koumd”.

39 “Humanism™: a system of thought criticized as being centred on the
notion of the rational, autonomous self and ignoring the un-integrated
and conditioned nature of the individual. (Humanism’s potentially
repressive nature relates to its enforcement of umiversal principles,
rationally deduced, to the neglect of particularity and locality.)
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received ideas on what passes as poetic form (these poems’ lines
can be very short, or very long; embedded “metrical” verses are
very rare and randomly thrown into them), offer a corrective to
Ritsos’s earlier concessions to Thirties modemism, in Poutooivy.
Interestingly, Ritsos’s neglected poems of the Civil War period
provide the seed of most post-war political poetry, making a de
facto case in favour of their oddly avant-garde nature. By way of
conclusion, let us remind ourselves of Titos Patrikios’s short
poem “II”, from “TIpooyédia yio T Makpévnco”, which indicates
the extent to which the father-poet’s anti-modernist Civil War
poetry proved a viable path for poetry of years to come:

BETO, AETO, TETO, Z®A, o I'dppa Kévtpo
an’ Ty Kopen o¢ T viylo nETpa

7’ avtioknva oo BOAoL Adonn

évo KOpPPATL AGonn ot GvOponol

TPEUOOPTVE N Yoy YIVOTOY YDUO

QOopaTIKEG Adpmeg kOPave Ta TpdcHTY
patifovtog patio TpeALGY

otopoTo Tov Egxbvoy Evioua

K1 0 Gvepog e Tig yovipéc apPireg Tov Pacavioti
paotiyove o dypto Bowvé pe t {ootipa 1ov.40

40 Titos Patrikios, ITowjuata I (1948-1954) (Athens: Themelio 1990), p.
175. The parallel is also noted in Papatheodorou, op. cit., p. 236.
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My current project aims to study the relations between biography
and the novel in 20th-century Greece and, more specifically,
novels with historical persons as protagonists, particularly artists.
What follows is a summary sketch of the main European trends
and their impact on Modern Greek literature.

In the years following World War I, there was a flourishing of
biographical writing in Europe. It first appeared in England with
Lytton Strachey and his iconoclastic portraits in his Eminent
Victorians (1918), and spread to France with the work of André
Maurois, to Germany and Austria with the writings of Emil
Ludwig and Stefan Zweig respectively, to limit myself to some of
the most famous practitioners. It is known as Modemn Biography
(in contradistinction to the Modern Novel), New Biography (the
term coined by Virginia Woolf),! Contemporary Biography, or
rather pejoratively vie/biographie romancée (to describe
Maurois’s Ariel ou la vie de Shelley)? and Historische Belletristik

* Slightly modified versions of this paper were given in October and
November 2008 at the Universities of Birmingham and Oxford and at
King’s College London (as well as at Cambridge). I am grateful for the
discussions on all these occasions.

1 Virginia Woolf, “The New Biography” (1927), in Granite and
Rainbow (London: Hogarth Press 1981), pp. 149-56.

2 The publishers of Ariel characterized him as the “founder of a new
school of romantic biography”; quoted by Mark Longaker, Con-
temporary biography (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press
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about men who were deeply involved in great historical moments,
began with the concept of character, but he then searched in the
archives for what he took at bottom to be the corroboration of his
intuition, intuition being something of an innate gift.” Strachey
also used his sources in such a way as to uncover the internal
world of his biographees.

Virginia Woolf in her criticism claimed that the “real life” is
essentially internal and therefore beyond the reach of non-fiction.
Consequently New Biography’s tendency to render the character
from within blurred the line between “the truth of fact and the
truth of fiction”.19 If the real life cannot be seen from the outside
(as in biography) it can at least be understood from within.

3) Understanding became a central concept of New Biography and
received various configurations from its practitioners: it became
interpretation in Strachey (“uninterpreted truth is as useless as
buried gold; and art is the great interpreter”),!! means of
expression in Maurois (“it does seem possible [...] that the biog-
rapher may be able to express some of his own feelings without
misrepresenting those of his hero [...]. In every psychological
truth there is, and there must be, an element of divination™),!2
empathy in Ludwig: his primary concern is the “human heart”
(preferably of great men) because “he feels that in the lives of the
great he could feel more acutely the vibrations of his own nature
and of mankind”.13

4) All of them considered biography an art, especially as regards
its modes of presentation. “Allusion, judicious selection, good

See André Maurois, Aspects of biography, trans. Sydney Castle Roberts
(New York: D. Appleton and Co. 1930), pp. 201-2.

9 Longaker, Contemporary biography, pp. 133-4.

10 Woolf, “The New Biography”, p.155.

I The quote is from Charles Richard Sanders, “Lytton Strachey’s
conception of biography”, PMLA 66.4 (Jun. 1951) 313.

12 Maurois, Aspects of biography, p. 132-3.

13 L ongaker, Contemporary biography, pp. 130-1.
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structure and good style”14 are some of the prerequisites of a good
biography. They mostly focused on point of view (since it is
difficult to match “the truth of fact with the truth of fiction™ it is
better “to hang up looking glasses at odd corners” according to
Virginia Woolf),!5 or on the patterning of life according to major
rhythmic motives. Strachey insisted that he used a clearly defined,
dispassionate point of view but he is considered to have used his
wit and vigour to make his characters “re-enact their lives on a
stage of his own devising turning them to caricatures”.16 Ludwig
separated the external activities, which are historically defined,
from the internal world (“the human heart”, which is eternal) and
shaped the inner life as a three- or five-act drama, underlining the
“symbolic scenes”. By being sensitively impressionist his prose
conveys a direct sense of immediacy that provides the reader with
clear visualizations of settings, persons and actions. Maurois
insists on refraining from imposing the biographer’s retrospective
knowledge on to the subjects’ life, the selection of detail, the
pattern that appeals to our aesthetic sense and the rhythm that is
“established by the recurrence, at more or less distant intervals, of
the essential motifs of the work. A human life is always made up
of a number of such motifs”,!7 which provide it with the unity of
the poetic truth.

Who read these biographies? We know that English
biographers were limited to an English-speaking public (only
Strachey’s Queen Victoria has been translated into Greek).!® On
the other hand, Maurois, Ludwig and Zweig were translated into

14 Sanders, art. cit., p. 304.

15 Virginia Woolf, “The Art of Biography”, in: The Death of the Moth
and other essays (London: The Hogarth Press 1981}, p. 125.

16 Sanders, “Lytton Strachey’s conception of biography”, p. 306.

17 Maurois, Aspects of biography, p. 71.

18 Lytton Strachey, H faciliooa Bixtwpio. Metdppaon Nétag Kokkoin
(Athens: Ikaros 1952).
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many foreign languages (Zweig into thirty)!® and were widely
read in Europe and America until after the Second World War.
The same happened in Greece: all their biographies were
translated, mostly between 1935 and 1955 and often by more than
one translator. Some of the translators were themselves well-
known authors, like Yannis Beratis and Nikiphoros Vrettakos
(who translated for financial reasons),20 while some of the trans-
lations were introduced by the authors themselves or by men of
letters with whom the New Biographers had some connection.
This is the case with Kostas Ouranis and Ludwig (Ouranis wrote
Ludwig’s sketch),?! Pratsikas and Maurois (Maurois wrote the
preface to Pratsikas’s translation of Disraeli),?? Meranaios and
Zweig (Meranaios has written introductory texts and articles on
Zweig).2? Besides, all three had visited Greece; Ludwig actually

19 Randolph J. Klawiter, Stefan Zweig, An international bibliography
(Studies in Austrian Literature, Culture and Thought *1991) and
Addendum I, 1999.

20 Beratis translated, apparently from French, Zweig’s Epaouog (Athens:
Govostis 1949), Mralidx (Athens: Govostis: 1950?), Méouep (Athens:
Govostis 1950), Psovidp Nrooroyiéfoxn (Athens: Govostis 19507) and
Ludwig’s Biouapx (Athens: Govostis 1958). Vrettakos translated
Zweig’s Popaiv Poldav: O avBpowrog kai to épyo tov (Athens: Vivlio-
ekdotiki 1955)

21 Kostas Ouranis, “IToptpoito tov Ewd Aotvifiy”, in Emil Ludwig,
Muetofev. Mezbgppoon I'ewpylov N. Apéocov (Athens: Omega 1965),
pp. 11-14, and Dimitris Kallonas, “Afya Adywa yia tov cvyypagéa”, in
his translation of Beethoven (Athens: Chryssos 1959).

22 André Maurois, 4pieh. H {wrf tov Zédev (Mobiotdprua), trans. and
introduction Yorgos Pratsikas (Athens: Govostis 1950) pp. 5-12, André
Maurois, Nrigpaéli, trans. and introduction Giorgos Pratsikas. With a
letter from the author for the Greek edition (Athens: Govostis 1947).

23 Stefan Zweig, Iworp Povcé, trans. and introduction K. L. Meranaios
(Athens: Petros K. Ranos 1945), pp. 5-7. The Introduction is presented
as an excerpt from his study “O Xrtépov Tofdry xar n ayeovia g
EVPETAIKNE AVEVROTIKNG cuveidnong”. Stefan Zweig, Euil Bepdpev. O
momrthc e Néag Emoysc, trans. and preface by Mina Zographou and
Kostis Meranaios (Athens: Kedros/Rodaki 1955). K. L. Meranaios, “O
Zrépav ToBdry kot 1 kpion g evporaikng cvveldnong”, O aiwvag pog,
2 (April 1948), pp. 39-40.
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composed a concise portrait of Eleftherios Venizelos, “Venizelos,
The Greek Odysseus”, which is included in his book Fiikrer
Europas (Amsterdam 1934).24

Another important question is why they were so widely read
and what the Greek (and other European) readers discovered in
these international best-sellers, which started with the ambition to
imitate the modern novel and turned into popular literature. Let
me suggest a few reasons:
1) The genre of New Biography often served as a means to
enhance the reader's knowledge and satisfy his curiosity. Ludwig
said that in America he had found “his ideal public [...] the man
in the streets who wants to find something useful to himself in a
book, some bit of practical wisdom for the conduct of life, an
example, or a model”.25 Alternatively, from the viewpoint of the
modemist novelists Gertrude Stein “observed that ‘biographies
have been more successful than novels’ in the 20th century
precisely because they have taken over the role that used to be
fulfilled by the ‘novels of the 19th century’ in their depiction of
‘characters’ which ‘were more real to the average human being
than the people they knew’”,26
2) These biographies, according to Kracauer, were addressed to a
bourgeois readership, whose members were disoriented after the
Great War. As the literary form of the new bourgeoisie, biography
was an evasion of the current problems. The portrayal of great
figures and the seeming objectivity of their subject matter aimed
to show the triumph of the individual even in catastrophe. Thus
“history which had gotten the people into a mess emerged

24 Translated into English under the title Nine etched from life (New
York 1934). Venizelos: pp. 253-310.

25 Longaker, Contemporary biography, p. 127.

26 The quote is from Elena Gualtieri, “The impossible art. Virginia
Woolf on modern biography”, The Cambridge Quarterly 29.4 (2000)
358, n. 11.
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ironically as solid land [...] condensed in the lives of its highly
visible heroes.”?7

3) The depiction of the inner self was praised as a means of
gaining a better understanding of a subject’s personality; none-
theless in the way it was conducted it often reduced the biog-
raphees to stereotypes.

4) They presented the reader with an historically singular
individual with whom he could identify, but at the same time they
showed this individual as nothing but a variation of the reader and
his way of life. Instead of gaining a view of differences the reader
was given a justification for his continued parochial and passive
stance.?8

5) It has also been suggested that Maurois, Ludwig and Zweig,
being Jews, chose to play what they regarded as a special Jewish
role as mediators or translators among the different European
national cultures. So they encouraged their readers to transcend
their national characteristics and to aspire to a European identity.
6) Of particular interest is the selection of artists as protagonists of
certain literary biographies so that the biographers could
incorporate some of their beliefs and pass them on to the reader.
Maurois, Ludwig and Zweig promoted the ideal of an intellectual
and spiritual aristocracy as the safest answer to the political and
social dilemmas of their times. Ludwig’s Goethe (1921) with the
subtitle “History of a man” becomes a “functional alternative to
that of the kings and generals who had constituted the dominant
models of social and political education”. He is brought out as a
Kdampfer (in the sense of an individual struggling for self-
realization) and as a Fihrer (in the sense of one “whose spiritual

27 Siegfried Kracauer, “The Biography as an art form of the New
Bourgeoisie”, in: The Mass Ornament: Weimar essays trans. and edited
with an Introduction by Thomas Levin (Cambridge MA: Harvard
University Press 1995), pp. 101-5.

28 Helmut Scheuer, Biographie: Studien zur Funktion und zum Wandel
einer literarischen Gattung vom 18. Jahrhundert bis zur Gegenwart
(Stuttgart: J.B. Metzler 1979), pp. 208-17.
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and political accomplishments were suited to serve as the guide to
others”).2? In 1934 Zweig published Triumph und Tragik des
Erasmus von Rotterdam (after the biographies of his con-
temporaries Verharen and Rolland) in order to project his pacifist
ideology on to the life of the humanist intellectual. He attempted,
as he confessed in his Autobiography, to give “a spiritual portrait
of a humanist who, though he understood the madness of his time
more clearly than the professional world-reformers, for all his
sound reason he was, tragically enough, unable to oppose
unreason”.3% Needless to say, it has been criticized by the Left as
an example of defeatism in the crucial mid-war years.

7) It is worth mentioning that in Greece Zweig was perceived as a
liberal humanist who had very good relations with the Soviet
Union. He had been officially invited to visit the country, and his
friendship with Gorky led his admirers, for apparently no other
reason, to consider him among the intellectuals sympathetic to the
Left.3!

8) Finally, a statement that Zweig made in an interview in the
USA as late as 1939:

I have not been particularly interested in biography as such.
Only what was tragic actually appealed to me in connection
with outstanding characters. I have always avoided writing of
successful persons. I do not like the victors, the triumphant, but
the defeated, and I believe that it is the task of the artist to
picture those characters who resisted the trend of their time and
who fell victim to their convictions instead of making millions

29 Franklin C. West, “Success without influence. Emil Ludwig during
the Weimar years”, Leo Baeck Institute Yearbook 30 (1985) 169-89, esp.
176-7 and 182n.

30 Stefan Zweig, The world of yesterday. An autobiography (London:
Cassell and Co. 1953), p. 288.

31 Nikos Marangos, O Bpbioc evéc avBpddmov ka1 i aywvia piog ewoynic
(Athens: Patsilinakos 1956).
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of other people the victims of their own convictions as is done
by despots32

may have affected both the Right and especially the Left in
Greece shortly after the Civil War. Zweig had in the meantime
committed suicide.33

The genre of the New Biography influenced Greek bio-
graphical writing. Between 1930 and 1960 (and less frequently
nowadays) many texts followed the techniques to which I have
referred. Today, these texts are classified as “pvOiotopnpotikéc/
puBomompuéved/ popavrikég Boypopies” and follow — at least in
their titles — the tendencies of vie romancée.3* Nonetheless, some
of the subtitles, such as “novelistic biography historically and
bibliographically documented” (Kostas Sardelis, Dimitris
Stamelos),35 or “lyrical chronicle” or “novelistic representation”

32 Lionel B. Steiman, “The Worm in the Rose: Historical destiny and
individual action in Stefan Zweig’s vision of history”, in: Marion
Sonnenfeld (ed.), Stefan Zweig: The world of yesterday. Humanist today.
Proceedings of the Stefan Zweig Symposium (New York: Albany State
University Press 1983), p. 151.

33 Leopold Stern, Zrtépav Tofdry, O dévfpwmoc — o ovyypapete: H
Tpayiy ovtokrovia, trans. Ag. Vasilikou (Athens: Keramefs n.d.).

34 Olmos Peranthis, O toéliykag, Mvbiotopnuaric foypapia (Athens:
Saliveros 1943), Michalis Peranthis, O koouoxadoyepog. MvBiotépnua
and tn Cwi tov AAéavipov Hamadoudveny (Athens: P. Dialismas 1948),
Michalis Peranthis, O auaprwldc (Kewvoravrivog Kafdpng). MvBGioropn-
otk Bioypagio (Athens: Mavridis 1953).

33 Kostas Sardelis, Kooudg o Arrwdg. Bioypapixd uvOiotépnua (Athens:
Ekdotiko Typografeio 1958); 2nd ed. subtitled MovBioropnuaricy
proypapio (Athens: Estia 1970). Dimitris Stamelos, Marxpvyavvys: To
xpovieé piag emormoiiog {Athens: To elliniko vivlio 1964); 2nd ed.
subtitled MvBioropnuaticy froypagio, 1wotopixd kai ifAioypopicd tekuy-
prouévy (Athens: Estia). It is worth mentioning the alterations in the
generic subtitles of Dimitris Siatopoulos’s book, I'kpéxo. O {wypdpog
100 Geov. Texunpiwuévo 1ortopid pobiotéprua (Athens: Paradosi 1977);
2nd ed. Texunpiowpévn pvbioropnuorixy Proypagio (Athens: Chryssaphis-
Pandelis 1987); 3rd ed. after Smaragdis’s film, EA I'kpéro, o {wypagog
700 Be0d. H (w1} tov oav pobioropnua (Athens: Kastaniotis 2007).
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(Tassos Athanassiadis),?® or “biographical romances” (Mitsos
Alexandropoulos),37 either bespeak an industrious search for
historical sources or direct us to various (generic) compilations of
facts. As a rule, historical facts are assimilated into the con-
ventions of a literary plot. Protagonists conform to the typology of
the novel, romance or tragedy, or to character-stereotypes such as
the God'’s pauper (for St Francis) or The sinner (for Cavafy). In
other words these texts do not forge reality and become fictions
through the process of their emplotment. This is achieved by
merging discrete facts of a real life into a plot structure so that the
parts form a new whole identified as story, to quote Hayden
White. The protagonists are usually known figures of the Greek
historical and cultural past.

The first popular novelistic biography, Spyros Melas’s O
yépoc tov Mawpia, Broypopio (Athens: Saliveros, 2 vols. 1931) was
written at the time of the centenary of the Greek War of Independ-
ence; it was praised by Palamas as a “historical biography” that
performed the national and institutional function of transmitting to
new generations the achievements of historical individuals.38 The
dramatic structure of Melas’s later biographies (focusing on the
love-story) explains their popularity, mainly through their easy
adaptation to the stage and screen.

It could be argued that the Greek version of “novelistic biog-
raphy” is greatly indebted to Plutarch and not directly to the New

36 Tassos Athanassiadis, Talid: oty povalic. (Avpixé ypovicé and w Cwi
tov Kamodiotpia) (Athens: Aetos 1944), O Nrootoyiéfiorn amd 1o
kavepyo oro maboc (MvBiotopruaricyi avemapdotaoy) (Athens: Estia
1955). Compare the title O Niogroyéfioxt oto Kdrepyo, trans. N.
Andrikopoulos (Athens: N. Geronikolas 1943), part of Henri Troyat’s
biography of Dostoevsky, which was published independently.

37 Cf. his explanation of the term in the introduction of his O ueydioc
auaptwios. O Nrootoyépoxt xor to 18pd tov tépara. Broypagixs uvbi-
oropio (Athens: Kedros 1984).

38 See Evgenia Kefallinaiou, “O ‘T'époc 100 Mopid’ tov Zm. Mehd. Ot
myég tov £pyov”, Emetypic tov ISpbuarog Neoeldnvicdyv Emovddv 5
(1987-8) 487-500.
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Biography. I would nonetheless suggest that Plutarch’s influence
on Modern Greek Biography was mediated by Europe, which
received his work from the 17th century onwards in different
cultural contexts: in the tradition of anecdotes in the 18th century,
as an ethical model in the 19th and, in the 20th, as a painter of
souls who devotes himself “rather to the signs of the soul in men,
and by means of these [he] portrays the life of each, leaving to
others the description of their great contests” (from Plutarch’s,
Alexander, opening paragraph).3®

The most innovative Greek example, Avtotiuwpodusvog, O
Kapoloc Mrwvtiaip wg¢ ta tpiavra (1935), was written by Beratis
when he was at the same age.*0 Here, instead of a biography from
cradle to deathbed we have a biography which stops short, without
justification, at the age of thirty. The time span of thirty years is
condensed into the duration of one day (as happens in certain
novels of Virginia Woolf and James Joyce), from morning to
twilight, and is arranged in four chapters. Instead of the presen-
tation of the protagonist’s public activity and random speculations
on his private life, here we find an insistent description of his
inner life. Instead of the narration of Baudelaire’s life the way it
unfolded, we have the description of the way Baudelaire
experienced it. What is more, the biographer and the biographee
seem to share the same level of speech. The extended use of
substituted direct discourse (a kind of free indirect discourse)
implicates the biographer, the biographee and the reader in the
French poet’s life.

39 Ira Bruce Nadel, Biography: Fiction, fact and form (London:
Macmillan 1984), pp. 15-21.

40 dvrotuwpobuevog, O Képolog Mrwvilaip wc ta tpidvra. Preface by
K. Th. Dimaras (Athens: Kastalia 1935); 2nd ed. without the preface:
Govostis 1945. See my “O Avrotwwpodusvog 100 Mnepdtn: éva
veotepikd deiypa tng Moviépvag Bioypagioag” (forthcoming in the
Proceedings of the 12th Meeting of the Department of Medieval and
Modern Greek Studies, Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, dedicated to
Sophia Scopetea).
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The picture I have drawn is far from complete. If I had the
time I would mention the heated opposition to the trend and, what
is more interesting, the parodies that appeared when New
Biography became codified, and opened up a new road to the bio-
graphical experiments of the last decades. Vladimir Nabokov with
his Real life of Sebastian Knight, Pale fire and The gift imitates
(with fictitious characters) the practices of New Biography in
order to criticize them, and Virginia Woolf in her dialogized
hybrids Flush and Orlando subverted the basic assumptions of
biography with respect to person, chronology and the mode of
narration. It is not surprising that her work has been widely dis-
cussed only recently, in a period of controversy over the issues of
subject, totality, synthesis and binary oppositions.

Biography might be expected to vanish in our postmodern era
with the death of the subject and, particularly, the death of the
author. Nonetheless, it is hale and hearty*! and, under the names
of fictional biography, biographical metafiction, fiction as
biography, metabiography and biofiction, it is developing new
relations with the novel; the boundaries between them are not
always clear, while mixed forms can be observed.*2

41 For examples in England, Germany and France see e.g. Ina Scabert,
“Fictional biography, factual biography and their contaminations”,
Biography 5.1 (Winter 1982) 2-3, and Dominique Viart, “Fictions
biographiques”, in: Dominique Viart and Bruno Vercier (eds.), La
Littérature frangaise au présent. Héritage, modernité, mutations (Paris:
Bordas 2005) pp. 99-124.

42 Smaller or larger variations of meaning can be traced. Fictional
biography is “a separate literary genre. Its authors proclaim their
narratives to be novels. As novels on historical individuals, however,
they have a more complex relationship with factual reality than the novel
in general”; Ina Scabert, “Fictional biography”, p. 2. Biographical
metafiction is similar to Hutcheon’s term “historiographic metafiction”:
“Those well-known and popular novels which are both intensely self-
reflexive and yet paradoxically also lay claim to historical events and
personages”; see Linda Hutcheon, 4 Poetics of Postmodernism (London:
Routledge 1988), p. 5. The interchangeable (Fictional) metabiography
focuses on the (usually failing) attempts of fictive biographers to
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While New Biography drifted towards the novel, postmodern
fictional biography has questioned the assumptions on which the
realistic novel has been based. While in New Biography the
novelistic pattern took over the specificity of human reality,
postmodern fictional biography renounces narrative pattern for the
sake of the self, a self that is, however, not unified but multi-faced
and contradictory. While the characters in New Biography
conformed to stereotypes or novel types, the characters in
postmodern fictional biography are presented as a conglomeration
of all the varying conceptions of themselves: their memory
images, their anticipated selves, their ideal selves, the selves they
dream of. While New Biography focused on great men even in
their inner, all too human conflicts, postmodern fictional biog-
raphy deals either with individuals who have liminal identities, or
with great men, albeit in revisionary ways. While New Biography
was oriented towards the past, postmodern fictional biography has
a double temporality (the past of the biographee and mainly the

coherently reconstruct someone else’s life, thus raising issues of
reconstruction and representation; see Ansgar Niinning, “Von fiktionalen
Biographie zur biographischen Metafiktion”, in: Christian von
Zimmermann (ed.), Fakten und Fiktionen: Strategien fiktional-
biographischer Dichterdarstellungen in Roman, Drama und Film seit
1970 (Tubingen: Gunter Narr 2000), p. 19. Fiction as biography is a
novel which applies fictional discourse to bring a historical figure to life
or, in reverse, it applies historical discourse to bring a fictional figure to
life; see Dorrit Cohn, The Distinction of Fiction (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press 1999), p. 29. Biofiction was coined by Alain
Buisine, “Biofictions”, Revue des sciences humaines: Le Biographigue
4, no. 224 (1991) 7-13, in the sense of fictional biography. It is used by
Martin Middeke and Werner Huber (eds.), Biofictions: The re-writing of
romantic lives in contemporary fiction and drama (Suffolk: Camden
House 1999), p. 3, as a generic term “for the re-writing of the lives of
British Romantic writers [...] Contemporary biofictions [...] either
comment self-reflexively on the process of writing, or meta-
biographically centre on the epistemological problem of recounting a
life.” Nowadays the French use the inclusive term “le biographique” for
biography, autobiography, autofiction, etc., roughly equivalent to the
English term “life-writing”.
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present of the biographer). While New Biography presented
greatness as an inherent human feature and incited the reader to
identify with the illustrious subject, postmodern fictional biog-
raphy operates in a double way: it presents the biographee (who is
a historical figure for whom we usually have little verifiable
knowledge) alongside considerations on cultural construction or
epistemological uncertainties, at the same time urging the reader
to perceive and reflect on the biographee as a constructed object.
While New Biographers were mostly second-hand compilers of
facts, postmodern fictional biographers are indefatigable re-
searchers of (forgotten) persons and facts, and, at the same time,
they reflect on contemporary ideas and theories (on subjectivity,
identity, gender, culture, narrative etc.).

Greece assimilated the new trend rather quickly; one could
mention quite a number of examples.*3 I shall limit myself to
three novels representative of some of the above-mentioned
categories.

My first example is [dadkog Opacdkne by Vassilis
Vassilikos, a novel in parts which was started in 1972 and took its
definitive form in 2008, after many additions, alterations and
revisions (in its various editions by different publishers).*4 The

43 Alexis Panselinos, H Zaida # 7 xounia ota yidvia (1997), Aris
Marangopoulos, O1 wpaies yuépeg tov Beviouiv Zavidomoviov (1998),
Diamantis Axiotis, To eldyiorov ¢ (wisc o (1999), Foteini
Tsalikoglou, Eyw®, n Mdpba Ppéove (2000), Yorgos Xenarios,
Juidebovras to pwg (2001), Kostis Gimosoulis, Bpéyer pws (2002),
Philippos Philippou, O1 televtaisc nuépec tov Kwvetaviivov Kafaon
(2003), Philippos Philippou, O dvaroc tov Zopumd (2007), Thanassis
Valtinos, Av8y thc afbocov (2008).

44 odroc Opacikne (Athens: Ellinika Grammata 2008). Abridged
versions of the novel have been translated into French (Un poeéte est
mort, trans. G. Jeanperine, 1978) and English (The few things I know
about Glafkos Thrassakis, trans. by Karen Emmerich, 2002). Interest-
ingly, on the book-jacket Vassilikos characterizes his book as “bio-
fiction, autofiction, antibiography”.
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biographic quest is this novel’s manifest theme.*> The book is not
about the reconstruction of a previous life but rather about meta-
biographical reflections on whether truth about a life can possibly
be known, as well as the difference between life (a historical fact)
and its graphe (the biographical reconstruction/ fiction). I'Aavkoc
Opaocdkne dramatizes the quest of a biographer-researcher who on
the one hand seeks to investigate the odd circumstances of the
death of the famous author Glafkos Thrassakis (a persona of
Vassilis Vassilikos), and on the other studies Thrassakis’s manu-
scripts kept in the Archives of an American University. In this
way the biographer tries to reconstruct his subject’s life through
the reading of his own texts, obviously committing what is
generally dismissed as the biographical fallacy. To the extent that
the biographer refers so often to his quest we can consider both
the biographer and the biographee as, at once, subjects and objects
of the narrative. The text begins as a biography and develops into
an autobiography since the researcher is identified with the dead
author. This may have happened either during the process of
writing or because the biographer deliberately tried, through the
biography, to become part of the biographee’s life.

Or the other way round: since Thrassakis is identified with his
biographer and even his death turns out to be ambiguous, we
could consider the present text as one more of Thrassakis’s texts,
namely an autobiography in the third person. Be that as it may, the
biographer’s dramatization at once brings biography close to the
detective novel on the one hand and to autobiography on the
other. The novel’s double temporality, its multiplication of narra-
tive levels (mise en abyme technique) and the manipulation of the
distinction between fiction and reality (Thrassakis’s writings vs.
his biographer’s quest) call into question: (a) the possibility of

45 Allen Hibbard, “Biographer and subject: a tale of two narratives”,
South Central Review 23.3 (Fall 2006) 19-36, esp. p. 31. See also G.
Farinou-Malamatari, “B. BoaoctAiko®, [Aadkos Opacdaxns: O sontdg g
aAAog ot Boypagia”, Iépgvpac 104 (July-Sept. 2002) 211-18.
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arriving at the truth, (b) the existence of one unified self, and (c)
the capacity of biographical discourse to represent the world at
large. In any case, this biographical mode turns into an apt
instrument for Vassilikos, and later for Marangopoulos (Or wpaieg
nuépes tov Beviautv Zavidomoviov) and others, to collect and
rescue parts of unfinished works and unpublished materials, which
could not have appeared in any other mode.

My second example is Fais’s novel To pédr xar n ordyry tov
Beod (2002),% a “biography” of the Italian-Jewish painter and
man of letters Julio Caimi, a marginal person with a liminal
identity. Let me add that Fais, a Greek Jew himself, is the editor
of several books by and on Caimi as well as the Exhibition
Catalogue of Caimi’s paintings.*’

The book’s strange title (honey and ashes standing for life and
death respectively) has a striking similarity to Levi-Strauss’s book
From honey to ashes. According to Levi-Strauss, ashes usually
stand as a metonymy for tobacco (Caimi being a fanatical smoker)
but both words — honey and ashes — have several, even contra-
dictory, meanings. The novel is a conglomeration of fragments in
various typographical fonts and forms. Oral narratives of relatives,
friends and neighbours, some of them repeated, others contra-
dictory to one another, coexist with extracts from Caimi’s under-
ground work, articles on his paintings, newspaper clippings like
the ones Caimi amassed during his life and passages from Caimi’s
fictional diary.

Caimi’s life is an impressive collage of evidence, authentic
documents and imitations or forgeries some of which are real and

46 To puéh ka1 y otdyty oo Geot is the first novel in Fais’s biographical
trilogy. The second, EAMyvixy abavia (2004), is a revisionary presen-
tation of Vizyenos as a version of “minor literature” in the Greek literary
canon of the 19th century; see my “ Evog petapoviépvog Billunvog”, in:
O A6yos e mopovoiog. Twnrids téuog yio tov Havayidty Movild
(Athens: Sokolis 2005) pp. 167-80. The third, on Nikos Zachariadis
under the provisional title “TTopgupd yéha”, is still awaited.

47 More on Fais at his webpage www.fais.gr
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perspectival and therefore contradictory conceptions of Eleni’s
life together with Eleni’s subjective experience of herself, while
the first person sketches the same events in an interior monologue
at turns addressed to the Dead or to her own self in order to
criticize the images of herself produced in her former husband’s
autobiography and in a biographical article by the feminist
journalist and writer Kallirhoe Parren.

One can conclude that Galanaki’s novel fosters the idea that
biography can never meet the challenge of rendering a person’s
multiple selves, something that can be achieved only by auto-
biography. However, this idea is undermined by the text itself,
first because Eleni starts her monologues when she lives “the
after-life of women” (an ingenious metaphor for designating
madness); secondly, because what comes up as a remembered
version of herself is in fact the negative and positive comments
Eleni makes on the two already textualized versions of her life.
Whereas in her former husband’s autobiography she figures as an
out-of-the-ordinary person, in Parren’s portrait she appears as an
enigma.

Such multiperspectivity suggests that no “life” can ever be
definite, because it is subject to its writing and consequently to its
reading. Eleni emerges from our reading of Galanaki’s text, which
is based on Eleni’s reading of Kallithoe Parren’s reading of
Eleni’s life. In turn, we as readers treat this textualized life either
realistically or allegorically. Eleni’s silencing as a painter and her
confinement in Spetses can be read as a sign of maternal caring. It
can also be read as an allegory: the impasse of the woman artist
who is confined to the male, canonical models of painting.
Accordingly, the burning of her paintings can be considered as the
act of a desperate mother gone mad. It can also be considered as
the symbolic act of a female artist who, by daring to compete with
men, oversteps the boundaries of her female propriety and so
becomes a kind of monster. As a result, she must be punished. Her
paintings are the fruits of her audacity and may have indirectly
caused the death of her real children. She therefore punishes
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herself by burning her artistic children after the death of her real
ones.

To conclude, I have tried to give a somewhat schematic out-
line of the two main trends in the relations between biography and
the novel in 20th-century Europe. I have also tried to indicate the
breadth of their appeal in Greece as attested both by the numerous
Greek translations of European works and by the publication of
original novelistic as well as postmodern fictional biographies.

A more systematic study might possibly reveal the particular
characteristics of these Greek works. My impression is that during
the first half of the 20th century Greek literary production faith-
fully followed European models (in their light versions) adapting
them to its own historical contexts and avoiding the tensions
generated by some of them in Europe. In contrast, from the 1970
onwards Greek literary production, at least in the cases of some of
the better biographies, seems to follow no particular model —
which after all might not exist. Rather, it falls in with the
experiments in postmodern life-writing, addresses the current
cluster of theoretical problems on self, politics, culture,
knowledge, gender and art, and combines them with a scrupulous
examination of primary sources.
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This essay aims to provide a critical overview of “Greek Film
Studies”, a field of knowledge that is increasingly being recog-
nised as important in understanding Modern Greek culture in the
20th century — and beyond. Greek Film Studies focuses on the
study of films produced and shown in Greece, as well as on the
broader experience of cinema-going in this national context. As
part of the wider discipline of Film Studies, it raises similar
research questions to other cinemas, but its national focus high-
lights its formal and cultural particularities, which may or may not
have parallels elsewhere. Writing on Greek cinema is not a new
endeavour, but until recently publications in this area have been
predominantly journalistic, promotional and (auto-)biographical.
It is mainly in the last couple of decades or so that some system-
atic, methodologically consistent and theoretically informed
studies of Greek cinema have been produced and published. And
it is roughly in the same period that universities in Greece have
begun to introduce the critical study of cinema as part of their
curricula, opening the path for the institutionalisation of Greek
Film Studies. However, despite the significant increase of publi-
cations, especially in the last decade, the field remains in the
process of discovering its identity not only in terms of institutional
presence, but also in terms of theoretical and methodological
approaches. In offering an overview of existing bibliography, the
greater part of which is in Greek, this essay seeks to identify some
trends and tendencies in the field of Greek Film Studies, while
suggesting directions for future research and development.
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For those unfamiliar with the history of Greek cinema a
sketchy periodisation will help navigate through the material. The
four-period division suggested below is based on broadly accepted
distinctions and is meant to function as a rough guide rather than a
definitive schema.

Greek cinema can be divided into the following four periods:

e Pre-War Greek Cinema: defined by the use, predominantly, of
silent film technology and the first attempts at a sound
cinema, the period refers to films made until 1940.

* Old Greek Cinema: refers to the privately produced, popular
cinema of genres and stars of the (late) 1940s to early 1970s.

* New Greek Cinema: refers to the political, art cinema of the
1970s and 1980s, which was often financed by the state.

* Contemporary Greek Cinema: refers to the multifaceted
cinema of the 1990s and 2000s with its attempt to regain
popularity.!

As in any historical periodisation, the boundaries between
periods are not fixed and absolute. The periods are distinguished
with reference to particular decades, but also through some
dominant technical, industrial, thematic or formal characteristics.
However, not all these characteristics define each and every film
that falls within a particular chronological band. The main advan-
tage of such a periodisation is convenience — the ease with which
it acts as a reference point; by definition, however, it is fraught
with problems, as there is considerable overlap and fluidity among
the characteristics that Greek cinema in each period can be seen to
consist of.

With this basic periodisation as a starting point, the attempt to
chart the current state of Greek film studies will be wide-ranging
but also selectively focused. The analysis is based on a review of
the current bibliography on Greek cinema, including published
monographs, collections of essays and reference materials
published in Greek and in English. Examination of this material
reveals the significant increase in relevant publications in the last

1 For a different periodisation, see Constantinidis 2000.
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decade. Of the 220 or so books on Greek cinema in print and in
libraries, more than half have been published since 2000. Of the
remaining titles, more than half were published in the 1990s; less
than half of those remaining appeared in the 1980s, with the
publishing activity of the 1970s and 1960s being in single
figures.?

But this quantitative wealth of publication on Greek cinema
does not coincide with work on Greek Film Studies. Almost half
of these titles consist of biographies, memoirs and albums, which
often offer significant primary material for further study on Greek
cinema, but no critical analysis. Nonetheless, this increasing rate
of publication on Greek cinema has expanded the range of
resources that could be used for further study. This has been
further reinforced by the extensive digitisation of primary
material, by which I mean: the increasing commercial availability
of Greek films on DVD (albeit often without English subtitles);
the addition of Greek films to the International Movie Database
(www.imdb.com); as well as the digitisation of archival material
and their availability on line. Both the Greek Film Archive
(www tainiothiki.gr) and the Greek Film Centre (www.gfc.gr)
now have websites that contain listings of their film holdings, as
well as additional material such as, in the case of the former, a
selection of photographs, stills and programmes. The Greek Film
Archive has also undertaken the digitisation of a collection of
early Greek cinema feature-films, newsreels and documentary
footage, which will be soon housed in its new purpose-built
location. The Greek Film Centre, which has been the main fund-
ing body for feature films in Greece since the 1980s, offers online
access to data about its activities past and present, filmographies
and its in-house journal Moteur. The online availability of
databases is increasingly replacing printed filmographies, such as
those of Valoukos (1998), Koliodimos (1999) and more recently

2 The quantitative analysis is based on a bibliography compiled by the
author with the assistance of Olga Kourelou and Mariana Volioti, and
does not include essays and articles published individually in journals or
collections of essays.
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Rouvas and Stathakopoulos (2005), which have been very useful
in helping establish serious research on Greek cinema.

Histories

The desire to offer a historical accouni of Greek cinema has been
among the first impulses towards its more sustained study. The
year 1960 saw the first published history of Greek cinema, written
by journalist, film critic, actor, scriptwriter and later film director
Frixos Iliadis. The book consists of a mixture of biographical
information, advertising of production companies and their films,
previously published reviews, and filmographies. As an early
attempt to collect relevant information, the book is laudable; the
author’s serious intentions are indicated by the fact that he
differentiates his book from earlier similar endeavours, which,
according to his judgement, were based mainly on personal
recollections and oral sources. As a historical project, however,
his book, ironically, suffers from similar shortcomings: it provides
useful information but often lacks in historical argument. The
1980s saw the publication of three histories of Greek cinema, by
Mitropoulou (1980), Soldatos (1979-85) and Kousoumidis (1981).
Of these, the first two in particular have been especially influen-
tial, as their more recent revised editions also indicate
(Mitropoulou 2006; Soldatos 2000 and 2001-2).

Aglaia Mitropoulou’s single-volume study is organised
mainly as an account of creative individuals. She initially focuses
on “pioneers” of silent Greek cinema (Joseph Hepp, Dimitris
Meravidis, the Gaziadis brothers). She then moves on to discuss
producers who established the industry in the 1950s and 1960s
(Filopoimin Finos, Christos Spentzos, Andonis Zervos), as well as
some of the most acclaimed representatives — mostly film
directors — of that era (Alekos Sakellarios, Giorgos Tzavellas,
Grigoris Grigoriou). Clearly influenced by the auteur theory of the
1960s and 1970s, Mitropoulou celebrates the work of three
directors — Michael Cacoyannis, Nikos Koundouros and Theo
Angelopoulos — to whom she dedicates special chapters. She then
focuses on what she identifies as the “Athenian School” -
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directors influenced by neo-realism and American cinema,
combining the desire to portray an authentic view of
contemporary reality with, usually, melodramatic elements. This
is followed by an examination of the work of innovator-directors
who worked in the period preceding the dictatorship of the
Colonels, and who, in different ways, broke away from
established convention. A large section focuses on directors who
made “political” films, during the dictatorship and beyond. There
are smaller sections examining documentary, women directors,
Greek directors abroad as well as institutions supporting Greek
cinema. The choice of topics offers a (more or less explicit)
assessment of the relative value of particular film-makers, placing
emphasis on the artistic dimension of cinema. This is consistent
with the fact that Aglaia Mitropoulou was the main figure behind
the establishment of the Greek Film Archive in the 1960s, and
was committed to promoting quality cinema in Greece.

Yannis Soldatos’s multiple and often reprinted volumes on
Greek cinema are extremely valuable as collections of primary
material, a lot of which belongs to his extensive private collection
of film journals, photographs and posters. Soldatos is a publisher,
film director, collector and writer. His publishing company
Aigokeros is the main press in Greece specialising in cinema, and
a significant part of the increase in relevant publications during
the last two decades is a result of its activity. Soldatos’s history
often relies on the assumption that the material speaks for itself;
this is clear from the fact that either images or extensive quotes/
reproductions of (at times incompletely referenced) primary
sources are used instead of a historical account. His explanation of
historical events is often based on commonsense assumptions that
reproduce the views of the contemporary press, other film-makers
and middle-class audiences. This is particularly evident in his
damning account of popular/commercial Greek cinema and
especially of melodrama, a genre that was primarily addressed to
less educated audiences. His account of films after the 1980s
consists mainly of a critical commentary of the films shown at the
Festival of Thessaloniki.
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Both Mitropoulou’s and Soldatos’s histories rely on the
critical judgement of their respective authors based on their
knowledge of the field as archivists, critics, collectors, and,
generally, people involved with cinema in Greece. Their response
to the material is often instinctive and intuitional. The same
applies, to a large extent, to the history written by film critic
Ninos Fenek Mikelides (1997; 2001), the main difference being
that Mikelides is aware of the fact that he applies subjective
critical judgement and highlights his conscious intention to use his
history in order to shed light on disregarded and less known films.
A succinct but illuminating account of the main historical
trajectory of Greek cinema, as well as an examination of such
aspects as genre and format (popular film genres, avant-garde,
documentary, newsreels, short films) can be found in the entries
on Greek cinema in the Educational Greek Encyclopedia (1999),
signed by different authors. Finally, a two-volume, luxurious
edition published recently on the centenary of the introduction of
film to the country in 1905 (Rouvas and Stathakopoulos 2005)
consists of an extensive and well presented filmography referring
to 2,650 films and documentaries; an album of more than 5,000
photographs; a biographical dictionary of 400 film-makers and
members of the industry; and a historical account that reaches to
the contemporary era. Written by two cinephiles rather than
historians — an animator (Rouvas) and a film memorabilia col-
lector (Stathakopoulos) — the book offers a lively and illuminating
account of a number of aspects of Greek cinema, but does not
fulfil the need for a clearly documented and methodologically
coherent history of Greek cinema.

An article by Maria A. Stassinopoulou (2002), instead, offers
an example of such work. It focuses on Greek film production
during World War II, a period on which very little information
and even fewer films exist. Stassinopoulou argues that certain
conditions created during the German occupation of Greece
enabled investment in the production of Greek films, which in
turn prepared the ground for the “golden era” of the sixties. In
other words, she stresses continuities in film business from the
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pre- to the post-war era (an example being the figure of
distributor-producer Theofanis Damaskinos). This case study pro-
vides a valuable example of a historical analysis based on archival
material, which foregrounds its argument, its theoretical assump-
tions and its limitations.

As film historians Robert Allen and Douglas Gomery (1985)
identify, there are at least four different ways of writing film
history, each of which has different aims and focus: aesthetic,
which places emphasis on film as art; technological, which high-
lights the impact of technologies on film form; economic, which
focuses on the economic and industrial conditions that underpin
the production, distribution and exhibition of films; and social,
which examines the patterns of film reception by audiences (Allen
and Gomery 1985: 37). Most of the existing accounts discussed
above offer an aesthetic approach with an emphasis on the “great
man” and/or “masterpiece” tradition. Stassinopoulou’s approach
instead is predominantly economic. Its emphasis is on film as
business, and on the production/distribution/exhibition network
that supports it.

The field of industrial-economic analysis of Greek cinema is
an area ripe for further research. Such research is very closely
dependent on relevant archival information - such as contracts
and financial data from private production companies — which is
often unavailable. Existing publications on Finos films, for
example, the main private production company of “Old Greek
Cinema”, are largely based on oral accounts from regular
collaborators, members of the crew and cast (Triandafyllidis 2002;
Zervas 2003). There are two books that cover aspects related to
the economic history of Greek cinema. Sotiropoulou’s (1989)
study of the institutional and financial framework of Greek
cinema in the years 1965-1975 offers some very illuminating
statistics about the production and distribution activity in the
period and highlights the need for more detailed study of the
workings of particular companies, as well as of the system as a
whole. Kouanis’s (2001) study of the market for cinema in Greece
focuses on the purchase of foreign films for distribution and
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exhibition in the period 1944-99. The book highlights the extent to
which imported (rather than locally produced) films constitute the
main source of income for distribution companies, and analyses
some of the processes for the selection of these films.

An altogether different approach to history, based on the
social sciences, is adopted by Maria Komninou (2001) in her
study of the Greek public sphere in the second half of the 20th
century. In this study she examines cinema as a mass medium
alongside the press and television. Her account of cinematic trans-
formations highlights the political subtext of the films, and relates
them within the contexts of either a conformist or an oppositional
public sphere.

While there are relatively few purely historical studies of
specific periods or case studies in Greek cinema, history in a
broader sense greatly informs Greek film studies as they have
developed so far. In some cases this has taken the form of the
study of representations, in the sense of the examination of the
content of the image and its relation to the society that produced
and (originally) consumed it; in others, it consists of the examin-
ation of history as a self-conscious theme present in particular
films or the work of specific film-makers. The study of represen-
tations has been applied predominantly in existing studies of Pre-
War and Old Greek Cinema, while history as a theme is exten-
sively present in New Greek Cinema. Below I will provide an
overview of key publications on each period of Greek cinema and
highlight the ways in which they explore questions of history.

Pre-War Greek Cinema

Silent and early sound Greek cinema is one of the most under-
researched areas in Greek film studies. This is largely due to the
fact that resources on Pre-War Greek Cinema are significantly
more limited and often not available online. For example, there is
no silent film filmography indicating how many films were made
in Greece, when and by whom. Furthermore few silent films can
be found in archives, and even fewer are available digitally. The
Greek Film Archive holds a number of titles, although it is
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difficult to specify from the website exactly how many. The
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Greece has a significant archive of
newsreels and documentaries from the period, a published
catalogue of which offers chronological and thematic classifi-
cation (Constantopoulou 2000).

The histories of Greek cinema discussed above offer historical
accounts of the era, but these are extensively based on oral
testimonies. As there is no public archive containing journalistic
or industrial sources from the era, the researcher has to rely on
fragmented information and private collections. Soldatos’s repro-
duction of some of his archival material is very useful in this
context (2001-2). Eliza-Anna Delveroudi’s accounts of pre-war
Greek film in the two volumes of the History of Greece in the
20th century (Chatziiosif 1999 and 2002) constitute the most
thorough historical analysis of the era so far. Often relegated,
more or less explicitly, to the status of a “prehistory”, Pre-War
Greek Cinema is usually discussed as part of a broader historical
account. There is, however, one notable exception, and the only
book-length study of an aspect of this period: film director Fotos
Lambrinos’s study of pre-war newsreels as historical evidence
(2005).

Lambrinos focuses on the extent to which newsreels can be
used to collect historical information and identifies their main
value for the contemporary researcher in their function as
documentation for the period. Lambrinos organises the book in a
loose chronological order, on the basis of the existing material. He
examines footage by the Manakia Brothers, the first Balkan film-
makers, identifying their value as ethnographic sources, but also
acknowledging the varied and original camera angles used, which
indicate the cinematic sensibilities of their makers. He then
focuses on footage of the Athens “Olympic Games” of 1906 — the
first extant footage shot within the boundaries of what was then
Greece — and compares it to Leni Riefenstahl’s filming of the
Berlin games of 1936. Other chapters focus on the coverage of
war, on the Asia Minor campaign, on the extensive footage of
national parades and the glorification of the military in their
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uniforms (an ironic contrast with the significant military defeats of
the early 1920s). He also examines the aborted attempt by the
Gaziadis brothers to create a commissioned fiction film cele-
brating the national victory in Asia Minor, which was thwarted by
the military disaster. Other topics include the first attempts to
recreate a festival of ancient Greek culture and theatre in Delphi,
as well as the footage of the royal family and the Metaxas govern-
ment. Lambrinos’s analysis is very attentive to the material,
offering detailed descriptions of the content of the images, but
also of some key stylistic choices (such as camera angles,
distance, etc.). He highlights the ideological bias and propagandist
function of most of the footage, which was commissioned by state
institutions. The book conveys vividly a particular view of the
nation as experienced and imagined with the help of the moving
image in the first three decades of the 20th century.?

Lambrinos’s detailed study of pre-war newsreels is not as yet
matched by an equally detailed study of pre-war fiction films of
the era. These consist of silent short comedies of the 1910s and
1920s, as well as the first feature films of the late 1920s and
1930s, which were folk-costume dramas (foustanellas) and melo-
dramas. The absence of a book-length study on this era might be
the consequence of the significant archival limitations. A recently
published essay on actor Michail Michail tou Michail (Dimitriadis
2008) offers an examination of his career based primarily on the
actor’s autobiography and the contemporary press. This short but
well researched biography portrays Michail as a quixotic char-
acter, who tried — rather unsuccessfully — to establish himself as a
film actor with his short silent films.

The transition to sound in Greek cinema is examined in an
article by Franklin L. Hess (2000), which analyses the first Greek
sound film, O Ayomnrikds s Booxormobiag (The Shepherdess’s
Lover, 1932). Hess examines the film as the locus of tension

3 A significant part of the material discussed in this book has been used
to compile the documentary series Havépauo tov Aivva (Panorama of
the Century) produced by ERT, 1982-87, and available at: www.ert-
archives.gr
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between, on the one hand, the desire for national distinctiveness
resulting from the introduction of verbal language and dialogue,
and, on the other hand, the aspiration that a film should use a
universal language and be able to be consumed anywhere in the
world. Hess argues that this film does not offer a successful
negotiation of this tension but lays bare the terms in which it was
expressed. The article thus throws light on some of the national/
ideological problems that came with the transition to sound, and
offers a very illuminating example of the ways in which close
textual analysis of the sound and image of a film can be used to
examine broader cultural and social tensions. It moves beyond the
study of representations, towards an examination of history as the
interface between film form and social/cultural context.

Despite the acknowledged significance of the Gaziadis
brothers in the Greek cinema of the late 1920s and early 1930s, no
detailed study of their work has yet been produced. The discovery
and restoration by the Greek Film Archive of a copy of their
Aotépw (1929), a feature-length foustanella that was an important
critical and commercial success of the time, opens opportunities
for understanding this period. A lot of questions remain un-
answered with regard to the pre-war era, especially the silent film
period, starting from questions related to production (who made
which films, under what conditions, funded by whom?), to
questions related to distribution/exhibition (how did these films
circulate, who saw them, in what kind of conditions?). However,
as Constantinidis (2000) and Hess (2000) forcefully argue, the
shift from silent to sound cinema, which started in the 1930s and
was completed in the 1940s, is not just about technology, but also
about the conception of the medium: the advent of sound turns
Greek cinema inwards, towards a nationally defined set of themes
and representations. As the introduction of language defines most
clearly a national audience, it also opens up opportunities to offer
nationally specific narratives. This, as we shall see below,
becomes systematised through the genre system. Looking back at
the more outward-looking silent cinema, it is worth asking
whether it is useful to explore it as “Greek silent cinema”, rather
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Looking back at the first sustained critical writings on popular
Greek cinema in the 1970s, it is notable that they adopted some of
the idioms of ideological criticism, producing very condemnatory
accounts of what they saw as the products of “dominant bourgeois
ideology”. More recently, however, similar theoretical tools have
been used to reassess pre-dictatorship popular Greek cinema and
to argue in favour of a more complex relationship with their
audience. In her book-length study, Athanasatou (2001) differen-
tiates between the films of the 1950s and the 1960s, with regard to
the extent to which they are grounded in a “popular discourse”.
More specificaily, she argues that 1950s films were addressed to
an audience that had very vivid memories of the Greek Civil War,
and should be seen as instances of “popular culture” that helped
the post-war audiences to deal with some of the recent traumas. In
contrast, the mass-produced films of the 1960s are addressed to a
society that has started to forget these traumas in the light of rapid
modemisation and urbanisation. While the former have many
traces of an authentic popular culture, the latter embrace a
constructed version of popularity (Aaikétnra). The book offers
many acute observations, especially in the close textual analysis
of her sample of twelve films, which are nonetheless occasionally
compromised by the density of the theoretical framework it
embraces.

Genre features as a theoretical tool in Athanasatou’s work, but
her argument cuts across generic categories. One of the first
publications to highlight genre in Old Greek Cinema was the first
volume of Ontixoarxovotrikyy Kovitodpa (Levendakos 2002a), in
which most articles address either a particular genre, or a
thematic/representational aspect of a genre. Athina Kartalou’s
article (2002: 27) sets the parameters for genre studies in Greek
cinema, identifying four main genres: comedy, melodrama,
mountain films (or foustanellas) and musicals — all of which are
individually explored in the collection. Elsewhere, studies have
focused attention on the “smaller” genres of the war film
(Papadimitriou 2004; Tomai 2006) or the film noir (Dermetzoglou
2007).
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A closer look at the mountain film, a genre with a
distinctively Greek iconography, as indicated by its common
generic name foustanella, illustrates some of the applications of
genre analysis. In his essay on the genre, Kymionis (2000)
distinguishes between two subgenres and their different ideo-
logical emphases. Based on stage plays, the dramatic idylls, on the
one hand, represent peaceful, harmonious village communities
temporarily torn apart because of parental disapproval of a
couple’s relationship, and create an idealised representation of the
nation’s past. Drawing on popular bandit literature and the heroic
figure of the bandit, on the other hand, the mountain adventures
focus on social injustice and allow the use of violence for the
restoration of order; these films foreground conflict and by
extension hint at recent historical memories. This work is further
continued by Demertzopoulos (2002) in an article on the mountain
adventure, which further examines the genre’s ideological and
social significance.

There are rather fewer book-length studies examining
particular genres. My own study of the musical (2006 and 2009),
offers a detailed formal analysis of the Greek genre, relating it to
both its theatrical predecessors (the epitheorisi, the operetta, the
komeidyllio) and to its cinematic relatives (the comedy). The book
explores the common assumption that the Greek musical is a bad
copy of its Hollywood counterpart, and refers to studies of the
American film musical in order to challenge this claim. Proving
inadequate to illuminate the specificity of the Greek musical, the
relevant theories are appropriated and adjusted to make them
useful for exploring questions relevant to the Greek films. One of
the key questions asked is how the Greek musical uses — and
develops — its generic conventions in order to express some of the
key cultural tensions of the time. Drawing on the distinction
between a Romeic and a Hellenic cultural identity, the analysis is
used to demonstrate how elements of the musical express and
negotiate their co-existence. It is through the use of its genre-
specific dimensions, such as music, dance and plot, that the Greek
musical illustrates the tensions between the two versions of
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Greekness, and provides utopian solutions for overcoming them.
In this way it was possible, in some cases, to map on to some of
the formal characteristics of the American musical, such as the use
of binary oppositions, a different set of meanings from those used
in Hollywood.

Studies of genre in Greek cinema have often been linked with
particular themes or aspects of representation. Delveroudi’s
(2004) book-length study of youth in Greek comedies of the
period 1948-1974 uses the films as historical testimonies for the
examination of the social roles of young people in this period. The
book offers an exhaustive content analysis, examining youth with
respect to such social contexts as family, education, marriage,
work and leisure. It pays little — if any — attention to the form of
the films, aiming to illustrate practices and ideas about youth that
were prevalent during the period. A similar methodology, but on a
smaller scale, has been used in articles that examine youth in
social dramas (Paradeisi 2002a), politics in comedy (Delveroudi
2002) or women in comedies (Paradeisi 2002b).

Gender explorations consist, for the most part, of studies of
representations — images of women in a particular group of films.
A notable exception is Eleftheriotis’s (1995) article on con-
structions of masculinity in popular Greek cinema of the 1960s, in
which he argues against the universalising assumptions of gender
theory that developed with the influence of psychoanalysis. More
specifically, he indicates that the argument that dominant
masculinity (as expressed in cinema, but not only) is associated
with power, control and mastery is flawed in that it is based on a
white, Western male subject and does not automatically apply to
all cultural and historical contexts, such as that of modemn Greece,
which he sees as related to post-colonialism.

The emphasis on aspects of representation that is evident in
most of the published work on Greek cinema is directly linked
with the aim of illuminating a social and/or historical
phenomenon. Issues around the diaspora and immigration, social
phenomena that have shaped the Greek experience mainly in the
1960s and 1990s respectively, have preoccupied scholars
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(Sotiropoulou 1995; Tomai-Konstandopoulou 2004; Kartalou et
al. 2006). An examination of the themes of occupation and the
resistance in Greek cinema (Andritsos 2004) is complemented by
a more wide-ranging examination of aspects of war (Tomai 2006).
A collection of essays on the representation of children has
attracted various methodologies, but its focus is for the most part
thematic (Theodorou et al. 2006).

There is, as suggested above, a notable absence in published
studies of formal analyses of popular Greek cinema, focusing on
its stylistic transformations. This can be largely explained as the
result of a persistent perception about the quality of these films —
the notion that Greek popular films are simply not good enough to
examine as aesthetic objects. In a recently presented paper,*
Eleftheria Thanouli argued for a liberating break away from this
set of assumptions, with the assistance of Bordwell’s methodo-
logical propositions, which argue for a “piecemeal history”, for
the writing of the history of film style against reductive “grand
narratives” of historical transformation (Bordwell 1997). Thanouli
adopted this approach to identify the specific stylistic choices that
director Dinos Dimopoulos made in some of his films, examining
their relationship to the script and to the options available to him
in his working context. She looked closely at stylistic dimensions
such as the staging of the action; the editing rate; the adherence
(or not) to the principles of continuity editing; the use of stylisa-
tion. Far from making an auteurist case about coherence of vision
and personal style, this paper located the specific stylistic
dimensions of Dimopoulos’s films as the result of particular
probiem-solving processes.

It would be very encouraging to see more “piecemeal” studies
of the formal and stylistic dimensions of particular films in the
context of their production. Such focus on detail could eventually
lead to revisiting the established historical grand narratives on
Greek cinema. It could also help assess whether the use of the
term “classical” in the context of popular Greek cinema is suitable

4 Ppresented at the conference “Greek Cinema: Texts, Histories,
Identities” (Liverpool, 23-24 May 2008).



66 Lydia Papadimitriou

or not. While the general principles of classicism in cinema, as
defined by Bordwell, Staiger and Thompson (1985), are certainly
present in popular Greek cinema, the specific ways in which they
have been achieved does not necessarily follow the American case
as identified by the authors. For example, while most Old Greek
films place emphasis on character-based plots that prioritise
narrative clarity over style and aim to focus the attention on what
is happening rather than how this is presented, they do not
necessarily follow the principles of continuity editing in the same
way, and to the same effect, as the American films. The adoption
of the term in the context of Old Greek Cinema removes some of
the specificity with which it was used in the American context and
generalises it, making it synonymous with “mainstream narrative”
cinema. A thorough investigation of the terms of its use and its
relation to the original context would be welcome; this should
involve a detailed and in-depth account of the industrial and
formal characteristics of this cinema — an extensive project that
has not yet been conducted in the Greek context.

New Greek Cinema

Questions regarding a possible “group” style emerge with regard
to New Greek Cinema, a term that has been used to refer to the
modernist, politically aware and sometimes intensely personal
cinema that was produced mainly during the 1970s and 1980s.
While alternative voices in film-making emerged during the 1960s
with the work of, among others, Takis Kanellopoulos, Nikos
Koundouros, Alexis Damianos, it was in the 1970s, and with the
collapse of the commercial mode of production that supported Old
Greek Cinema, that the Greek “new cinema” emerged. Initially,
the funding options for film-makers who worked outside the
established system were very limited. They often had to rely on
private donors or personal and/or family savings. It was only in
the 1980s, when the Greek Film Centre became part of the
Ministry of Culture, that a systematic project of funding films
valued for their cultural — rather than industrial — significance
began.
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While not being thematically or stylistically coherent, certain
trends are evident in New Greek Cinema. On a closer look, a
distinction between the two decades also emerges. Thus, broadly
speaking, the films of the 1970s often deal with social and
political issues, highlighting, for example, the problems emerging
from rapid urbanisation. The troubles of the persecuted Left were
explored in many films, even if those had to be conveyed
cryptically to avoid the censorship of the Colonels. By the 1980s
such activism gave way to a pessimistic existentialism. Many
films became inward-looking, focusing on their characters’ crises
and deadlocks (Levendakos 2002b). The opaque style and often
depressing subject matter of these films alienated their potential
audiences, and, by the end of the 1980s, many Greek films
struggled to find distribution.

In an article that examines visual style in New Greek Cinema,
Skopeteas (2002a: 92-5) argues that the films from each decade
demonstrate different stylistic characteristics. In 1970s films long
takes and long shots prevail. Shots are often static, taken from
neutral camera positions distancing the audience from the action
and the characters. Camera movements are often unmotivated,
while handheld camera and location shooting provide a raw edge.
The use of lighting and acting is naturalistic, while compositions
emphasise deep focus. These stylistic choices indicate the
influence of both the Brechtian “alienation effect”, and of the
realist tendencies of the European New Waves.

Looking at the 1980s Skopeteas distinguishes between two
different tendencies: the “expressionist” films, on the one hand,
and those that begin to revisit mainstream narrative modes and
genres, on the other. The former match their existentialist subject
matter with characteristics derived from the original German
movement: an emphasis on interiors shot from varied camera
angles, the use of symbolically loaded interior sets and chiaro-
scuro lighting, the placement of the camera closer to the actors,
theatrical acting. The use of long takes continues, however, and as
the author indicates, it becomes a dominant characteristic of New
Greek Cinema as a whole. The second tendency — termed “New
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Classical Cinema” by Skopeteas — is a precursor of the trends that
would dominate from the 1990s, and will be discussed below.

New Greek Cinema has been a self-proclaimed “cinema of the
author”, a fact evident through the numerous interviews of its
representatives, as well as through the pages of the film journal
Zoyypovos Krvnuotoypdpog, which explicitly promoted ideas of
individual creativity as developed in the European New Waves. It
is no coincidence, therefore, that the vast majority of published
works in the area consist of studies of individual directors. 1t is
worth noting that many of these books are published with the
financial assistance of the Thessaloniki International Film
Festival, an institution that has historical links with New Greek
Cinema. Launched in 1960 under the title “Week of Greek
Cinema”, and subsequently renamed as “Festival of Greek
Cinema” (1966-1991), it functioned throughout the 1980s as the
main exhibition and promotional space for Greek films, which
otherwise struggled to find distributors and audiences.

The series includes collections of essays on Antouanetta
Angelidi, Theo Angelopoulos, Alexis Damianos, Takis Kanello-
poulos, Frida Liappa, Roviros Manthoulis, Tonia Marketaki,
Nikos Nikolaidis, Nikos Panayiotopoulos, Giorgos Panouso-
poulos, Nikos Papatakis, Kostas Sfikas, Dimos Theos, Stavros
Tornes and Pandelis Voulgaris, all of which were published in the
2000s.5 Incidentally, there are also publications focusing on the
work of some Old Greek Cinema directors, whose work has been
reassessed in the context of the theory of the auteur. The col-
lections on Michael Cacoyannis, Jules Dassin, Dinos Dimopoulos,
Grigoris Grigoriou, Giorgos Tzavellas and Dinos Katsouridis
indicate the artistic evaluation of these directors, who worked
within a commercial system of production that has traditionally
been seen as a hindrance to creativity. Most publications on
individual directors include reviews of the films by the con-
temporary press, functioning as resources for further research
rather than as sustained auteur studies. There are few monographs

5 www.filmfestival.gr/inst/Festival/gallery/eshop/bookshop_en.pdf
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on particular directors, among which Soldatos’s study of the body
in Koundouros’s work (2007), Kyriakos’s exploration of the theat-
rical dimensions in Damianos’s films (2007), and Sotiropoulou’s
analysis of Stamboulopoulos’s oeuvre (2004) may be mentioned.

The discussion above has so far omitted the bibliography on
Theo Angelopoulos, Greece’s most internationally known and
extensively researched film director. Angelopoulos’s first feature-
length film Avarapaotacy (Reconstruction, 1970) is often seen as
the starting point for New Greek Cinema because of its critical
success that led to both national and international recognition at
film festivals (Bakogiannopoulos 2002: 14). Angelopoulos went
on to make a series of highly political films, managing to evade
the censorship of the Colonels by setting their stories in recent
history and presenting them in an oblique Brechtian mode. His
four-hour-long ®iacoc (The Travelling Players, 1975) was shot
during the dictatorship and screened just after its fall, marking a
particularly resonant moment in recent Greek history. The com-
plex interweaving of themes from ancient myths (the Oresteia)
and a popular dramatic idyll ([ xdipw), as well as thinly disguised
references to the Civil War not only encapsulate the director’s
unique vision, but also provide a very powerful insight into Greek
history. Despite somehow changing direction from the mid-1980s
towards a more character-based, existentially focused storytelling,
Angelopoulos’s consistent thematic concerns and stylistic choices
render him an archetypal director-auteur.

The bibliography on his work in Greek, English, French and
Italian is extensive, reflecting his international appeal. Andrew
Horton has published both a monograph (1997a) and a collection
of essays (1997b) in English, aiming to make Angelopoulos’s
work more accessible to those unfamiliar with Greek culture and
history. David Bordwell (2005: 140-85) uses Angelopoulos as one
of the four case studies in his study of cinematic staging and style,
offering a dissection of the ways in which the director organises
space through his camera. His close analysis of particular
sequences from the director’s films, focusing on their recurrent
stylistic techniques, locates Angelopoulos’s work within the
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broader context of European modernism. Methodologically, it
offers a good example of an approach based on film form and
style that could be adopted more widely in the study of Greek
cinema. Among the bibliography in Greek, Irini Stathi’s (1999)
monograph on space and time in the films of Angelopoulos offers
an extensive and methodologically consistent semiotic analysis of
his work. This is complemented by a volume that brings together,
often in translation, some of the key articles written on his work,
together with contemporary reviews (Stathi 2000). It is worth
noting here the two collections of critical writings by Vassilis
Rafailidis (1990; 1996), a very influential critic who voiced the
call for New Greek Cinema and helped establish Angelopoulos as
a major figure in this context.

Looking at the writing on New Greek Cinema, and especially
on individual authors, it is worth noting that the vast majority
aims to offer interpretations, in other words, it tries to unpack the
dense, hidden and ambiguous meanings of the films behind their
often high modernist form. The opaqueness of many films invites
such an approach, and it is in this context that Bordwell’s
approach is particularly welcome as it offers an analysis based
concretely on the stylistic choices in specific films. On the other
hand, the increasing historical distance from New Greek Cinema
is opening up possibilities for examining the films in the context
of the discursive networks from which they emerged. The search
for an authentic Greekness that would be expressed through a
modernist aesthetic becomes, in this sense, one of the major
discursive/ideological contexts in which New Greek Cinema
evolved.

Contemporary Greek Cinema

The alienation of audiences from New Greek Cinema that reached
its peak at the end of the 1980s was counteracted by the persistent
popularity of Old Greek films through their repeat screenings on
television. These two factors, arguably, have led to a return to a
narrative-centred, genre-based and thematically accessible cinema
since the 1990s. While this return to a mainstream narrative
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cinema appeared in the 1980s, it has become significantly more
prominent in the last two decades. The term “contemporary” to
characterise this period is undoubtedly problematic as this is
clearly a temporary temporal designation — what is contemporary
now will soon cease to be so. It has, however, been widely used
and for this reason is adopted in this context (Levendakos 2002c).
An alternative offered by Skopeteas (2002a) is “New Classical
Greek Cinema”, which focuses on the main stylistic character-
istics of most of the post-1990s films, but adopts a loose use of the
term “classical”.

The changes in the funding structures and policies in the last
two decades have contributed towards the shift in emphasis
towards a more mainstream, but also a more globally oriented
cinema. In the early 1990s, the Greek Film Centre began to fund
films by young directors who sought to examine contemporary
social issues without trying to establish an authorial signature. As
some of these films (for example, Télo¢ Emoy#¢/End of an Era,
1994) increasingly appealed to audiences, the funding options
began to expand. Television channels started contributing towards
film production, either in collaboration with the Greek Film
Centre, in the case of state-owned television, or independently, in
the case of private channels (for example, Safe Sex, the box-office
hit of 1999, was funded by Mega Channel without any state
participation). The vast majority of contemporary Greek films are
the result of co-productions, as the Greek Film Centre has also
shifted its emphasis in this direction. European and international
partners have entered the scene, opening questions about the
national identity of the films and challenging the concept of
national cinemas. Angelopoulos’s films are a good example of
such globalisation: since the 1990s his films increasingly involve
non-Greek funding partners (mainly from Europe), international
stars (Marcello Mastroianni, Jeanne Moreau, Bruno Ganz, Harvey
Keitel, Willem Dafoe and Irene Jacob, among others) and even
adopt the use of English as the main language (H Zxovn tov
Xpdvov/The Dust of Time, To Bléuua tov Obvooéa/Ulysses’
Gaze). Angelopoulos’s films are, of course, clearly “branded” as
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auteur films, and in some ways they follow a trajectory of their
own. But the role of co-production and the internationalisation of
the cast and even the content of the films are also evident in some
of the box-office hits of the 2000s. IloAitikn Kovliva/A Touch of
Spice, for example, was financed by Village Roadshow Pro-
ductions (the first venture of a distribution and exhibition
company into film production in Greece), the Greek Film Centre,
and a Turkish company. The film had an international (mostly
Greek and Turkish) cast, and also used the English language in
parts of the dialogue.

Little has been published, as yet, on Contemporary Greek
Cinema, opening a range of avenues to be potentially explored by
researchers, one of which is the closer examination of the relation
between the changing funding structures, as sketched above, and
the form and content of the films. The third volume of Oruixo-
axovotiky; Kovirovpa (Levendakos 2002¢) is the only collection
of essays so far dedicated to post-1990s films, while most of the
thematically organised collections discussed above (for example,
on immigration, children, etc.) include essays referring to
contemporary Greek films. Skopeteas’s (2002b) examination of
post-1990s films through the perspective of post-modernism
offers many insights. The use of pastiche and nostalgia is present
in the subject matter and style of many Contemporary Greek films
(such as Téloc Emoyng, 1995, Peppermint, 1999, IloAitikn
Kovoliva, 2003, all of which focus on nostalgic reminiscences of
childhood and adolescence; remakes such as O Hilag¢ tov
160v/Elias of the 16th, 2008). Skopeteas also identifies an
“oppositional” postmodernism in films that use inter-textual
allusions and a mixture of styles to offer some form of social
critique (such Ané v Axpn e IloAng/From the Edge of the City,
1998, or Singapore Sling, 1990). A very different approach is
adopted in Maria Paradeisi’s (2006) monograph, which offers
close analyses of six Greek films chosen because of their thematic
reference to transgression, made between 1994 and 2004. This
study is inspired by Bordwell and Thompson’s formalist analysis
of narration and combines it with thematic explorations, such as
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representations of gender and transgression. The films of Renos
Haralambidis have become the object of Horton’s attention in a
short monograph (2005) on the young director.

The exceptional box-office success of a handful of Greek
films in the last decade, such as Safe Sex (1999), Iolitikn
Kooliva (2003), Nbgeg/Brides (2004), Aodpa rar Ilapailayy:
Zewpnves oro Aryaio/Loafing and Camouflage: Sirens in the
Aegean (2005), El Greco (2007), has not as yet led to any
extended publications on these films, but it is bound to trigger
further academic interest in these and other Contemporary Greek
films. This can take a range of directions, among which: the
analysis of the formal and stylistic texture of individual films, or
specific groups, in the context of the options available at a particu-
lar time and place; questions of group style, with the use of such
terms as “classical” and “post-classical” carefully considered; a
further examination of the industrial parameters of Greek cinema
— the funding structures, production companies, distribution and
exhibition; the study of audiences.

Last, but not least, a significant question emerges with respect
to the study of Greek cinema as a whole: to what extent is it useful
to study it as a “national cinema”, an approach that implies its
uniqueness in content, form, function, development? Should we
not examine it (only) in relation to the rest of the cinematic
production? As suggested above, such questions become even
more relevant with the increasing globalising trends in film
production in the last couple of decades, which dilute the
commonly understood national identity of films produced, say,
with Greek funds, Greek creative personnel, in the Greek
language and addressed, predominantly, to a Greek audience. The
debate has taken different guises over the years: the Greekness of
01d Greek Cinema, for example, has been challenged, because of
its extensive — and eclectic — borrowings of forms and styles from
non-Greek models, and its failure to develop a “national school”.
The search for a national identity has also haunted some film-
makers of New Greek Cinema and led to the production of a
group of films focusing on explorations of Greekness. More
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recently, the terms of the debate have been reversed, with
emphasis being placed on unpacking the ideological processes
behind seeking a fixed “national identity”. By extension, some
national (film) histories have been criticised for their Helleno-
centric focus, while emphasis is placed on finding parallel
phenomena elsewhere. While this is not the place to develop such
debates further, I wish to stress the necessity to examine the
history and form of cinema in its specific contexts of production
and reception, without necessarily making ideologically charged
claims about uniqueness. Greek cinema is bound to have parallels
elsewhere, and their exploration is welcome. Greek cinema is
undoubtedly the result of multiple formal and cultural influences;
it has been used to express multiple ideologies and, at times, to
serve particular interests. Its national identity, therefore, should
not be seen as unified, but as the product of a multiplicity of
factors coming together at a particular time and in particular
forms. As such, examining Greek cinema in its own terms and
context can only strengthen further attempts to place it in a
broader, comparative framework, such as, for example, its recent
inclusion in the study of Balkan cinemas (Iordanova 2006).
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The present article is an annotated version of a lecture delivered in
January 2009 at Cambridge, in which I discussed a latent poetic
“collection” by Cavafy, entitled “Passions”.! Before proceeding to
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a presentation of the archival material that concerns this
“collection”, i.e. the titles of all poems, which, at one point or
another, we may assume Cavafy had considered arranging under
the title “Passions™, I shall summarise here some general com-
ments on Cavafy’s practice of compiling catalogues and lists —
comments which served as an introduction to my Cambridge
lecture.

1

“Almost all work of art is done with emotion. I was in emotion in
all my poetry’s making”,2 Cavafy once wrote, and hence it would
be safe to assume that an undiluted expression of some personal
experience is to be found in each of his poems.

In his well-known poem “Theodotos”, created in 1915,
Cavafy wrote:

And do not be too sure that in your life —
restricted, regulated, prosaic —
spectacular and horrible things like that do not happen’.

Since this poem belongs to the philosophical/didactic area of
Cavafy’s oeuvre, and hence is addressed “to everyone”,* ad

permission to study and publish the contents of the unpublished folder
“Passions”, as well as for authorising the publication here of four photo-
graphs of unpublished manuscripts from the Cavafy Archive. Finally, I
thank philologist Irena Alexieva for translating the present article mto
English.

2 The quote is taken from a comment in English by Cavafy on the poem
“Sculptor of Tyana”, which was transcribed and discussed by Diana
Haas; see C. Th. Dimaras, “Cavafy’s technique of inspiration”, Grand
Street 2.3 (Spring 1983) 156. For more on the personal experiences that
underlie each of Cavafy’s poems, see C. Th. Dimaras, “Mepwcéc nnyég
™G xofaekhis téyvng”, first published in the 1932 special issue of the
literary journal Kdxlog dedicated to Cavafy, and re-published several
times elsewhere (now in: Cavafy, Introduction, p. 76-8).

3 Unless otherwise stated, all poems are quoted in the translation of
Edmund Keeley and Philip Sherrard in: C. P. Cavafy, Collected Poems.
Edited by G. P. Savidis. Revised ed. (Princeton: Princeton University
Press 1992).
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orbem so to say, it had never crossed my mind that these verses
could reflect, along with others, some intense emotional occur-
rence in a life “restricted, regulated and prosaic”, which was only
occasionally interrupted by a spectacular or horrible event, such as
for instance some “terrible news”> or the unexpected privilege of
an accidental encounter with love.®

However, as I was researching the contents of the Cavafy
Archive relevant to the thematic division “Passions”, I realised
that the poet had a pronounced tendency towards organising both
the prosaic and the poetic aspects of his life. We knew already,
from G. P. Savidis, that Cavafy’s papers were found in an
“exemplary order”;” we know also, from in-depth philological
studies, such as Renata Lavagnini’s study of Cavafy’s unfinished
poems, that “Cavafy’s work manner is [...] quite organised and
systematic”.® This persistent daily control and organisation
involved the fastidious recording of large and small expenses, of
major and minor household repairs, daily chores, etc., which
produced the various lists and catalogues that, as we know,
Cavafy was particularly inclined to keep.®

This practice was perhaps an inherited habit, or as Savidis
more aptly put it, “[Cavafy’s] innate instinct and the conditions of
his life had taught him early on to keep proper accounts”.!® Or

4 The concept of a poem addressed “to everybody” has been used by
Cavafy himself. See G. Lechonitis, Kaﬂagozxa Avrogydiia. Me sicaym-
zuco onpeiopa Tigov Makdvov (Athens 1977), p. 30.

“When I heard the terrible news, that Myris was dead” (see Poems, 11,
p- 74, line 1).
6 “He saw a face inside there, saw a figure/that compelled him to go in”
(see Poems, 11, p. 83, lines 16-18).
7 See G. P. Savidis, “I'0. dvo véeg exddoeic tov Kopdon”, Emoyés 1
(May 1963) 55 and Poems, 1, p. 9.
8 See Unfinished, p. 24.
9 As early as 1963, in his first informational presentation of the Cavafy
Archive, G. P. Savidis notes that a major part of the Archive consists of
“lists: a) bibliographical, b) chronological, ¢) thematic, d) generic — of
the poems he either wrote or intended to write — as well as of the names
of the recipients of each of his poetic collections”. See MK, A, p. 41.
10 pK, A, p. 19.
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maybe it was the result of some fear that he might be ruined finan-
cially — a logical concern, given the sudden turn for the worse,
which the economic situation of the family took after the death of
the poet’s father; or maybe it was his almost obsessive (I would
say English-style) mindset that drove him to control so methodic-
ally all practical details of a lonely everyday life. The life of a
man who in 1908, at the age of 45, chose to live alone,!! trying
hard, on the one hand, to preserve a certain lifestyle in the face of
financial constraints, and on the other hand, to practise his art
without compromising in any way with his artistic principles and
ideas, as they had been shaped over the years. Or maybe it was
none of the above and the explanation is much simpler: the fact
that Cavafy lived in a time when the concept of orderliness and of
“household economy” was a self-evident routine, at least for those
who belonged to a certain social class.

The various catalogues and lists in the Cavafy Archive may
fall into different categories but they all share one common
feature: they are detailed and precise, no matter whether it con-
cerns everyday matters, or the way Cavafy organised his work, i.e.
into chronological and thematic catalogues of his poetry.

The practice of recording and cataloguing all kinds of activi-
ties seems to have helped Cavafy put his daily affairs in order.
Thus, we have for instance: (a) catalogues detailing household
tasks; (b) catalogues describing preparations for various trips;!?
(c) catalogues of monthly expenses;!3 (d) genealogical cata-
logues;! (d) catalogues of recipients of his poetic works.!5

11 On Cavafy’s life, see the most well-founded biographical study so far,
by Dimitris Daskalopoulos and Maria Stasinopoulou, O Biog xaz to Epyo
zov K. I1. Kafidpn (Athens: Metaichmio 2002).

12 One such catalogue has been published by G. P. Savidis in his study
“Evdupa, povyo kot youvo oto odpo g xoafaeikfs noinong”. See MK,
A, pp. 222-3.

13 Cavafy kept such records for the last 40 years of his life (1893-1933),
but unfortunately most of them have been lost, according to information
given to G. P. Savidis by Alekos Sengopoulos. See: MK, A, p. 35. The
researcher who saw this archival material before most of it perished was
Michalis Peridis, who used the information that had come to his
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Apart from practical or genealogical catalogues, Cavafy also
compiled chronological and thematic lists of his poems, such as,
for instance: (a) a bibliographical catalogue of rejected poems; (b)
the catalogue of 29 unfinished poems;!® (¢) a catalogue of poems
in French; (d) a catalogue of poems written in katharevousa; (¢)
chronological lists of poems by composition date; and (f) thematic
lists of poems.

From this second group, G. P. Savidis carefully researched
and published all chronological catalogues that have to do with
the composition of Cavafy’s poems, making partial use of the
generic and thematic catalogues and providing some information
on their appearance and contents.!” As a result of G. P. Savidis’s
systematic and research efforts over many years, an essential
aspect of Cavafy’s publishing system was recognised and docu-
mented — namely, that the poet aimed at a more complex reception
of his work, and believed that this could be achieved primarily
through a thematic arrangement of his poems.!18

knowledge for his book O Bio¢ ka1 to Epyo tov Kwvetavtivov Kafapn
(Athens: Ikaros 1948); see pp. 55-61.

14 See Vangelis Karagiannis, Znusicoeic omé v I'eveadoyio tov
Koféon ra1 opoistomy  avamopayoyy 1oL XEPOYPAPOD  THE
“I'evealoyiog” (Athens: ELIA 1983). Part of the Genealogical Table,
compiled by Cavafy and translated into English by his brother John, has
been published in the catalogue of the C. P. Cavafy Exhibition organised
by the Hellenic Foundation for Culture, the Centre for Neo-Hellenic
Studies and the Cavafy Archive; see the catalogue edited by Katerina
Gika (Athens: Centre for Neo-Hellenic Studies 2008), pp. 20-1.

15 See Savidis 1966: 215-83.

16 These poems have been published by Renata Lavagnini (Unfinished).
17 See MK, A, pp. 49-85.

18 This complex issue has been thoroughly analysed by G. P. Savidis in a
series of studies and in his lectures at the Aristotelian University of
Thessaloniki, and has been substantiated in his now classic two-volume
edition of Cavafy’s Poems (1963 and new edition 1991). Savidis’s
findings and views on the editorial issue in Cavafy have been challenged
by Anthony Hirst. See primarily the study “Philosophical, historical and
sensual: An examination of Cavafy’s Thematic Collections”, Byzantine
and Modern Greek Studies 19 (1995) 33-93, as well as the joint article
by Anthony Hirst and Sarah Ekdawi “Hidden Things: Cavafy’s thematic
catalogues”, Modern Greek Studies (Australia and New Zealand) 4
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This aspect relates to another major issue in Cavafy’s poetic
practice, which the poet himself defined as “great attention to
poetic balance” — a balance that he sought to achieve in his entire
poetic oeuvre. Cavafy clearly realised the dynamic internal co-
herence among his poems (underpinned by thematic circles), and
perceived his poetry as “work in progress”. It is worth recalling
here a well-known note by the poet, published in the journal
Alebavdpvsy Téyvn, which is particularly illuminating for the way
he worked: “light in one poem, half-light in the other — not
haphazardly, but with great attention to poetic balance”.!? In this
regard, there is no doubt that the thematic catalogues, along with
the chronological ones, are the most important of all catalogues
that Cavafy used to compile.

2

The first mention of the existence of thematic catalogues in the
Cavafy Archive was made by G. P. Savidis in 1963, in his study
“The C. P. Cavafy Archive”.20 Subsequently, although Savidis did
not delve into this subject, having focused his research efforts in
other directions he considered a priority, he also provided quite a
few useful comments on the thematic division of Cavafy’s poetry.

One of these divisions bears the title “Passions” and con-
stitutes one of the nine “thematic headings”, as the poet himself
called the thematic categories into which he attempted to classify

(1966) 1-34. Hirst has in fact applied some of his erroneous conclusions
in a new English edition of Cavafy’s poetry. See C.P. Cavafy, The
Collected Poems. Translated by Evangelos Sachperoglou, Greek text
edited by Anthony Hirst, with an Introduction by Peter Mackridge
(Oxford: Oxford University Press 2007).

19 See Savidis 1966: 209-10. The unsigned note attributed to Cavafy,
published in AAelavdprvii Téyvy (May 1927), is quoted here in the
translation of Edmund Keeley in his: Cavafy'’s Alexandria. Study of a
myth in progress (Cambridge Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1976),
pp. 186-7.

20 See G. P. Savidis, “To Apygio K. IT. KaBaon”, Néa Eotia 74 (872) (1
November 1963) — issue dedicated to Cavafy. Now in MK, A, p. 41.
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his poems based on a central and particularly prominent feature.?!
This feature had to do with either the concept of history (“Ancient
Days”, “Byzantine Days”, “The Lord of Epirus™), or the concept
of religion (“The Beginnings of Christianity”), or the notion of
fleeting time and the attrition it brings (“Years Fly By/Anni
Volant”), or the idea of confinement (“Prisons™), or the concern
about poetics and poetic practice (“Our Art”) or about a specific
aspect of poetic art (such as the development of a Parnassian
subject in the thematic heading “Three Images”), and last but not
least, the heading with the most provocative, and certainly, in my
opinion, the most interesting title with regard to the overall under-
standing of Cavafy’s art: “Passions”.??

21 For more on thematic headings and thematic catalogues see Savidis
1966: 136, 137, 138, 139, 169, 177, and 194; and Cavafy, Unpublished,
pp. 236-9, 241-5, 248-9. See also Diana Haas, “At opyoi 7ov
Xpronwavicpod. Evo Ogpoticd kepdrato tov Kafaon”, Xaptne 5/6
(April 1983) 589-608; Haas, “«Ztov £vdo&d pag Polaviviopdn:
onuewdoeg vio éva otiyo tov Kofdon”, diafdlw 78 (S October 1983)
76-81; Haas, Le Probléme religieux dans I’oeuvre de Cavafy. Les Années
de Formation (1882-1905) (Paris: Sorbonne 1996), pp. 29, 33-70, 72, 85,
140, 142-3, 147-75, 199, 201, 213, 217, 275-6, 279, 317, 345, 419-20,
422.

The thematic collections and more specifically the archive file
“Passions” have been discussed with particular eagerness by Sarah
Ekdawi, who, in an unpublished Master’s degree thesis (“The Passions
File: A study of eleven poems by C. P. Cavafy”, M.Phil. in Applied
Linguistics, Trinity College, Dublin 1995), a research paper (“The
Passions File: Cavafy’s private collection?”’, Modern Greek Studies
Yearbook 16/17 (2000/2001) 159-75), and an article co-authored with
Anthony Hirst (see note 18 above), has engaged in the study of Cavafy’s
thematic organisation and thematic collections. Unfortunately, her
research papers, not unlike Hirst’s, leave much to be desired from a
methodological point of view and base a number of their arguments, as
well as some conclusions, on misconceptions.

22 In the present article, I will not comment on the remaining “thematic
headings”, the basic information on which is to be found in an archival
document, marked F82; it requires a separate examination, since it poses
quite a few challenges, both in deciphering its content and in grasping all
the aspects of its compilation and use by the poet. A partial photograph
of this document has been published in Lena Savidi, Aedxwpa Kafapn
1963-1910 (Athens: Ermis 1983), a commemorative edition marking the
50th anniversary of Cavafy’s death. Dr Ekdawi studied this photograph
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The arrangement of poems under these “headings” began ca.
1891 (for some thematic headings) and was abandoned around
1898, although in some cases it persisted until 1903/1905, while
two headings (“Ancient Days” and “Passions”) continued to
occupy Cavafy up to 1923/24, albeit undoubtedly at a different
level. From a certain point on, it seems that the poet contemplated
the prospect of compiling two collections under these titles (or
“headings” as he used to call them).

It is worth reiterating here a principal conclusion of Cavafian
scholarship, namely that the attempt to organise poems into
“thematic headings” does not correspond, in terms of the logic
behind it, to the creation of thematic collections in which the poet
arranged his acknowledged poems, where an explicitly different
(and certainly much more complex) system was followed.

The arrangement of poetic works under “thematic headings”
is an attempt to group certain poems under a common title and
should not be confused with Cavafy’s subsequent attempts to
compile thematic collections founded on a close or remote
correlation between two adjacent poems in a collection. In the
second case, the degree of correspondence varies: sometimes the
similarities are immediately visible, while other times a theme, a
pattermn or a certain mood simply extends from one poem to the
other, and the coherence between the two requires advanced
reading to be discerned. As G. P. Savidis observed — he was the
first to realise the importance of the thematic arrangement of poems
in some of Cavafy’s poetic collections and in his two bound
booklets — the poet did not divide his works the way he did in
compiling the thematic catalogues (thematic headings), but grouped

almost as if it was a first-hand examination of the manuscript itself, and
transcribed its content, overlooking the fact that next to the last entry
there is a reference mark, which suggests (to those who are familiar with
Cavafy’s practice of organising such documents) that the catalogue
continues somewhere else within the same manuscript.
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them “into a much more subtle thematic sequence”;?3 one “that
would clearly reveal the train of his poetic thought” 24

It should be noted also that the nine thematic headings do not
have the same quantitative weight and value, nor do they possess
the same dynamics that can be identified in the evolution of
Cavafy’s poetry. Two of the nine headings, for example (“The
Lord of Epirus” and “Three Images™) seem to be the result of an
ad hoc grouping of a specific and very small number of poems,
which the poet could not include elsewhere. These headings were
never updated afterwards and obviously concern some extremely
narrow thematic areas, which Cavafy abandoned, as his poetic
pursuits led him to delve deeper and extend the scope of some of
the remaining six headings.

Out of these remaining six headings, only two seem to go
beyond the early thematic contemplations of the poet, and
continue to occupy him up to the last decade of his creative life.
These two headings are “Passions” and “Ancient Days”, which
differ from the rest in that Cavafy continues to update them until the
last decade of his life. The most recent addition to the thematic
heading “Passions” (the poem “From the Drawer”, left unpublished
by the poet) was written in 1923. The most recent addition to the
thematic heading “Ancient Days” is the poem “In Alexandria, 31

23 Savidis 1966: 177.

24 Poems 1, p. 11. Ekdawi’s approach to this issue is misleading, since in
presenting Cavafy’s thematic collections, she includes not only those
entitled “Poems”, but also the two private collections, which the poet
gave as a present to Malanos and to Sengopoulos, as well as the two
prospective thematic collections “Ancient Days™” and “Passions”. See S.
Ekdawi, “The Passions File: Cavafy’s private collection?”, pp. 170-1.
However, the thematic collections were produced following “thematic
and generic” criteria, as Savidis notes as early as 1964 (for instance, the
epitaphs and the dramatic monologues constitute a “generic division”,
see: MK, A, pp. 59-89), while the incomplete “collections™ “Ancient
Days” and “Passions” were compiled according to quite different
criteria, having originated as “thematic headings”, i.e. lists of poems that
can be grouped under a thematic title (such as “The Beginnings of
Christianity”, “Prisons”, “Years Fly By/Anni Volant”, etc.).
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B.C.” which was probably written in 1917 and was published in a
single broadsheet in June 1924.

In 1968, studying the publication history of Cavafy’s “feuille
volante” entitled Ancient Days,?® Savidis arrived at the conclusion
that “in 1897-1898, Cavafy had planned to publish a thematically
arranged collection [...] which either in its entirety or in part
would have had the title: Ancient Days” .26

In 1983, in his study “Seven Stages of a Cavafy Poem”
(«Emtd otédio evog mompatog tov Kaféaon»), while examining
the composition and publication history of the poem “The Funeral
of Sarpedon”, Savidis referred to the contents of the folder marked
“Ancient Days” (F11) and transcribed the titles of the poems,
which Cavafy had included in this thematic sequence (or potential
collection?), as they were written on the second, third and fourth
page of the folder.2’

A detailed examination of the documents in the Cavafy
Archive related to the thematic heading “Passions” underpins
Savidis’s argument that at some point of his creative life Cavafy
might have contemplated publishing a thematic collection entitled
“Ancient Days”.

First of all, there are obvious similarities in the appearance of
the two folders in which the poet kept manuscripts assigned to
these two thematic divisions, “Ancient Days” and “Passions” (see
Appendix, Plates 1 and 2). One could indeed argue that we are
dealing with a thematic pair, which exhibits quite a few common
features: (a) similar cover/jacket; (b) similar layout of titles on the

25 We may recall that in his lifetime Cavafy published five pamphlets or
“feuilles volantes” (one of which is “Ancient Days” printed in 1898),
two bound booklets and ten collections. The pamphlet “Ancient Days”,
the thematic heading “Ancient Days”, and the intended but never
published thematic collection “Ancient Days” differ and should not be
confused. All issues related to Cavafy’s practice of circulating his works
are thoroughly researched and clarified in G. P. Savidis’s doctoral
dissertation (Savidis 1966). On the pamphlet “Ancient Days”, see
specifically pp. 136-142.

26 See Savidis 1966: 138.

27T MK, A, p. 277, note 18.
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cover of the folder; (¢) similar organisation of the table of con-
tents, i.e. poem titles written on the two inside pages of the
folders/jackets (in the case of “Ancient Days”, because of limited
space, the list continues on the back cover); (d) similar prelimin-
ary numbering of the titles (every fifth one in the list), as evi-
denced by traces in both documents;28 (¢) the two folders related
to these two thematic collections were kept close to one another in
the poet’s Archive (“Ancient Days” in F11, “Passions” in F12).

Such deliberate organisation of the archival material suggests
that, from a certain point onwards the poet approached these two
thematic headings differently from the rest. Having abandoned the
remaining seven thematic headings, Cavafy probably intended to
proceed with these two divisions (“Ancient Days™ and “Passions™)
with a view to producing autonomous editions.

Herein lies the most important contribution of G. P. Savidis to
our understanding of Cavafy’s concern with the “thematic
headings”. The conception and publication in English, with the
collaboration of Edmund Keeley, of the poetic collection Passions
and Ancient Days is a publishing act which (with the organisation
of its contents) substantiates that Savidis had recognised the most
essential outcome of Cavafy’s earlier attempt to arrange his poetic
works under thematic headings: that the poet at some point aban-
doned his initial divisions, singling out only two of them to which
he accorded a different treatment, beyond simple classification.
He regarded them as divisions that had the potential of evolving
into autonomous thematic collections.

Why this effort was never brought to fruition remains unclear.
However, the traces of this endeavour, which have been preserved
in the poet’s Archive, can still provide valuable insights to a
variety of issues that have to do with the way Cavafy planned and
organised the circulation and reception of his oeuvre.

28 See note 32 below.
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3

I shall now focus on the folder in file F12 of the Cavafy Archive,
which reflects the poet’s attempt to compile a poetic collection
under the title “Passions”, along the pattern established with the
thematic heading “Ancient Days”.

Fi2

The archival item in question is a makeshift folder (33.7 x 21.5
cm), made of grey cardboard, which bears on its front page, i.e.
the cover/jacket of the presumed poetic collection, the handwritten
title “Passions” (see Appendix, Plate 1).

The title “Passions” on the cover is written in ink in Cavafy’s
hand and crossed out in pencil in the hand of Rika Sengopoulou,
who classified the contents she found inside as “Unknown poems,
good” (as she noted in pencil above the title).

The folder today does not contain manuscripts of poems, since
those that existed inside, a total of eleven poems,?° were removed
by G. P. Savidis and together with other previously unpublished
works found in various files of the Cavafy Archive, were pub-
lished in 1968 as Unpublished Poems (1882-1923).30

Let us now see the titles of the poems included in the
handwritten list, inscribed on the makeshift folder “Passions”

29 Here lies the fundamental misconception of Sarah Ekdawi, who
assumed that the collection “Passions” comprised eleven poems, i.e. only
those that remained unpublished by the poet and were, hence, discovered
by Savidis in manuscript in the folder “Passions”. It is quite obvious
however, that Cavafy’s deliberations on the possibility of publishing a
collection entitled “Passions” encompassed a larger number of poems.

30 According to information provided by Savidis in his notes to this
edition, the eleven poems, the manuscripts of which existed in the folder
“Passions”, were: “September, 19037, “December, 1903, “January,
1904”, “On the Stairs”, “At the Theatre”, “On Hearing of Love”, “Thus”,
“And I Leaned and Lay on Their Beds”, “Half an Hour”, “The Bandaged
Shoulder”, and “From the Drawer”. As for “Invigoration”, Savidis notes
that two poems with this title were recorded in Cavafy’s chronological
catalogues, one of which was filed “under the heading ‘Passions’,
together with: ‘On Hearing of Love’, ‘Far Away’, ‘On Beautiful Things’
(= ‘I’ve Looked So Much’), ‘Thus’, etc.)”. See Unpublished, pp. 236-7.
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(F12),3! which, I believe, constitutes an earlier version of the table
of contents for the intended poetic collection “Passions”, if indeed
it was ever meant to reach the printing press (see Appendix, Plates
3 and 4).

O Zemtépfone tod 1903

'O AenépPong tod 1903

'O I'evvagng tod 1904

'H potoygadic

Sraig Tudhong (151132
[[X08&c Noytal]

210 Bfatgo

AT’ td ¥éola Tod "Egwtog
[[MeBuopévoc]]

[[TIotnpa]] (511
"Enfiyo

[[Aoyvela]l Opviey

“Eva foddv pou 5
[[Zrovg dgopoug]]

To Khewopévo ApdEe 5
"Exduhiopévog "Eowg 5
[[MéipTiog 190711 Mégec tod 1903
TToAvéhorog

(1]

"EQwtog drovopo

31 In the list in Greek that follows, the titles are transcribed as entered by
Cavafy, along with all subsequent deletions, insertions, repetitions, and
markings, while in the numbered list in English I have attempted to
produce a more advanced version of the catalogue, omitting repeated
entrigs and adding, where appropriate, subsequent changes to the titles
listed.

32 The numerical index 5 appears five times in the document (twice it is
crossed out). As far as I could figure out, the poet initially tried (soon
abandoning this idea) to number every fifth poem (for what purpose, 1
can only guess). Thus, the first index marks the fifth poem, the second
the tenth, while the third also follows this pattern (i.e. it again marks the
tenth poem if we omit the deleted titles above it). The fourth index,
probably an earlier insertion, marks the fifteenth poem (if we number
them without omitting any deletions), while the logic behind the last,
fifth, index is obscure.
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"Entotoede

[T o deaia]] "Etot ol dtévioa
[[Evduvapumotc]]

"Etol

[[MioopeBuopévoc]] 'Ev i} Od®
[[Ta mohbtipa]] ‘Otav dieyelgovion
Hdovi

Moaxgud

H Agyf) toov

Ki dxobdpmnoa xol mhaywaoa oteg xhliveg twv
[[Ay&mmoé tnv Tdrego]] "Tuevog
"Ev 'Eonégo

[[AAeEOVOQIVOV]]

BOuufoov Zdpa

Muom doa

Tnplta

Kéto dn’ 1o Enin

Addeno. nal o

To duhavo ToamélL

Nomog

N& Meivel

'O Aepévog ‘Quog

To 23% E10¢ 10D Plov pov tov Xewpudva
'O "Hhog tod Amoyebpotog

"Tugvog

TS Toviov TTEhayog

To nahonaigl tod 1895

A’ 10 ZuoThoL

1. September, 1903

2. December, 1903

3. January, 1904

4. The Photograph

5. On the Stairs

6. [[Last Night]]

7. Atthe Theatre

8. From the Hands of Eros [= At the Café Door]
9. [[Inebriated]]

10. [[Poem]]
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11. I Went

12. [[Lust]] Vow

13. An Evening of Mine [= One Night]

14. [[In the Streets]]

15. The Closed Carriage [= The Window of the Tobacco Shop]
16. Failing Love [= A Young Poet in His Twenty Fourth Year]
17. [[March 1907]] Days of 1903

18. Chandelier

19. [{T"]]

20. On Hearing of Love

21. Come Back

22. [[On Beautiful Things]] I’ve Looked So Much
23. [[Invigoration]]

24. Thus

25. [[Half-Drunk]] In the Street

26. [[The Precious Ones]] When They Come Alive
27. To Sensual Pleasure

28. Far Away

29. Their Origin

30. AndILeaned and Lay on Their Beds

31. [[Love Her More]] Imenos

32. [[Alexandrian]] In the Evening

33. Body, Remember

34. Half an Hour

35. Grey

36. Outside the House

37. Half past Twelve [=Since Nine O’clock]

38. The Next Table

39. Understanding

40. Has Come to Rest

41. The Bandaged Shoulder

42. In the 23rd Winter of My Life

43. The Afternoon Sun

44. The lonian Sea [= On Board Ship]

45. The Summer of 1895 [= Days of 19087?]

46. From the Drawer

A preliminary examination of the document in F82, which refers
to all thematic headings, as well as to other grouping of poems,
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reveals that the thematic sequence “Passions” in F82 includes
forty poetic compositions, eleven of which are not listed in the
catalogue of the F12 folder. These eleven poems are:

H pdym s Mayvnotog
Mag[uod] T[é]d[og]
[Tég[aopa]

Duyddeg

"Entdvodog drd v EAA[Gda]
H Snufoia]

Tpog v ITtdou

To® 5% 1) tod 6% aidvog
Teg[wvOpov] T[d]dlog]
Iy Aax[edawpovinv]
Xog[pidng)

The Battle of Magnesia

Tomb of Marikos [= Kimon, Son of Learchos?]
Passage

Exiles

Going Back Home from Greece

The Flag

Towards a Fall [= Nero’s Deadline]

Of the 5th or 6th Century [= Of the Sixth or of the Seventh
Century]33

9. Tomb of Hieronymous [= Tomb of Ignatios]

10. Except the Lacedaimonians [= In the Year 200 B.C.7]
11. Charmidis [= In a Town of Osroini]

Sl A ool

These eleven poems, in my opinion, exhibit a common feature
which could provide some insights to the reasons for which
Cavafy chose not to include them in the prospective collection
evidenced in F12. It is quite obvious that all eleven poems (with
the sole exception of “Passage”) are historical or pseudo-

33 Now in Unfinished, pp. 251-5.
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historical.>* They do elaborate on the topic of “passions” (the two
“Tombs”, “Passage” and “Charmidis” in particular), but their
historical setting (with the exception of “Passage”) is quite pro-
nounced and this was probably the reason that led Cavafy to re-
consider their inclusion in a collection entitled “Passions”.?> On
the other hand, the 47 poems included in the table of contents of
the prospective thematic collection “Passions” all belong more or
less to the erotic/sensual area of Cavafy’s poetry.3¢

4

The details provided so far were meant to give a general idea of
the poet’s attempt to compile, at some point of his creative life, a
thematic collection entitled “Passions”. To conclude, I would like
to add some comments which might hopefully contribute to a
more developed interpretation.

From the early arrangement of his works into “thematic
headings”, Cavafy kept only two categories that he found useful
for the thematic organisation of his mature poetry. These were the
categories “Passions” and “Ancient Days”. This suggests that at
some point the poet must have realised the fundamental import-
ance of these two thematic categories (the sensual and the histor-
ical or political Cavafy) for the perception and in-depth reception
of his poetry. It is worth recalling that in 1918 Cavafy wrote a
lecture, delivered by Alekos Sengopoulos at the hall of the Greek
Scientific Society “Ptolemy I” in Alexandria, with which he
sought to steer the reception of both critics and readers towards
the most daring aspect of his poetry, the sensual one.3’

34 On the terminology related to Cavafy’s historical poems, see Michalis
Pieris, “Kopdong ko Iotopia (@épata oporoylug)”, in: Cavaty, Intro-
duction, pp. 397-411.

35 I noticed, for instance, that eight of these titles are also included in the
intended (but also never published) collection “Ancient Days”.

36 The solution I have opted for in the forthcoming edition of this
collection is to publish these 11 poems separately, in an appendix.

37 For a more recent publication of this lecture, see Cavafy, Introduction,
pp. 47-56.
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What emerges from the present discussion is that at some
point Cavafy had selected a total of 46 (or 57) poems with a view
to compiling a thematic collection entitled “Passions” (regardless
of whether he eventually fulfilled these intentions or not).

One is tempted to ask, is there anything new to be learned
from this latent poetic collection as it is preserved today, i.e. as an
incomplete catalogue of 46 or 57 titles? Incomplete because we
have no way of knowing, what the final composition of this
thematic collection would have been, had the poet continued to
update it until he was satisfied. I believe that even to the extent to
which we can recover it, based on the fragmentary evidence found
in the poet’s Archive, this collection could lead us to certain
valuable conclusions that transcend the mere quantitative aspects
(the 57 poems constitute approximately 37 per cent of the 154
titles in the Cavafy canon).

The most important conclusion is that the poetic expression of
the erotic in Cavafy is a far more complex affair than some people
might assume, especially those who have tried to anthologise the
erotic Cavafy, giving weight to only one dimension, that of
homosexual love.

This is certainly not the case. Many of the poems catalogued
here reveal the importance which Cavafy gave to other passions,
such as: the passion for solitary erotic experience, which is em-
bodied in the poem “Chandelier” and seems to symbolise the
passion for masturbation;38 the passion for alcohol, as revealed in
poems such as “Half an Hour”;3° the passion of lust or of erotic
delusion, which is associated with the “hypothetical experi-
ence”;*0 the passion that bridges pleasure and knowledge, as sug-

38 The first scholar who identified this passion in Cavafy’s poetry was
C. Th. Dimaras who referred to it as “lonely repetition of the erotic act”.
See “Mepkéc nnyég g xoPagwknc téyxvng”, in Cavafy, Introduction, p.
91

39 On the subject of alcoholism in Cavafy’s poetry, see Savidis 1966:
182, note 106, which refers further to Malanos, Saregiannis and Tsirkas.

40 Or “Guess work” as Cavafy himself calls it in his essay “Philosophical
Scrutiny”, which Michalis Peridis, somewhat arbitrarily, entitled
“Poetics”; see: C. P. Cavafy, Avéxdora neld keiueva. Eisoyayh ko petd-
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gested by the didactic tone of poems such as “Invigoration”; the
passion for poetry implied in the poem “Understanding” (and
probably in the lost poetic composition named “Poem”); the
passions kindled by political prejudice and historical conscious-
ness, as in the poem “The Battle of Magnesia”; the passions fed
by ethical and political amorality, as in the poem “Towards a Fall”
(= “Nero’s Deadline™); the passionate rejection of hypocrisy when
it comes to ethnic self-awareness, as in the poem “Going Back
Home from Greece”. We can also discern an elegiac feeling of
time gone by, as in the poem “Half past Twelve” (= “Since Nine
O’clock™) where we have the pair “na0n”/’névon”, i.e. “Passions”
are coupled with “Bereavements”.

A more in-depth interpretative approach to the poems
included in the thematic division “Passions” would certainly
reveal many other strong emotions. Hence, what we can leamn
from this latent collection is that the erotic and the sensual in
Cavafy is not limited to one passion, that of homosexual erotic
experience, but has to do also with the passions of a great poet, a
conscious craftsman who was concerned about the quality of his
work, about issues of political and artistic ethics, about aestheti-
cism and sophistication, which he had an empathy for.

That the concept of erotic passion, which in Cavafy rather
relates to a hypothetical experience, underlay his entire poetic
practice in terms of both manner and ethics, is clearly revealed in
the following excerpt from a note written in June 1910:

My life passes through sensual fluctuations, through fantasies —
occasionally fulfilled — of an erotic nature.
My work veers towards the intellect.

ppoot Muyddin Hepidn (Athens: Fexis 1963), pp. 36-7. G. P. Savidis’s
translation of the title is more accurate, “®1hocopikdg Ereyyos” (Savidis
1966:144 and passim), while in the recent edition of Cavafy’s Prose,
Manuel Savidis rendered it as “@thocoqix} E&étaon” (Prose, pp. 256-
60, 329). On the concept of “hypothetical experience”, see also Michalis
Pieris, Xapog, Pwg xar Adyog. H dwldextich tov “uéoa’”-“éCw” otnv
woinon tov Kofden (Athens: Kastaniotis 1992), pp. 55-9, 333-4, 339-44,
422, On the topic of lust, see the related poetics and ethics note by
Cavafy (MK, B, p. 103).
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[...]

I work like the ancients. They practised philosophy, they wrote
history, dramas of mythological tragedy — love-struck, so many
of them — just like me.#!

L I

A central subject in the thematic collection “Passions” (as it
emerges from the table in F12) is the duality of sensual pleasure
and lust, which seems to have concerned Cavafy quite a lot,
judging by his strong disagreement with Baudelaire’s treatment of
1t:

I was reading tonight about Baudelaire. And the writer of the
book I was reading was somehow épaté with the Fleurs du Mal.
It has been a while since I re-read the Fleurs du Mal. From what 1
remember, they were not so épatants. And it seems to me that
Baudelaire was constricted within a very close sensual circle.
Last night, suddenly; or last Wednesday; and so many other times
1 experienced, and acted upon, and imagined, and silently
fashioned stranger pleasures yet. (22.09.1907)42

Cavafy’s “sensual circle” is much broader, as we can see from
the poetic compositions included in the folder “Passions”, and this
is probably best evidenced in the poem “Half an Hour”.

HALF AN HOUR
I never had you, nor I suppose

will I ever have you. A few words, an approach,
as in the bar the other day — nothing more.

41 See MK, B, p. 122. It is quoted here in the translation of Manuel
Savidis, from C. P. Cavafy, Notes on poetics and ethics, available in
English on the Cavafy Archive website:
http://www.cavafy.com/archive/texts/content.asp?id=24

42 See MK, B, p. 117. This translation, by Manuel Savidis, is taken from
the Cavafy Archive website:
http://www.cavafy.com/archive/texts/content.asp?id=19
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It’s sad, I admit. But we who serve Art,
sometimes with the mind’s intensity,

can create — but of course only for a short time ~
pleasure that seems almost physical.

That’s how in the bar the other day —

mercifully helped by alcohol —

I had half an hour that was totally erotic.

And I think you understood this

and stayed slightly longer on purpose.

That was very necessary. Because

with all the imagination, with all the magic alcohol,
I needed to see your lips as well,

needed your body near me.

Written in January 1917, this poem constitutes a rare example of
liberating passion, which shows us that with the vigour of fantasy
and the power of thought, as well as with the help of certain
magical ingredients (such as alcohol), the poet had finally
managed to silently fashion stranger pleasures. That is, to join the
two facets of his erotic passion, to prove as only a poet can do
(with a poetic occurrence rather than an abstract assertion) that for
him, /ust and sensual pleasure were not two separate conditions.
Because intellectual lust — enforced by fantasy and some magical
ingredient (the light of a candle, some half-light, a merciful drink,
moonlight, a heavenly noon, a magical afternoon, a divine July, a
brilliant night, etc.) — could indeed be transformed, albeit “only
for a short time”, into physical pleasure.
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APPENDIX

Plate 1: Cover of the folder “Ancient Days” with the title
written and crossed out in Cavafy’s hand, and with a
note “Poems marked not for publication”, added by
Rika Sengopoulou. The Cavafy Archive, F11.

Plate 2: Cover of the folder “Passions” with the title written in
Cavafy’s hand and with a note “Unknown poems,
good”, added by Rika Sengopoulou. The Cavafy
Archive, F12,

Plate 3: Left inside page of the folder “Passions”. The Cavafy
Archive, F12.

Plate 4: Right inside page of the folder “Passions”. The

Cavafy Archive, F12,

Photographs © 2009 The Cavafy Archive/Manuel Savidis
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The year 2008-9 at Cambridge

Students

In Part II of the Modern and Medieval Languages Tripos,
Madelaine Edwards took a full range of language and literature
papers in Modern Greek, including a year abroad dissertation, and
graduated with a I1.1, and a mark of special excellence in the oral
examination. Carleen Sobczyk and Katharina Walsh each offered
one paper in Modern Greek; both were placed in the First Class.
Carleen Sobczyk was also awarded a Distinction in the separate
examinations for the Diploma in Modern Greek.

Richard Thompson spent his year abroad in Athens, attending
lectures at the University.

Matthew Jones achieved a I1.2 and Carl Svasti-Salee a First in
Part IA of the Tripos.

This was the first year of the new paper “Introduction to
Modern Greek language and culture”, which can be taken by
MML students in their second year and by final-year Classics
students. Four students took the course (three from MML, one
from Classics) and all achieved creditable results.

Two students passed the examinations for the Certificate in
Modern Greek: Edward Pulford (with Credit) and Katherine
Poseidon.

At postgraduate level, Foteini Lika and Stratos Myrogiannis
have submitted their PhD dissertations and await examination.
The A. G. Leventis Foundation Studentship has been awarded to
Eleni Lampaki, a graduate of the University of Athens. She begins
her research for the PhD, in the field of Cretan Renaissance
literature, in October 2009.

Teaching staff

Following the resignation of Ms Eleftheria Lasthiotaki (who was
seconded by the Greek Ministry of Education), Dr Regina
Karousou-Fokas continued to teach the full range of courses in
Modern Greek language. She also taught the synchronic part of
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the paper on “The history and structure of Modern Greek”. Dr
Notis Toufexis also contributed to this course, in addition to
teaching advanced translation into Greek. Mr Kostas Skordyles
gave an introductory course on modern Greek history. A number
of other people contributed to the teaching programme, particu-
larly during the Lent Term 2009, when Professor Holton was on
sabbatical leave. Thanks are due to: Dr Liana Giannakopoulou, Dr
Anthony Hirst, Ms Marjolijne Janssen, Ms Foteini Lika and Mr
Stratos Myrogiannis.

Visiting speakers
The 2008-9 programme of lectures by invited speakers was as
follows:

23 October. Professor Georgia Farinou-Malamatari (University of
Thessaloniki): Aspects of modern and postmodern Greek fictional
biography in the 20th century

6 November. Dr Anthony Hirst (Queen’s University, Belfast): Truth, lies
and poetry: Kalvos, Solomos and the War of Independence

20 November. Dr Lydia Papadimitriou (Liverpool John Moores Uni-
versity): Greek film studies today: in search of identity

22 January. Professor Michalis Pieris (University of Cyprus): “IId6n”/
“Passions ”: a latent poetic collection by Cavafy

27 January. Professor Gunnar De Boel (Ghent University): Psycharis:
the conflict between the neogrammarian linguist and the language
reformer

19 February. Professor Roger Just (University of Kent): Marital failures:
glimpsing the margins of marriage in Greece

5 March. Professor Kevin Featherstone (LLondon School of Economics):
The enemy that never was: the Muslim minority in Greece in the
1940s

30 April. Dr Victoria Solomonidis (Greek Embassy, London): “Thou
shalt not translate”: the 1901 Gospel Riots in Athens

7 May. Dr Maria Athanassopoulou (University of Cyprus): Re-
considering Modernism: the exile poems of Giannis Ritsos
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Visiting scholars

In the course of the academic year, two scholars from other uni-
versities spent periods in Cambridge. Professor Staffan Wahlgren,
Professor of Classical Philology at the Norwegian University of
Science and Technology, Trondheim, was an academic visitor in
the Faculty of Modern and Medieval Languages for the
Michaelmas Term 2008. Professor Wahlgren’s research interests
include Byzantine and early Modern Greek language and litera-
ture. Ms Rita Emmanouilidou, a PhD candidate in Comparative
Literature at the University of California, Los Angeles, was
accepted as a visiting student in the Modern Greek Section for the
Easter Term and Long Vacation 2009. Her thesis involves a com-
parative study of English, French, Spanish and Greek texts of the
Renaissance.

Exchange Agreement

The existing co-operation agreement between the Modern Greek
Section and the Department of Byzantine and Modern Greek
Studies at the University of Cyprus has been renewed for a further
five years. The agreement provides for the exchange of under-
graduate and postgraduate students for study and research. In this
context, Elizabeth Bailey, who took the new “Introduction to
Modem Greek language and culture paper” in 2008-9, will spend
part of her year abroad at the University of Cyprus.

Graduate Seminar

The Graduate Seminar was again convened by PhD students
Foteini Lika and Stratos Myrogiannis. A particularly rich and
varied programme included papers by the following scholars:
Professor Angeliki Ralli (Patras), Professor Staffan Wahlgren
(Trondheim), Professor Michael Paschalis (Crete), and Professsor
Tzina Kalogirou (Athens). There were also papers by graduate
students from other universities: Marianna Smaragdi (Lund),
Thanasis Giannaris (Athens) and Rita Emmanouilidou (UCLA),
Jason Leech (King’s College London), and Eleni Mouatsou
(Birmingham); and from Cambridge: Theoni Neokleous.
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Reunion

A Reunion Dinner for former students of Modern Greek was held
at Selwyn College on 16 May 2009. The guests of honour were
HE Dr David Landsman OBE, HM Ambassador to the Hellenic
Republic, and Mrs Catherine Landsman. More than twenty former
students attended, representing every decade from the 1970s to the
present. Professor David Holton welcomed the guests and spoke
about the activities and achievements of the Modern Greek
Section in recent years, as well as current uncertainties about its
future. Dr Landsman, who did his PhD in Modern Greek
linguistics at Clare College, proposed a toast. It is hoped to hold
further reunion events in the next few years.

“Cambridge in Athens”

More than 120 people attended a public event, organized by the
Modern Greek Section, at the Academy of Athens on Wednesday
8 July 2009. The occasion was a twin celebration: both of the
800th Anniversary of the University of Cambridge and of the
distinguished contribution of Cambridge to teaching and research
in Modern Greek studies over more than seven decades. It was
also an opportunity to alert the Greek public and media to the
campaign that has been launched to secure permanent funding for
Modern Greek at Cambridge after 2013.

The President of the Academy of Athens, Professor Panos
Ligomenidis, welcomed an audience that included many
Cambridge alumni, as well as leading figures in Greek society,
politics, business and education. The Ambassador of the United
Kingdom, HE Dr David Landsman OBE, spoke of his time as a
PhD student in Greek linguistics at Cambridge, and drew attention
to the distinctive contribution of the Modern Greek Section. Other
speakers were Cambridge professors David Holton (Modern
Greek), Athanasios Fokas (Mathematics) and Paul Cartledge
(Ancient Greek Culture), and two prominent Cambridge graduates
who hold chairs at the University of Athens and the Panteio
University respectively: Nasos Vayenas and Stephanos
Pesmazoglou. Another distinguished Cambridge graduate,
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Professor Catherine Morgan, Director of the British School at
Athens, completed the line-up of speakers. The texts of the
speeches will be published in a special volume.

Activities of members of the Modern Greek Section

Professor David Holton was elected as a member of the first
Executive Committee of the Society for Modern Greek Studies for
2009, having previously been on the Interim Executive
Committee. He served on the judging panel for a children’s art
and poetry competition organized by the Breathing Life Trust,
which supports medical facilities in Cyprus. Speaking engage-
ments this year have included participating in an event in London
entitled “Love, war and music in Renaissance Crete: Erotokritos
after 400 years”, organized by the Cretan Association of Great
Britain (January 2009); a talk to the Oliver Prior Society (for
school teachers of modern languages) on “Why should we teach
‘small’ languages?” (March 2009); and a lecture at the British
School in Athens on “The first modern Greek printed book:
Apokopos (1509)” (July 2009). In April he attended a meeting,
held at Vouliagmeni, of the organizing committee for a major
symposium planned for November 2010 by the Alexander S.
Onassis Public Benefit Foundation, with the title “The Athens
Dialogues”. Finally, he was one of the speakers at a conference
held at Siteia from 31 July to 2 August 2009, on the theme “O
KOG 10G 10V Epwtdrpitov xai o Epwtirpitos 6ToV KOoUO™.

Ms Marjolijne Janssen is one of the authors of an impressive
new two-volume Greek-Dutch/Dutch-Greek dictionary: Prisma
Groot woordenboek Nieuwgrieks-Nederlands en Nederlands-
Nieuwgrieks (Amsterdam: Uitgeverij Het Spectrum 2009). The
project was led by Amold van Gemert and Marc Lauxtermann.

Dr Notis Toufexis served as an elected member of the
Executive Committee of the Society for Modern Greek Studies in
2009; before that, he was on the Interim Executive Committee.
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Maria Athanassopoulou completed her PhD thesis, entitled ‘“The
Greek sonnet (1895-1936): A study in poetics”, at the University
of Cambridge in 1999. She has been recently appointed Lecturer
in Modermn Greek Literature and Literary Theory, at the Drama
Department, Aristotle University of Thessaloniki. Prior to that she
taught for ten years as an adjunct lecturer in Modern Greek
Literature, at the Universities of Crete, Cyprus, Patras and
Thessaly. Her research publications centre around modern Greek
poetry and prose of the 19th and 20th centuries, literature and
nationalism, literature of the diaspora, and the history of modern
Greek criticism. She has published a Greek translation of Jeremy
Hawthomn’s Unlocking the text: Fundamental issues in literary
theory.

Georgia Farinou-Malamatari is Professor of Modern Greek
Literature at the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki. She studied
at the University of Athens and holds a PhD from King’s College
London. Her recent publications include two edited volumes with
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She has also published a translation of Bakhtin’s “Towards a
reworking of the Dostoevsky book” with an extended afterword,
and several articles on Greek biographical fictions. She is
currently preparing a book on Modern and Postmodern bio-
graphical fiction in 20th-century Greek literature.

Lydia Papadimitriou is Senior Lecturer in Film Studies at
Liverpool John Moores University. Her monograph The Greek
Film Musical: A critical and cultural history (Jefferson, N.C.:
McFarland 2006) has recently been translated into Greek (Athens:
Papazisis 2009). She has published a number of essays on Greek
cinema, on topics ranging from Greek war films, stars, the musical
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and a review article on the cinema of Theo Angelopoulos. She is
currently co-editing a collection of essays entitled Greek Cinema:
Texts, forms and identities, to be published in 2011.

Michalis Pieris studied literature and theatre at Thessaloniki and
Sydney and has worked at universities and research centres in
Europe, Australia and the USA. Since 1993 he has been Professor
of Modern Greek at the University of Cyprus. He has published
numerous studies on medieval, Renaissance and modern Greek
literature. He has also published nine poetic collections, as well as
translations of poetry and Ancient Greek drama. He collaborated
with the late G. P. Savidis for many years and continues to work
on the Cavafy Archive. He is the editor of H woinon tov kpduarog.
Movtspviouéc kar diamodimiouxotyra. oto épyo tov Koafdpn
(Heraklion: Panepistimiakes Ekdoseis Kritis 2000).







