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His glasses

are like two tine round windows
opening in the sea. A white sail boat
passes by, unseen in the fog. Look,
on the mole
a small clown with a tiny rubber ball

on his nose
and two tear drops painted on his cheeks.

Do you see him?
Why are you crying? I told you this to make you laugh.

Athens, January 26, 1988

Between Modernism and the
Avant-garde: Alternative
Greek Literature in the 1960s

ELIZABETH ARSENIOU

ABSTRACT

This paper explores the debates on modernism in Greek
literary criticism of the 1960s. It concentrates mainly
upon the impact of these debates on the editorial policy
of the journal ITdAs, a small press journal of the Greek
avant-garde, published in Athens in 1964. The discus-
sion of the implications of these debates in the Greek
1960s takes into consideration the particular features of
that era in Greece, in terms of its significance to the
development (either continuation, culmination or de-
cline) of Greek and Western modernism. In the light of
the international developments of modernism, I exam-
ine certain texts of Greek criticism, most indicative of
the concerns of this era, in relation to modernism. My
intention is to highlight first the implications in the pro-
motion and dispute of modernist writing, and second,
the particular relations between the debates for and
against modernism. I intend to prove that the challenges
of the Greek modernism of the 1960s bear the seeds of
a new, post-1960s, cultural epoch, mainly epitomized
in the discourses of the new avant-garde and/or
postmodernism.
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1. MODERNISMS AND BEYOND: MYTHOLOGIES OF DEATH

Up to the 1960s the turning point in the development of the
Greek avant-garde and modernist aesthetics coincide with the trans-
formations within east and west modernisms and avant-gardes. This
coincidence would highlight some significant instances of the de-
bates about the “end of the avant-garde” along with the “revival of
avant-gardism” in the 1960s. From its first appearance in the cul-
tural scene of the early twentieth century, the Western avant-garde
immediately differentiated itself from modernism. This oppositional
avant-gardist stance to modernism resulted in the rejection of the
immediate past as authoritarian and oppressive. Instead, the avant-
gardist trends brought to light a new body of texts which was
marginalized by the literary and artistic establishment. However,
avant-gardism was mainly oriented towards the future. Its idealis-
tic futurism indicates a dynamic attitude towards both, the past and
the present, and reveals its links with extreme political movements.

Although avant-gardist political dissent had aesthetic origins and
concerns, avant-gardism is directed against bourgeois ideology.
Indeed, the environment that nourished avant-garde movements
was the cosmopolitan metropolis whose social construction was
mainly bourgeois. The bourgeoisie represented for avant-gardist
artists and writers a hostile, uninterested and uncivilized audience,
which only considered art as of high value commercially. Avant-
garde aspired to transfer the aesthetic concerns from the individual
to the collective sphere, while reintegrating art into praxis.

The various definitions of the avant-garde depend on the geo-
graphical and chronological circumstances of their different
applications. Notably, Raymond Williams (1989:38) states that af-
ter 1945 the internationalist features of avant-gardism were
expanded and transformed, since the metropolitan centers, where
the avant-gardist trends originated, underwent a process of change.
In the post-war years the notion of the metropolis was widened to
encompass the technically advanced and dominant cultural econo-
mies which transmitted their messages to their suburbs. These
messages were modified under the metropolitan influence accord-
ing to the time of their reception.

The “old” or “historical avant-garde”, which was based on the

~ above principles and became active in the first decade of the twen-
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tieth century, had already formed its identity and reached its peak
by the end of the 1920s. In the next few decades, the policies of the
historical avant-garde went through a number of transformations
related to the main concerns of avant-garde writers and artists in a
changing cultural and political context. In the 1930s, although the
avant-garde was reflecting nostalgically on its youthful past, it still
inspired new groups politically and socially revolutionary writers
and artists.’

At the same time, surrealism, which was still considerably in-
fluential, started to spread beyond the countries where it first
appeared. Groups and reviews with surrealist affiliations appeared
in Greece, Sweden and Czechoslovakia. In parallel, some more
traditional trends combined with the emerging nationalist claims
entered the cultural scene. The rise of fascism in Germany, although
at first connected with expressionism, favored an art totally com-
mitted to nationalistic principles. A similar thing happened with
Italian Futurism. In the Soviet Union, while being at first -defi-
nitely attached to the revolution, avant-garde was finally suppressed
for the sake of socialist realism. This turn to realism affected the
already disillusioned historical avant-garde. The encounter of sur-
realism with realism was evident in movements like “the Oxford
poets” in England, “new realism” in France, and the work of
Frederico Garcia Lorca, Bertolt Brecht, and Pablo Picasso.

During the Second World War, Surrealism enriched the poetry
of resistance, which was in need of oblique expression. In addi-
tion, it was transplanted to the United States and Latin America by
its major representatives who fled there from Europe. After 1945,
avant-garde was confronted with Italian neo-realism and French
existentialism. At the same time, the avant-garde started to become
historicized. In 1945 Maurice Nadeau wrote his History of Surre-
alism, while in 1947 an International Surrealist Exhibition took
place in Paris. In the 1940s and 1950s, surrealism regained its power
by the return to France of the surrealists who had emigrated to the
United States. Up to the 1960s new journals were established, such
as Medium and Le surrealisme, Méme. Surrealist practices also
affected other trends and writers, such as the group of Vienna, “KZ”
literature, the ideology of negritude, the poetry of Paul Celan, and
the works of Aime Cezare, Octavio Paz, Gabriel Garcia Marques
or Juan Rulfo?. '
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The manifestation of avant-gardist trends in the post-war era
was not identical, however, in every cultural milieu. The social
and cultural environment of the countries that nourished avant-
gardist movements exerted an influence on the aims and means of
those movements. One can thus notice an apparently belated ap-
pearance of avant-gardist in countries other than Western Europe,
the United States or the former Soviet Union. Avant-gardist trends
of single and peculiar character are evident in countries such ag
Poland, Czechoslovakia, Spain and Latin America — where the
appearance of the avant-garde coincided with the first attempts at
modernization.?

The historical revolutionary trends of the early twentieth cen-
tury, such as Dada and Surrealism, underwent significant changes
in the post-war era as a result of the social and political innova-
tions affecting culture. These changes brought about certain
reservations in the attitudes of scholars towards the success of avant-
gardist projects in the post-war era. The development of post-war
avant-garde was examined in relation to ideology, institutionality
of art, modernity, and philosophy.

First of all, it was claimed that the term “avant-garde” and its
contemporary applications were ideological issues par excellence
for experimental art submitted to the international bourgeoisie,

‘which commercialized it and transmitted it via the mass media.* As

a consequence of the transformations in the aims and function of
revolutionary art, the post-war avant-garde institutionalized art,
turned it into a commodity and thus erased any hope that the attack
against art as an institution would be accomplished. On the other
hand, the loss of the agonistic character of avant-garde art in the
post-war era was considered to be a result of the attenuation of
those radical ideologies and trends, such as Marxism and psycho-
analysis, which supported the historical avant-garde. This
disenchantment with the major radical ideologies, along with the
exhaustion of pre-war social conflicts deprived the post-war avant-
garde of its most efficient weapons (Jameson 1984:187).

The 1960s was an era during which Europe adopted an ambiva-
lent attitude towards the avant-garde: experimental art was
condemned for its absorption by the “cultural” industry, while at
the same time, the death of art was declared and a cultural revolu-
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tion was called for. In the United States, contemporary modernity
was debated in tie context of the newly emerged term
“postmodernism”. On the other hand, the decline of colonialism
highlighted the importance of the Second and Third World, which
were more politically active. The appearance of these new forces
created the necessity for a new collective identity and a political
discourse concerning the claiming of power. In his examination of
the political and cultural aspects of the 1960, Frederic Jameson is
unsurprisingly cautious when discussing the avant-garde. In par-
ticular, he asserts that high modernism, which was still prevalent
despite the avant-gardist attacks against it, had not yet managed to
totally autonomize art. Art, for Jameson, still existed in a state of
semi-autonomy, committed to the metaphysical tendency of desir-

ing the ghost of its own signified.

As aresult of the disputed success of radical artistic plans, avant-
garde must be viewed in a new perspective. Robert Dunn, for
example, claims that the 1960s brought the end of the “aesthetic”
and the beginning of the “cultural” avant-garde.’ The former is ar-
tistic and homogeneous, while the latter is heterogeneous and has
social and cultural origins. Cultural avant-garde challenges the au-
tonomy of art, because it seizes everyday life and aestheticizes
society. More than that, it emphasizes the need to democratize the
distribution of meaning, by motivating the discourse of new ethnic
and racial cultural forces with new anti-hegemonic conceptions of
culture, politics and knowledge.

Miklos Szabolcsi (1971:65-70) distinguishes four types of “neo-
avant-garde” which emerged in the 1960s: first, the “technocratic”
avant-garde, cultivated by Jean Crayol, Samuel Beckett, or the
French nouveau roman and the group of Tel Quel; second, the an-
archic revolt of expressionist and dadaist origins, mainly represented
by the Beat poets; third, the avant-garde inspired by (neo) Marx-
ism and mainly practiced by the Italian “neo-avant-gardists”
between 1960 and 1963. Presenting the fourth kind of post-war
avant-gardism, Szabolcsi points to the radical trends of the 1960s
in Eastern Europe, which incorporate “without discrimination the
real and the sham of the old and the new avant-garde” (70).

Modernism, on the other hand, is included in the above debates,
although it seemingly rests on its laurels. Having reached the ex-
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treme point of its renowned subjectivity, autonomy, independence,
irony and preoccupation with form, it had already been established
as a canon. Furthermore, it was incorporated into the conservative
ideology of the 1950s and often subsided the cultural and political
propaganda of cold-war anti-communism. In these circumstances,
many of the anti-conservative scholars of modernism, would ana-
lyze the signs of its decline, which, until then, could only be
pronounced by modernism itself against more traditional artistic
forms. Peter Biirger, who introduced the concept of modernism as
an institution inherent of the irrational character of religion being
transformed to a new, autonomous aesthetic realm, connects closely
the avant-garde with modernism, and condemns the former to fail-
ure and the later to a process of decline, unless it is dialectically
continued in a “re-semanticization” of art and the abolition of its
infatuation with one material (modernism) or the free availability
of materials (postmodernism) (Biirger 1992:47).

Opposing avant-garde to the canonized modernism — which was
even incorporated into the conservative ideology of the 1950s and
often supported the cultural and political propaganda of cold war
years (Huyssen 1986:60) — Andrew Benjamin (1991:131-41) em-
phasizes the pluralism and cosmopolitanism of the avant-garde,
which found unity in diversity and acquired. a political stance by
distinguishing itself from liberalism and promoting the reconcilia-
tion of diverse cultural forces. This quality of difference links the
avant-garde with postmodernism. The trend of American
postmodernism during the 1960s was, according to Jiirgen
Donnerstag (1991:45), parallel to the European neo-avant-garde,
since it negated the traditional autonomy of modernism, “democ-
ratized” art, and joined the social and political turmoil of the era
through its leftist and utopian concerns. Investigating the nature of
American post-modernism, Andreas Huyssen (1986:164-67) con-
sidered its first appearance, which spanned between the mid-1950s
and the 1960s, as a revolt against modernist autonomy and eclecti-
cism. By the end of this clearly avant-garde stage, the
post-modernist culture that followed became less and less subver-
sive and finally turned to scepticism rather than revolution.
According to Nicholas Zurbrugg (1986:69), post-modernity incor-
porated the “hybrid” phase of the avant-garde, during which
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experiments matured and recognized their debts to the previous
phases.

The above debates are indicative of the turning point in mod-
ernist aesthetics during the decade of 1960s. Being already
established in the post-war scene, modernism was gradually re-
vealing its most conservative aspects. The violent although short
reaction against these aspects was accumulated in the various revo-
lutionary movements of the 1960s and 1970s. Prophesied to be the
last appearance of the twentieth century avant-garde (TLS 1964),
the 1960s turmoil intensified the political nature of anti-conserva-
tive culture by emphasizing its democratic, pluralistic, popular and
hybridic character. Once more a new debate on decadence was
added to the previous modernist ones by also opening a late capi-
talist sphere to the contradictions of postmodernism.

II. THE GREEK SCENE: THE PREDICAMENT OF THE AVANT-GARDE

The reception of twentieth century avant-gardist trends in Greece
was determined by the need to adjust these trends to the principles
of the indigenous literary tradition. Greek intellectuals introduced
Dada, Futurism and Surrealism to their audience at approximately
the same time as these trends emerged abroad. As early as 1909,
when Marinetti’s manifesto on Futurism was first published in Italy,
Futurism was also presented in Greek newspapers in Istanbul,
Smyrna and Alexandria®.

Surrealism also appeared considerably early in Greece’. In 1925
it had already been presented by Kostis Palamas (1925:313), the
most influential critic of that time. In 1929 Kleon Paraschos, a
critic of the generation of the *20s —the generation that introduced
“pure poetry” in Greece — also presented the newly emerged surre-
alism in Néa Eotic (1933:118). In the same year Yiorgos
Theotokas in EAevfepo IMTvevua, the manifesto of the generation
of the 1930s, described the “prerequisites of a real avant-garde”
(1929:57-74), a term which reflected the liberal cosmopolitanism
of Greek modernism rather than the avant-garde. Ta Néa
Toduuara, the journal that introduced modern poetry in the 1930s,
promoted the work of Greek surrealism, without however, directly
supporting the movement. Although surrealists such as Andreas
Embirikos and Odysseas Elytis belonged to this generation, the



1_74 Journal of Modern Hellenism: No 15, 1998

main representatives of the 1930s never accepted surrealist prac- _'

tices.?

Being in contact with European modernism, the generation of
the 1930s promoted the autonomy of literature although still moti-
vated by the quest for “Greekness”.” The avant-garde was only
marginally involved in the conflict between modernity and tradi-
tion, a conflict which was in fact concerned not only with aesthetics,
but also with more general issues such as national identity and
language.'® Notably, both the restricted and indecisive attitude of
Greek modernism and traditionalism, which tended towards the
nationalization of the arts, hindered the challenge of the autonomy
of literature, and, as a result, did not provide the necessary circum-
stances for the development of an avant-garde.

In the post-war years surrealism was used, mainly by critics of
the generation of the 1930s, to confront more conservative aes-
thetics."! What had actually happened, however, was that established
criticism had incorporated surrealism into modern Greek literature
by relating it to the Greek tradition. This more traditional attitude'2
was opposed to cosmopolitanism, the main feature of the avant-
garde. The existence of avant-garde trends was only marginally
apparent in Greece until the 1930s, a decade when the avant-garde
began to attract the attention of authors and editors. Along with T
Néa I'pauuata, other journals promoting avant-garde trends —
without being totally committed to them — were 7o Tpito Md,
and Maxedovixés Huépeg, first published in the 1930s, KoyAiag,
published in 1945, as well as Tetoadiw and ITowtnyin in 1945
and 1959 respectively.

It seems that surrealism — the most pre-eminent trend of the Greek
avant-garde — was clearly defined in the mind of Greek intellectu-
als as an adversary movement, which could never be included in
the literary canon'®, As such, the Greek version of surrealism was
too limited and marginal to constitute a real danger to canonical
literature'. It included a corpus of texts which would be both eas-
ily criticized as anti-Greek and opposed by other texts, more explicit
and intelligible. Moreover, Greek criticism and literature in the post-
war years were related to politics in an explicit way (poetry of
defeat, right and left-wing criticism, prose of the war experience).
This direct link of politics with aesthetics was an obstacle to a more
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complex politicalization of literature advocated in the projects of
the avant-garde.'

The concept of literary autonomy, which determined the west-
ern modernist canon, was hardly in use by Greek criticism until
the 1960s, as I will prove later. The conflict between modernism
and the avant-garde was postponed for the decade of the 1960s,
when the Nobel Prize was given to George Seferis, the most promi-

nent representative of the 1930s, and Greek modernism became

widely recognised. At the same time, the publication of ITdin
brought to light some suppressed avant-garde forces, together with
the promotion of other trends which bore the seed of a new cul-
tural epoch, mainly epitomized in the discourses of the new
avant-garde.

III THE NARRATIVE OF DECLINE: MODERNISM,
ANTI-MODERNISM, AND THE CRITICISM OF SEFERIS

The beginning of the 1960s can be considered as the culmina-
tion point of Greek literary modernity. Apart from Seferis’
international recognition, the era was marked by the publication of
Elytis’ epic anti-war poem To Afwov Eot( (1959), as well as the
appearance of two major novels, such as N. Petzikis’ Ta
pvbiotdonua s Kvgias Egong (1966) and Stratis Tsirkas’
Axvpéovnres [Molireieg (1960-65). The generation of the 1930s,
of which Seferis was the main representative, still held in the 1960s
the scepter of literary criticism, although some alternative voices
disturbed the monopoly of its aesthetics. A collective volume which
summarized the main critical trends of that era was I'ta To Zeqpéon
( 1961), with the significant subtitle “Twntix0 agiéowua oTta
Toudvta yoovia s Zrpons”. The determination of the thirty
years period between 1931 and 1961, during which Greek mod-
ernism was developed, indicates the ultimate confirmation of the
modern canon including Seferis’ original work and its critical in-
terpretations. Representatives of all the major critical trends include
members of the older and younger generation of left-wing critics,
such as Markos Avgeris, Nikiforos Vretakos and Stratis Tsirkas,
writers of the 1930s, such as D.I. Antoniou, T. Papatzonis, N.
Petzikis, critics of the same generation, namely Zissimos
Loretzatos, Y. Katsimpalis, and K. Dimaras, as well as their younger
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disciples Linos Politis, Alexandros Argiriou, G. Savidis, Takis
Sinopoulos, Y. Themelis, and Yiannis Dallas.'®

The volume I'ia o Ze@épn brought to light a variety of mod-
ern or anti-modern critical approaches to Seferis’ poetry, also
resolving certain hermeneutical problems. An analysis of these criti-
cal texts will highlight the main trends in Greek critical approaches
to modern literature in the early 1960s to which the commentaries
of ITdAt were addressed. Yiorgos Themelis’ impressionistic criti-
cism'” in “AyyelMxd now paveo @ug” (Zenakos 1961:66-85)
ventured to highlight the Greekness of Seferis’ work, which, for
him, “internalized” (“eowteginevoe”) the Greek world. Themelis
based his argument on an idiosyncratic definition of modernism —
intensified by adjectives such as “national individuality” and
“sefericity” (“oegeginotnta’). The main element of Seferis’ po-
etic mythology is, according to Themelis, the dialectical conjunction
of darkness and light, metaphysical and physical, death and life."®
These oppositions constitute the very substance of the “Greek
tragic”.

As the origin of the “neohellenic tragic”, Greek tragedy con-
tains, for Themelis, both the Dionysian and Apollonian elements
which coexist, despite the belief of many contemporary Greeks
that the Dionysian can only be found in the foreign cultures of the
“Super-northerners”. Such an attitude can be attributed to the neg-

ligence of its supporters towards classic tradition. In Themelis’
words:

Kdmowol pahoto PAémouv avtd to gwg amd
Aapwon) Tov emupavela povo. Exovpe, Aéye, dapBovo
Pwg nat pog yeelaletal Aiyo oxdtog: va to
davelotovpe amd Toug fOEEOVE. AgV VTTOTTEVOVTOL
TL poveira ®evTon Miow tov. Aev didfooay woté
tovg, dev évolwaoay, tnv EAAnvixr Toaywdia, wou
elvon oov évag StaBrhaoTinog ®aBQEPTNG OXOTELVTIS
aviavyewag. @éhovy v alhdEovv dépua nal va
yivovv YrepPooeiol. Aev umogotv, mg gaiveto, va
onxwoovv T duofdoraytn xoL OTEQEN
TEOYLKOTNTO TNG EAANVIRTG VIOOTAONG TNV
enwdvvn afonpéneld tng. Einaote, Aéve, moll
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AOYE ATTOADVIOL, OXESOV HEVOL HAMMTEXVES TNG

weaiog popens, nag Aeimelr to Pddog g Yuyrs.
ITgototv tov ZEEANQE aod Tovg Teayovs (72).

It seems that, for Themelis, nothing distinguishes the modern
Greek writers from their ancient predecessors. A particular feature
of Ancient Greek tragedy (the combination of Apollonian and
Dionysian) is therefore applied to contemporary Greek culture,
people and geography in an indiscriminate and metaphysical way.

The dialectical oppositions continue in the combination of the
angelic and the black. In Seferis’ poetry, orthodox morality and
aesthetics is combined with the contemporary loss of unity and
ideals. According to Themelis, Seferis, like Orpheus, thirstily de-
sires the dead Euridice, or the lost classical world. In his poetry the
Greek landscape is replete with relics of a life par excellence. The
once animate bodies, which resemble the marble princes of the
fairy tales who wait for the water of immortality or the golden
apple, have been incarnated to living statues, as if time had stopped.
Seferis’ nostalgia of the living dead, which represents the essence
of the Greek tragic, is conveyed in his “consciousness of historic-
ity”, a gift capable of leading to the future Greek “miracle” of the
dead heroes’ reinstatement.'® By striving to reconcile the natural
and the transcendental, the visible and the invisible, content and
form, silence and sound, Seferis negates the synchronicity of space
and retains the diachrony of time. He therefore demolishes duali-
ties and aspires to a Greek utopic unity.

In his criticism Themelis traced the Hellenic origins of contem-
porary aesthetics. Since the major debates between tradition and
modernity are conveyed in the Apollonian-Dionysian polarity, the
coexistence of these elements in the “Greek tragic” enhanced
Seferis’ poetry by ascribing a universal quality to its meaning, in-
corporating North and South, foreign and indigenous, contemporary
and archaic. Any attempt to escape the borders of the Hellenic is
doomed in Themelis’ criticism, since differentiation is imprisoned
in an over-determining identification; the tradition, geography and
transcendental essence of Hellenism is autonomous and self-con-
tained since it combines the polarities of contemporary thought.

The next text, “To yopévo #évieo” (Zenakos 1961:86-146),
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written by Zisimos Loretzatos, also represents a Hellenocentric and
introspective attitude.?® Loretzatos begins by surveying the con-
temporary crisis of literature, which is gradually leading to its end.
It is impossible to replenish the void left after literature’s death.
The alternative could only be found in traditional societies. Before
the creation of the Greek state, the nation’s indigenous art and lit-
erature was the one created by the people. Yet, from 1821 onwards
Greek art shared the fate of the European one, where the gap be-
tween the artists and the people grew bigger, having already been
opened during the Renaissance era. In order to trace the develop-
ment of this gap Loretzatos ventures a diachronic exploration of
the development of Greek poetry from 1821 until the emergence
of George Seferis. Until 1927 poetry was considered to be an eter-
nal and inaccessible quality whose existence was prolonged by
demoticism. On the other hand, Greeks were victimized by Ro-
mantic classicism, which held that orthodoxy ruined ancient Greek
glory. Cavafy was the first to exclude his poetry from such a de-
bate. The second major reaction to the a-temporal and immortal
quality of poetry came from Karyotakis, whose decadent poetics
challenged the “healthy” physiology of Greek poetry and brought
a rupture to its uneventful development. In 1935 the first response
since Karyotakis was given by Seferis’ Mv6iwotopnua, which
marked the “turning point” during which Greek poetry started to
search for an outlet. His poetry approached its peak, which was not
destined to be transgressed, during its contact with Valiry’s poet-
ics. Having stated the landmarks of the crisis in Greek poetry,
Loretzatos seeks a way for this crisis to be overcome. The only
solution would be repentance (“peta-vola”), a total change of mind
in order for poetry to regain its metaphysical function and recap-
ture its “service” (“Aettovyia”) by returning to the spiritual
tradition of the East. Peculiarly, Greek Oriental orthodoxy can be
the channel through which Greek culture will retrace its indigenous
tradition which will distinguish it from the West.

Loretzatos formulates the narrative of the “lost centre” based on
a variety of archetypal concepts and images. These images shape
the Greek cultural universe in the aftermath of the great spiritual
loss: that of indigenous tradition. Seferis’ poetry holds a signifi-
cant position in this universe, since it indicates the hard work
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necessary to create his exemplary poetic texture. His poetry repre-
sents the irredeemable loss of the centre.

The contemporary crisis of poetry is represented by Loretzatos
by the metaphor of chaos, whose meaning is, however, consider-
ably transformed. Along with the element of disaster and erosion,
usually applied to the concept of “chaos”, the term also bears its
ancient Greek meaning, which signifies the abyss gaping at the
beginning of the world. Dissociated from its constitutive elements,
European poetics traces back the matrix of all arts. The idea of the
matrix accommodates the most significant concepts of Loretzatos’
argument: it is the lost centre, the lost vision, the heavenly root,
and the archetypal image or mother. It is the point towards which
contemporary man should turn after being released from the bonds
of rationalism. The era of crisis has crucially challenged the prison
of rationalism, as evident in French surrealism, modernist poetics,
and the conclusions emerging from the study of primitive tradi-
tions. It is then possible to create a certain aesthetics, based on the
supernatural, the ancestral, the interest in eastern and archaic lan-
guages, pre-Socratic philosophy and Byzantine tradition.

The metaphor of the lost centre is exemplified in Loretzatos’
account of his meeting with Seferis at the chapel of St. George at
Kokkinaras, an area on the outskirts of Athens. Although they both
want to enter the church, they cannot find the key to open the main
door. They sit outside and Seferis remembers two tombs which

~ used to be there. The description of the chapel’s surroundings is

crucial for the elaboration of Loretzatos’ argument:

Mua peyoemBoln wxor} tolteio - Ta Bovievtind
- eiye ogyavwBei xata to fogLd, 1ol oL dopoL g
Toéyave, oo 8eELd 1) aloteQa, va evwBoUvE pe
ToUg dAhoug dpopovg, xou oL dAhoL pe Toug dAhovg,
¢ TNV dxon Tov 00ICovTa, ®ow amd Ta CVVOQA Pog
WS TNV RAPTVAOTNTO OAORANQOU TOV TAOVI|TY), OF
éva LETAS0TIHG KA ASVOMITITO GPLYTOYRAMACUO.
OV OMOEVQ CUUTANQAOVETAL, TWQEO, UE TNV
yonyopada tng mavdnpuioag 1 Omwg oL PWTLEG OTA
peydho daon. [...] Towévto xou dopaktog eiyave
SoeL To YEQLO HOL RATOQYOUOAVE TO dLdwea,
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EamhmdVoVTag ooLovTia M G}ta@cpa?x(bvowac,;
HATOXOQVPOL, ETL LAV TO TIQOTWOTOV THG VNS zf&mn
givaw 1) poloa TG EMPAVELng, Vo a?x?mé.t_,m’ AV,
gite TN OTEQLA lte 0T BGAAGON, KOL XAVEVOS dev
rapamovednxe, N de OEheL va otapaTnoel (8ev 1o
WITOQEL) TV] PuOLHT| OQA TNG Cone. (139-140)

The topography of St. George’s surroundings is used as a meta-
phor of the lost centre. Athens has been extended_so muc:,h that
there is scarcely any difference between the actual city and its dis-
tricts. Newly opened roads violated the natural growth of tl}e forest.
The expansion of artificial procedures over nature demohsl'led the
borders between neighborhoods, cities, districts and countries. On
the other hand, the tombs, which only Seferis remembered, had
disappeared, and nobody was there to open the cbapel’s door. A
dramatic change — in quantity rather than in quality — had been
inflicted upon the area of Athens. Yet, during the develop.ment c.)f
modern urban planning, the earth’s spiritual and metaphysical axis
was abandoned 2! As a result, the surface has reigned over the depth,
the contetﬁporary violated the eternal, the external exceeded the
rules of the internal. b :

Loretzatos’ argument regarding the painful loss of spiritual quali-
ties coincided with the debate on decadence. The idea of decadence,
which was as old as Plato’s philosophy, was interlinked with the
concept of temporality, newness and contemporaneity..“Degel}era-
tion” was experienced as early as Greek time was differentiated
from Christian time (Calinescu 1987:153). The a-temporal and ar-
chetypal features of antiquity were therefore different .from those
of Christian eschatology. The latter was still prevalent in th.e'rr'md-
ern era—which began with the Enlightenment— and was c.ntlmzed

by such nineteenth century movements as Romanticism aqd
Décadisme.

The above account of the historical evolution of the concept of
decadence is useful for the analysis of Loretzatos’ critique of yvest—
ern modernity. His debate on decadence was basedona partlcu_lar
conjunction of Romantic Christianity and the Nietzschejan notion
of Greek culture.? Schelling linked Christianity with Ancient Greek
culture by establishing his Dionysian trinity of Zagreus, Bacchus
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and Iacchus as the manifestations of unconsciousness, conscious-
ness and the absolute spirit (Braeumer 1976:166). Romantic
Christianization of Greek culture was further elaborated by
Nietzsche who emphasized the happiness of the archetypal and
joyful Greek.? Loretzatos’ oppositions ostensibly occupy the hori-
zontal and vertical axes of Christian and Greek time, respectively.
For him the horizontal axis represents the metropolitan West. It is
the presence and the change in diachrony. It is subjected to the
metonymical process of modernity, the particular and the fragmen-
tary. It is the nihilist “axoopia” (impropriety, lack of cosmos and
decorum) of the surface, the meaningless articulation of formalist
aesthetics. On the other hand, the ideal cultural revelation is devel-
oped in the axis of Greek time, which incorporates the centre, the
matrix, and chaos as the origin of culture. The vertical axis of the
archetypal and the atemporal incorporates the qualities of the East
— or the western colonies. It is the absent synchronicity of unity
and the tragic element of permanent tradition. It also incorporates
the metaphysics of re-generation and depth, the metaphor of inner
substance, the content and “cosmos”. Yet, for Loretzatos, modern
Greek culture belongs neither to classical Greek nor to modern
time. Rather, it occupies the very point on which the two axes in-
tersect. Although Greeks belong to contemporary time, and are
subjected by the West to only a superficial modernization, their
indigenous, Eastern tradition attracts them towards a permanent
and archetypal synchronicity. The purely “central” place given by
Loretzatos to the “turning point” of Greek culture initiated by Seferis
is sufficient for the articulation of his aesthetics of decadence. The
articulation of Seferis’ Hellenic modernity constitutes Loretzatos’
answer to the end of literature. Here again the Apollonian (as Hel-
lenic and timeless) is imposed over the Dionysian (as western and
modern): the former incorporates the latter at the point of their
intersection by attracting it towards the centre of its utopia.

The texts in [ta to e@égn which represented to some extent
the established literary criticism of the 1960s were written by K.
Dimaras, T. Sinopoulos, A. Argiriou and G. Savidis, whose work
proved essential — also in the decades that followed — for the pro-
motion and influence of the modernity of the 1930s. Being favorably
disposed towards Seferis’ modernity, these texts distinguished his
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poetry from Palamas’ demoticist tradition, and created a new aes-
thetics based on his work.

K. Dimaras, first of all, evaluated Seferis” essays (Aoxwéc,
1944) in relation to both his poetry and Palamas’ critical work.
According to Dimaras, Seferis as a critic was governed by his liter-
ary vision and technique. Compared to Palamas, Seferis was much
more a poet than a thinker and a scholar. As was Solomos, he tog
was exclusively concerned with the language of poetry. Deriving
from the emotive character of poetic language, Seferis’ empiricist
criticism is opposed to idealist criticism which considers poetry as
an art of abstraction. His empiricist poetics give a combination of
prosaic (popular and naive) rhythm and poetic technique (poetic
images, ellipses, evocativeness) to his critical work, which pro-
motes the “transformation of the word”, and the “mystical society
which links the poet with the critical discourse” (Zenakos 1961:65).
Prosaic and poetic elements are linked in Seferis’ methodology in
such a way that criticism itself becomes a literary entity capable of
identifying the naive with the purely artistic.

Takis Sinopoulos’ text is an account of Greek poetics in the thirty
years period after the publication of Zzgog. Sinopoulos investi-
gates Seferis’ poetry within the context of — and in contrast to —
Palamas’ demoticism on the one hand, and the contemporary avant-
garde experiments on the other. He emphasizes that Seferis’
relationship with surrealism was ambiguous: although the poet be-
lieved that surrealism could not be aesthetically judged unless it
abandoned automatic writing, his own poetry since 1935 had often
been considered as surrealist (Zenakos 1961:163). Seferis’ poetry,
however, is yet emphatically differentiated by Sinopoulos from both
the formalist and symbolist canon:

...£Y0VTAG POLTIOEL OTA PEYAAD EQYOOTIIOLO HAL TIG
AEWPOQOVE TOV XOLEOV TOU mEoomabovoe vo.
TELQUUATLOTEL OTOV EAANVIXO Y WQO. Aywviletal vo
ONMAOEL TO @QAYUOTA MLOG TEAETOVQYLHNG
PEOOTIHNG, TTOV £y1ve dafowTirn cvpfacm 1) uiog
TELETOUQYIXNG POAOTIXNG, 7oL £yive SofowTint|
oupPaon 1) plag Pevdopouomng Loy vOTNTaS TUITOU
XaTCOTOVAOU %L VA PEQEL OTO PWG T OTEQEDTITAL
NG #AELOTI|G TTOWTLRNG Ovaiag. (164)
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Sinopoulos’ account of the obsolete traditional poetics and pure
subjectivism could be related to the Apollonian and Dionysian
elements respectively, as analyzed in Themelis’ text. In the context
of the above movements Seferis suggests a new order of poetic
discipline based, for Sinopoulos, on “long and harsh battles with
language” (164). He does not invent a new vocabulary; rather, he
organizes the already existent material, and capitalizes on the long
literary tradition. This process results in the identification of thought
and rhythm. Seferis’ poetics do not rely on the “gift” of poetry as
do other poets who employ “freedom” of expression in order to
cover their unaccountability:

Xwelg va ammoteiveTal 0To (dog tiag EcwTEQHTC
TOOYUOTIHOTNTAG, AVIOTORQLVETAL TTQOG TIG OANES
AEEeLs Tov Ze@éon Oe Pyaivouy amd wo Bioun xow
ATTQOTOOUNTY) CUXQOVGT] UE TO TIREYUOTOL, OTTWE Oat
ovvéBaive my. p évoav gopavixd 1 évav
VITEQQEQALOTT], EQLEXOUV OUWG TI] LOVOIIHOTNTA,
ULOG E0WTEQLXTS ePmelpiog [...]. Zto Zepéon 1 akia
g AEENG dev emuxelel va xataoTeéPeL To
AELTOVQYIRO XOQAXTNQ TNG YMDOOUES OUTE VO
dMuovEYNoEL TNV TEQaTOdN YonTeio ag ExonEng.
Inyalver Babitepa... (165)

Seferis’ concern to elaborate the links of his poetics with the
Greek literary tradition is combined with — and motivated by — his
desire to transform poetry into an act of morality and duty, and
convert language into a means of educating and representing his
own social class. Such a culturally and socially dutiful function of
Seferis” poetry is promoted by Sinopoulos against the irresponsi-
bly superficial Dionysian explosions of Romanticism and
surrealism. Seferis’ “purity” is opposed to the “alchemist research
of the potential of language” and the disposition to search for “magi-
cal recipes” to which avant-gardists, surrealists, and, finally, Elytis
devote themselves (170). For Sinopoulos, Zrgog# cannot be chal-
lenged, even after 30 years, during which time the demand for
“Greekness” was questioned, and the classicism of tradition was
opposed; Seferis’ book was still influential in the 1960s because
no other poetics had been proposed or imposed.
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As a representative of the post-war generation of modern Greek i
scholars and critics, Alexandros Argiriou introduced a new approach
to Seferis’ poetry which combined the Greek version of New Crii- 1

cism with the historical interpretation of the texts themselves,
Argiriou admitted that contemporary poetry had entered a new era:
it had become “difficult”, and complicated, making direct or indj-
rect references to other texts. Criticism should follow thig
development by introducing a new method of interpreting the mod-
ern texts. This method would be based first, on actual elements of
the modern text, and second on the critic’s culture and sensibility,

According to this method, Argiriou traced the motifs and formulas

of KiyAn. The most significant point of his text is his recognition
that Seferis represented the canon of Greek poetry in the early 1960s
(Zenakos 1961:259). The passage from Symbolism to Seferis’
modernity, from the 1920s to the 1930s is summarized in the fol-
lowing reference to the stylistic differences between the two
generations:

Tevvnuévog 0To £T0g PNOEV TOV EIXOOTOV CLOVA, O
Tiwpyog Zepéons Potdnue mooeToOaoUEVOS 0T
eevpato g emoxng tov. Kaw yodgovrog ouvletind
TOIPOTO VTAKOVOE OTIG AVIIANYELS TWV VEDVY
nawpwv. 'Etor o piBog tg mahdg oxolng yivetar
6paUd, 1 TAOKY EVOG OUVELQUOG TNG UVIUNG, 1)
TEQUITETELY L0 HATAOTAON YUkt ®oL 1 Sudbeon
LOVOLROC TOVOGS. AO TETOLEC OTEVEC TUAEG
UITOQOVE VO TEQC.OOVUE OTOV ECWTEQLKO YMQO
HOTTOLWV TTQOYUATWY. (256).

By juxtaposing the points of difference between the old and the

new, Sinopoulos transforms the external features of traditional po-
etics to textual ones. Investigating, on the other hand, the social
aspects of Seferis’ poetry, Argiriou emphasizes his “Greek percep-
tion of the world” as the aesthetics which prevented him from
relying on mysticism. Argiriou’s interpretation of such a percep-
tion is based on the notion of contemporaneity. Seferis’ world was
constituted mainly by the present and recent history, and further,
by elements of Greek antiquity. The abstract qualities of
“Byzantinism” were not compliant with the transparent and hu-
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manistic character of his poetry.** Finally, Argiriou proposes that
the “fragile and black light” analyzed by Themelis in length, con-
stitutes the two different aspects of human existence.

G. Savidis, finally produced a par excellence example of New
Criticism’s practice of close reading. His text, with the title “Mia
meowdLdfoon” and the subtitle “Eydha oto Kvmoov ov '
e@éomoev”, extensively analyzes a note given by Seferis as an
explanation of the actual circumstances that inspired him to write
the poem. Savidis’ “TIegdifaon” is densely footnoted and fre-
quently interrupted by quotes. Commenting on his method in a
significant footnote, Savidis writes:

Io Tov To0TO PE Tov omolo 0 Ze@éQns YQAQEL,
drafdtel naw axovel T woinon, tofh. eldndtega
oto I 505 *tnv moinom amd v texvixn dmwoyn, ba
v éheya “o aguovindg Moyog”, Tovitovrag 600
umog® T AEEN appovixdg pe TNV £vvold Tou
oUVSEGIOU, TOU ELQUOV, TNG OVTLOTOLXIOG, TNG
avtifeong Tng wag WEag ue TV GAAN, TOV EVOG How
TOU GAOU YOV, TNG MBS KAWL TNG GAANG ELXOVOS,
TS Pag ®ow TG dAAng ovyxivnong. Kamote piknoa
v o Tnd awtt. Evvoou to auti mov wogel va
Eeyxwoilel avtd ta medypatd’. ITgoobétw OTL 0
TOHTOC EMANVOG HOITHAG TTOU EQAOUOTE nedodud
10UTO TOV TEOTO Elval, 0T’ oo yvweitw, o %. K. ©.
ANpodg [...]. Duowmd n dmoua avemaeuic 1 wom
xoNom Tg peB6dou avtic 8t Bagaivel TaQd epeva
(Zevanog 1961:314-15).

Dimaras’ peculiar critical formalism and Seferis’ empiricist at-
titude are presented by Savidis as the methodological paradigms
of his own reading. Parallel to his relation with the Modern Greek
scholars of the generation of the 1930s, Savidis presents Seferis’
modernity as a tragic fluctuation between modern time and classi-
cal time. According to him, Seferis realizes that the present world
is broken into pieces, sick and numbed, without any firm ground,
indulging in the chaos of impressions (307). Yet, because Greece
has not totally surrendered to “hyper-civilization” (note 2,
“uremOMTIONOS”), the original ancient world is still present in
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contemporary poetry. The organic “mechanism” of the Hom'é
narrative and technique is followed by Seferis in Kvmoov ¢
ebéomoey, where the poet identifies himself with Homer and
produces the geography of the latter’s long narratives, Sefé
according to Savidis, searches for the “closed” cities (“#heig
noMteies”) of Hellenism outside Greece whose purity and up
are contrasted to the “opened” cities (“molteieg MOV AvoIEgy?
of modernity, being fragmented, globalized, and anti-traditiona]
(308). F:

The texts of Themelis and Loretzatos were based on the analy- 1
sis of the Dionysian and Apollonian polarity and most importantly,
on the coexistence of these elements in chronological, geographj; 5
cal, metaphysical and political terms. A discussion of these elements
in an aesthetic context was practiced by modernist inclined post-
war criticism. Being favourable to the innovations brought to :
modern Greek literature, Dimaras, Sinopoulos, Argyriou and
Savidis proposed Greek tradition as an alternative to modern dis-
solution. Greek modernity was, for them, composed collectively
since each generation inherited the other, thus ensuring the conti-
nuity of Greek culture. Furthermore, the criticism in favor of
modernity promoted the marginalization of the avant-garde, em-
pirical criticism or close reading as the predominant critical method
of analysing modern poetry and, last but not least, the
acknowledgement of Seferis as the main figure in the formation of
literary modernity, whose poetry expressed the nostalgia, anxiety
and the potential of Greek culture. Notably, tradition and moder-
nity, the Apollonian and Dionysian element, is recognized by these
critics as coexisting within Seferis’ modernist texts. In contrast to
the anti-modern approaches we examined before, the two poles
are now combined dialectically and conceived in aesthetic, rather
than in historical or metaphysical, terms. The Apollonian and the
Dionysian are now linked inside the modernist text, where prose
and poetry coexist, while tradition and contemporaneity are coupled
through literary language and style.

IV THE NARRATIVE OF BATTLE AND DEFEAT:
MODERNISM AND THE LEFT
The most apparent distinction between modern and political (and
therefore formally conservative, since based on the theory of so-

Arseniou: Between Modernism and Avant-garde 187

cialist realism) poetry made by critics of the Left was inspired by
the debate on decadence.” The critics of the Left had a relatively
hostile attitude towards modern poetry, further authorized by Marx-
ist criticism, whose debate on decadence was still high on the agenda
in the early 1960s. The theory of artistic decadence as the inevi-
table conclusion of western bourgeois culture was articulated in
Marxist aesthetics by G. Plekhanov. The “highbrow” decadent art,
identified with modemism and the avant-garde, was for vulgar-
ized Marxist criticism the reactionary choice of the artistic
bourgeoisie. This theory, reinforced by Zhdanov, lead to the doc-
trine of “socialist realism”.2® The negativity of modernism as a basic
concept of conservative Marxist criticism has obviously influenced
the Greek critics of the left.?”

Contrary to the anti-modern attitude of the old Left, there were
other debates during the 1950s and 1960s within the ranks of left-
wing criticism that indicated revised views towards modern
literature, mainly expressed by the younger generation of Greek
Marxist critics. Indicative of these debates is the criticism written
about Stratis Tsirkas’ trilogy AxvBcovntes [ToAireies™ and the
discussion on the “poetry of defeat”.

- As Chrysa Prokopaki (1980) pointed out in the introduction to
her collection of critical texts about Tsirkas’ trilogy, the issues raised
by Axvpépvntes IToMreies were dominant in the ideological con-
cerns of the Greek Left during the 1960s. Although the Cold War
had eased, the process of de-Stalinization was still too vulnerable
to tolerate an open critique of the old order. Socialist realism, be-
ing the aesthetic expression of the Stalinist era, was still restraining
the liberalization of left-wing cultural discourse. On the other hand,
a new generation of Greek intellectuals emerged, associated with
the Left and represented by the periodical Em@ewonon Téxvng,
such as Kostas Kouloufakos, Dimitris Raftopoulos, Giorgos
Papaleonardos, and Nikos Siapkidis. Their main concern was to
modernize the attitude of the Left towards literature and the arts,
escape the clutches of socialist realism and introduce an impartial
criticism of modern texts. Tsirkas’ book provided the convenient
subject-matter for their project for two reasons. It presented the
psychological and historical adventures of a left-wing writer in-
volved with the World War II resistance in the Middle East.
Throughout his adventurous life the main character of Tsirkas’ tril-
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ogy realizes the relativism and imminent dissolution of his con-
sciousness and ideology, judges his principles and criticizes the
mechanisms of the Party. Further, the style of the book accorded
with the standards of western modernism: the writing is experi-
mental, the narrative is complex and the persons involved in it are
given their own discourse. Referring, on the other hand, to the ideo-
logical adventures of an intellectual of the Left, AxvBéovnteg
IMolweiec provided the basis for literary criticism to be transformed
into a purely ideological conflict.

Dimitris Raftopoulos reviewed Tsirkas’ first book, H A€oy in
EmBedonon Téxvne. Although his review was positive and pro-
moted the innovatory elements of the novel, he nevertheless thou ght
that these elements overshadowed the novel’s style and plot. He
argued:

O uvhog eivor aovVOETOG HaL HOUTOHEQUOTLOUEVOS
... aptototeyvrd. Ta meocwmo. pag yivovrar YVOOTA
EXVEUQLOTIXG 0.QYG ®ou avTioTeoga TohTA ATO
uéoo %L Votepa amEEw, oe TOPES. S5 £dW €yovue
évoL £180C AOYOTEXVIROU XKUPLOUOY, TTOU BEV paG
eiBeL 6TL el peyaheg eanideg oty meCoyoapio.

[...] TérotoL evdiopéQovieg TOTOL, TOOES TOWTOTUIES
WOéec, TOON YVHON ®al ®abadTnTo. TVEDRATOg!
TNatt  evopynotodvovral  £T0L,  Yloti
oupmurvdvovTal, yiati cvvwbolvial wg 10
adiaywento; (1961:361)

The weak points of Tsirkas’ work mentioned above are also
attributed by Raftopoulos to the writer’s familiarity with the “fa-
tigue of European culture” (28). Yet, his exhausted modernity
challenges traditional literature, which suffers from “‘literaritis’,
verbalism, bliss, ‘paleontology’, gossiping and micro-politics” (29).
In addition, Raftopoulos introduces the main characters of Tsirkas’
trilogy, whose analysis will form the axis of the subsequent critical
texts. The main hero, Manos Kaloyiannis, a disaffected humanist
scholar, comes in conflict with the leadership of his Party, symbol-
ized by the persona of “AvBowmaxy” (Little man), and resolves
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his relations with the other members of his group. In 1963
Raftopoulos reviewed the second part of Tsirkas’ trilogy, Ageayvn
in EmBecdonon Téyvne. In this text he insists on Tsirkas’ attempt
to articulate the social consciousness of his main hero. To this ven-
ture he attributes the much more mature and innovatory narrative
experiments of the novelist. He returns to the persons of the novel,
whom he investigates more extensively. The portrait of the main
hero, Manos Simonidis, represents for him the paradigm of the
contemporary western intellectual:

Agv @etyel Tig evBuveg Tov oav avBpmmov,
SLOVOOUPEYOL %Ol OYMVLOTY, WOAO OV OL
auyreoloElg yivovtan Oho xow o fdvavoeg xat
ovyxexouuévee. [...] xtvmiétar pe meiopa,
AVTLSQUOTING, XOUPOQULOTLXO TTOU BQLOXEL TTOVS
dMhoug xou otov eavtd tov. H AEEn ‘makd’ iowg
£&h vo unv elvar oty B¢om . Tty axpifiela, o
AQMYNTHG TS AQAyvng €XEL TTOM) TTaMO PECTL TOU.
Exet oo dwavoovuevog Padid nadeia,
SLTOTIONEVT Ad TO YVHOWo TIvevpo, TG dutixng
Avayévvnong. Av oty ovyrpotei ta epéhia ™g
TVELRLOTIROTITAG TOV %o WiaiteQa TV HAOLOOLHY
Stordyeta xow Tov 0gBoroylopd Tov, 1 evalctinoia
Tov elval BQeppévn UE PEYGAN OQPOUOLOTIRY
IHAVOTITO %L GTTO TOV OYYAMXO ROL YEQUOVIXO
QOUAVTLOUO HOL OO TO VEDTEQW VEVUATLRGL-
aLoONTHG QEVROTA TG EVQWIAIXTS aywviag
AVOUESE OTNY TOQUKUT XL TNV ETOVATTOON
(1963:217).

The young intellectual of the Left, with a long cultural tradition
and an actively awakened consciousness is opposed to the
“Minotaurs”, the party leaders, considered to be self-centred dog-
matic formalists, bureaucrats and conformists. As Tsirkas created
this type of anti-conformist left-wing intellectual, he was consid-
ered to have produced a work of catharsis.

The answer to Raftopoulos’ criticism was given by Markos
Avgeris, an established critic of the Left, in the journal EAAnveen
Apuoteod (1964). Avgeris admits from the beginning that his study




190 Journal of Modern Hellenism: No 15, 1998

has primarily ideological motives, and Tsirkas’ book is only used
as an example. He blames Tsirkas for describing a world that can-
not conceive the sublimity of history, and, being involved in subtle
passions, is nihilist, deprived of bravery and indicative of bour-
geois decadence. Tsirkas’ aristocratic style and poetic verbalism
underlines his links with modernity. Yet, his contents are a mixture
of romantic and decadent themes and his technique is contrasted to
the morality and health of socialist realism.

Based on this debate between Raftopoulos and Avgeris, Y.
Kalioris’ article, published in Emoyéc (1964), undertakes a double
demystification: the debunking of the old Stalinist ideology, and
the disclosure of the ideological basis of the debate on Tsirkas. He
states that Tsirkas’ characters function as symbols of the old and
the new Left. According to Kalioris, Avgeris’ old “bureaucratic criti-
cism” was proven to be inadequate for the evaluation of a novel
which expresses a new era of leftist demystification. In addition,
Tsirkas’ aesthetics is closely interwoven with his ideology, since

the omnipotent narrator is extinct. As for Manos, the main charac-
ter of the novel:

.GV 0 XAQAXRTNQOG aVTOg, ®aBdlov emimedoc,
TOQEVETOL UE AVTIQAOELS %o oxaumaveBdopata,
note déoulog plag eowotpépelog, moTE
amerevbeowpévog am’ auvtr, pe oduvnod
&::muuawépevn AOTACTOOT YUXNG, UE OUVTONTT
HOTTOTE CUPTEQL(POQT, OAAG TTAvVTa OF éva ouveyn
ayova va xeedioel Tov eautd Tov - Sha ouTd Tov
PEQVOLY TTOM) XOVTE pag 0° owelar avOOMITLVY Ko
TEQINTWON RO ATOCTOVY TNV TEOGOYN pog (105).

Reinforcing Kalioris’ argument Raftopoulos in his rejoinder (in
issue 14 of Embecronon Téxvne, 1964) extends the frame of the
debate by identifying the novel’s characters with real persons. He
observes that the hero of Agtdyvn has been finally identified with
Tsirkas himself, and now the author is the one who faces the dan-
ger of slander. Avgeris, on the other hand, represents for him the
leftist establishment.

Evidently, the narrative and characters of Tsirkas’ novel were
used as the fictional background to the critical and ideological battle
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within the ranks of the Left. The young and the old generation of
left-wing critics anticipate that the new sections of the trilogy would
inspire the outcome of their critical conflict. A similar identifica-
tion also occurs in the debate on “the poetry of defeat”, which also
took place in EmBewpnon Téxvng. Viron Leontaris’ article “H
moinon g Mrrag” (1963:106-107) summarizes the features of
the “generation of defeat” — where he himself belongs — whose
dreams of a socialist revolution expired after the Civil War. For
Leontaris this poetry marks the end of the ideology of resistance.
Ideology and poetry of defeat, interlinked in their disbelief in hero-
ism and futurism, question the established aesthetics and political
norms. The poetry of defeat is difficult, complex, prismatic and
dense.” Tasos Vournas (1964), on the other hand, supporting the
canonical poets of the Left, opposes the generation of defeat to the
militant “humanistic poetry”. Yerasimos Likiardopoulos (1964) and
Tasos Livaditis (1966) join the discussion. The former claims that
“poetry of defeat” continues the resistance by returning to symbol-
ism, as well as introducing criticism and conflict. The latter proposes
that the defeat is more psychological than ideological or military.
The new generation of poets shares some of the principles of the
New Left, whose emergence changed the ideological and aesthetic
horizon of post-war Greece. '

The critical approaches of literary modernity discussed above
constructed their own aesthetics of modern literature based on
Seferis’ and Tsirkas’ texts. In the realm of leftist criticism a similar,
although less aesthetically oriented, approach foregrounds the de-
pendence of modern aesthetics on modern Marxist ideology
conveyed within the literary text.

V. THE EMERGENCE OF THE AVANT-GARDE

The publication of ITaA: had to confront both the challenge to
the Western avant-garde during the 1960s and the mistrust of any
existing avant-garde trend in Greece. Involved in the concerns of
the 1960s with experimental art and literature, and acknowledging
the principles of the historical avant-garde, the group of ITdAt un-
dertook the task of reviewing the Greek surrealist and experimental
trends.* In order to investigate its contribution to the Greek avant-
garde I will indicate the characteristics of its political and artistic
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radicalism, explore its connection with the avant-garde and exam-
ine the views of its contributors on Greek literary tradition.

a) Radicalism as an Avant-Garde Practice

At several points in the editorial of the journal the political and
literary agenda of the group is related to the avant-garde. The au-
thor of the editorial, Yiorgos Makris, is known for his radical
position, his activist life and his avant-garde literary and philo-
sophical concerns.’! The mode and content of his preface follow a
number of avant-garde ideological principles:

[...] 6, TL cgViOpOOTE VO UV VIAEYEL KOV AOYOS VO
noTovouaoteleE agyns, evronitovrag £tolL exelvo
mov dudyuto eival ‘eyrateotnuévo’... To tetpddio
elvon E€vo mpog ®dbe mvehpa ouvienong

[...] ®éhovpe va Aertovgynoet ‘TIGM’ ogyovird 1)
avaxoivoon, 1 dtapdyn ®aL Ol AVILVOULHES
EXPQAOELS

[...] BAémoupe dnhadn to ‘IIGAL cav éva
Eavdvorypa Tng agvang duvoToTnTag Tou GUVLOT
Y ovcio ®ABe aVBEVTXIG OTIYUNS OTNV OREYM,
otV TEYVT), OTTWG KAL OTLY LOTOQL

[...] amélutn mepupedvnon #dbe oxnuaTizoy “es-
prit de serieux” ®ou xabe doypotiopov

- [...] osopoyoo@ird gvaiobnto moog xabe
amehevBeQWTIRG PNYUNQ, TQOEQYOUEVO A0 TO
LOTOQIXO OO0 XA aTTo To VeVpoTro nedio. (1,1-2)

The preface reflects the negation of the oppressive tradition,
either literary or not, and the combative character of this negation.
It also emphasizes an optimistic faith in the future, the wish to
escape from dogmatism and an interest in political and cultural
radical movements. The preface, with its uncompromising charac-
ter, acquires the form of an avant-garde manifesto, which
emphasises the need to oppose the restrictive establishment. It also
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highlights the interest of writers and artists in both politics and
history, as well as their involvement in revolutionary action against
conservatism. Nevertheless, it does not take a direct political posi-
tion.*2

The political attitude of the contributors to IT¢At is explicitly
stated in Nanos Valaoritis’ comment “T0Q® asto Tnv éx800T TOU
ITdA (4, 77-78) where cultural events are considered as func-
tioning in parallel with political ones. Another aspect of the radical
concerns of ITdAt is the fact that its publication and circulation
was intended as a reaction against the sublimation of the Greek
past. The subversion is evident in Valaoritis’ comment “To
poopaoouévo paciieo 1 to dhho Gueo” in which Greece is
presented as an “enchanted” or “marble kingdom” (5, 92-93) which
has sunk into a painful silence and has to be eventually awakened.

Some other texts, also indicative of the periodical’s radical po-
litical and artistic positions, are, for example, the essays
“Zeipménno” by Kostas Tachtsis (2-3, 85-90) and “40 yoovia
gAANVIXOY rivmuoTOYQdpov” by Giorgos Maris (2-3, 91-98), the
preface to Tristan Tzara’s “AtdAeEn Yo o Dada” by Nikos
Steryiou (2-3, 99-104), Leon Trotsky’s “PovtovoLonos” (4, 69-
74) and the criticism of Trotsky’s Literature and Revolution by
Jorge Semproun (4, 75-77).%

Aspects of avant-gardism can be traced first in K. Tachtsis’
“Zevpménno”. This essay presents the history of the music of

“zeimpekiko” in a perspective which does not focus on the quest

of its “Greekness” as a measure of value. On the contrary, as em-
phasized in the first and last paragraph of the essay, Tachtsis’ study
of “zeimpekiko™ is based on aesthetic principles:

Av éxw ®AToLL 0QUOSIOTNTAL ELVAL OTO YEVIXOTEQO
nedio Tne onodnTnng [...] AANG elva Aiyo aguodiog
VoL 10V To cuofnTxd amotédeopa (2-3, 90).

These principles are applied to a musical form whose develop-
ment is associated with the class conflict. Namely, “zeimpekiko”
was produced and consumed by the proletariat rather than the bour-
geoisie. Thus, the official study of “zeimpekiko™ represents the
adulteration of a genuine marginal musical form by the bourgeoi-
sie:
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O aotol avuotadnrav. Ma yoiyogo xataiafay to
natalo g meoonddelag. Me tn yvwori Aowmdv
nebodo tng exhoynevoewg N TV eniong YvwoTy
Tontinn g eEovdetepwoewg dud tng mepréEewe, T
ayxoloooy, td ‘rvoavov dund tove. Elvor wdvro o
ROAMITEQOG TOOTOG EVVOUYLOUOU LOS ‘ETOVOOTATEWNS
- PTNVOG, APOAS xaL avaipaxtog (89).

In discussing the music of “rebetiko” in terms of the conflict
between high and low art, Tachtsis relates the form of
“Celuménno” to the avant-garde by presenting it as an aspect of
low art, which has been aestheticized by the bourgeoisie.* The
conflict between the bourgeois art and avant-garde cultural radi-
calism is implied here. The bourgeoisie aestheticizes revolutionary
art in order to undermine it when it threatens the cultural establish-
ment by rejecting sterilised and politically neutral aesthetic
categories.® '

Yiorgos Maris® essay “40 yoovia glAnvixon
AVNUATOYQApov” has different aims. The historical develop-
ment of the Greek cinema is closely connected with political
changes in Greece. The Greek cinema, which during the 1960s
was still directed towards commercialization and promotion abroad,
is here studied from a different perspective. Related to the political
situation, which deeply affected Greek culture, cinema. in Maris’
text becomes as important as political developments.

Another aspect of radicalism presented in ITdA criticizes the
political aspects of avant-garde trends. This criticism stems from
the introduction of Tristan Tzara’s lecture on Dada. In this text,
Nikos Steryiou attempts to define, along with the development of
Dada, the political agenda of both dada and surrealism. He consid-
ers the political principles of those trends from a novel point of
view. More precisely, the essay examines the relation of Marxism
to the avant-garde, while hinting at the Marxist notion of alien-
ation in art and the idea that surrealism is a “ghost-trend” which
confronts its “death”. The final contemplations on the avant-garde
indicate the writer’s intention to criticize the violent Cold War mi-
lieu and propose instead a re-examination of the historical
avant-garde:
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Znuepa, wov ot duagogot ‘Ag Strangelove’ emmoeiovy
TIG OTATLOTIRES HOL “ETLOTNUOVIRES” TQOETOLUOOIES
tov I’ [Tayxoouiov IToAEpov AV amod TO REPAML
nag, [...] 9 vouilovue mwg n dnpoaiePn tng
SLaheEng yio To Dada givan idiaitepa aveminoign.
Ag divelr o omavInon, oAl amotehel PEQOS UG
awvrypotrng xAngovoudag (101).

Commenting on Tzara’s lecture, Steryiou presents a cultural ar-
gument against the militarism of the Cold War superpowers. Yet,
he acknowledges that the revolutionary features of the historical
avant-garde, which at first covered both politics and aesthetics,
were finally assimilated by either politics (Tzara’s commitment to
communism) or the nationalist tradition (Breton’s surrealism “re-
habilitated the ‘patriotic’ strategy of alienation”). Those
transformations of the avant-garde deprived artistic radicalism of
the potential to influence post-war political developments in an
effective way. The “enigmatic heritage” of Dada represents a quest
for the survival of the repressed avant-garde tradition.

Leon Trotsky’s essay on futurism was published in two succes-
sive issues of ITdAt, translated by Kostas Tachtsis. Trotsky’s text
also refers to the relation of early futurism to Marxism, and, more
precisely, to the establishment of futurism as the official artistic
trend of the proletariat immediately after the Russian revolution.
In this text Trotsky argues that the only thing which can give life to
decadent bourgeois art, even in its most extreme radical manifes-
tations, such as futurism, is the art of the proletariat. He also
attempts to analyse the contradictions between the artistic avant-
garde and applied Marxism. futurism, surrealism and the
movements subsequent to them questioned political radicalism first
on the aesthetic and then on the ideological level. The avant-gardists
used radical politics in order to demonstrate their revolutionary
belief in the crucial role of art in society. The radical artistic trends
were unwilling to submit their nihilistic and anarchic attitude to-
wards bourgeois society to the well-organized and disciplined
systemn of a single political party. This long-standing conflict be-
tween the artistic and political avant-garde was the consequence of
applying different criteria to the confrontation of art.
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Jorge Semprun’s text criticizing Trotsky’s views is indicative of
the fact that the contributors to ITdA¢ intended to re-examine the
relation between Marxism and the avant-garde. It is interesting to
observe how the intellectuals of the 1960s approached Marxist
thought. The following extract from Semprun’s criticism demon-
strates a revisionist position:

H avdyvwon tov ‘Aoyoteyvia xou Enavaoraon’
nag Eavagépver oto maperdov, Bétel mapduowa
emiong now Eva meoPinua pédhovrog. To medBAnpa
TIG AVOVEWONG 'OWV TAYWUEVOV 1] SOYUATIROV
dopwv g paptlotirnig oxéyne. Kol paivetol
%©aB0Qd WG oVTH 1 AvavEéwon eoiimobitel uéoa
oty idia ®oL TV avTn *kivnon, TV LoToeXY
EVOWUATWON TNG TQOTOXLOTIRYG KOLTIXNC, KOL TO
id1o g to Eemégaopa (4, 77).

The publication of both Trotsky’s Aoyotreyvia xa:
Emavdoraon and Semprun’s criticism indicate that the group of
ITaA. were, above all, interested in the conflicts inside the avant-
garde, because they determined its further development. In addition
to this, the group maintained a critical stance towards short-sighted
Marxism and preferred certain more radical, or even marginal left-
ist, political forms*®. Moreover, the choice of Trotsky’s text, and
the fact that its publication in Greek coincided with its translation
and publication in English, is indicative of the move towards alter-
native forms of Marxism during the 1960s. Trotsky’s positive
attitude towards modernist art offered the opportunity to debate
the notion that literature should be strictly committed to socialist
principles. This is the reason why Trotsky’s criticism was used by
leftist critics who favoured modernism in support of their views
(Segall 1988:424).

In summarizing the views of the above publications and com-
ments, which indicate the political attitudes of I7dA:, we can
conclude that the group’s political preferences were expressed only
indirectly through more or less inadequately discussed translations,
essays on artistic genres and avant-garde trends. In spite of this,
they are still characteristic of the debates in the 1960s about the
avant-garde.

——
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B) A RESPONSE TO THE WESTERN AVANT-GARDE
We may now examine the way in which ITaA: promoted its links
with cultural developments in Western Europe and the United States.
It has been repeatedly noted that the contributors to the journal
deliberately pursued a close relation with the western avant-garde.
This is already obvious in the preface to the journal:

O¢hovpue ‘IIGA’ v’ avoi&el o opifovrag tng
QVIXVEVONG ROl TNG EXPEAOTS, RABMG ®aL NG
ETUHOLVOIVIOG UE TOV VIOTLO ROL TOV TTOYHOOULO
xweo (1,2).

This contact of ITaAt with developments “outside Greece” was
initially formed by its contributors’ experiences of living abroad.
As noted above, most of the members of the group had either spent
a long time abroad, or had resided permanently outside Greece.
Nanos Valaoritis, for example, had just returned from Paris when
he decided to publish I7c¢tAt with the contribution of Kostas Tachtsis,
who was called from New York on this occasion. As stated in the
second chapter, other contributors, such as Manto Aravantinou,
Panos Koutroumpousis, Nikos Stangos and Alexandros Pop, had
already established links with other countries, where they lived
more or less permanently during the decades that followed. The
tendency of Greek intellectuals to find refuge in Western Europe
and the United States indicates their wish to escape political and
cultural oppression. Such a desire, accompanied by a feeling of
bitterness can be traced in the note “TVow amd TNV Eéxdoomn Tov
ITah’:

H vedtepn yevid — goutntés, VEOQOL ETLOTIUOVES,
dLavoovpevol rot koAMTEYVES — Slahéyouv %L avTol
va dgdoouvv oe Eévn xwea, axoun %ol oe Efvn
vhwooo (4, 78).

The familiarization with the western tradition demonstrates the
international orientation of the journal. This evidently exerts an
influence on the choice of the texts to be published. Most of them
belong to French and American literature, although they do not
pertain to a certain movement or trend. Instead, they represent a
variety of avant-garde movements, such as surrealism, Beat litera-
ture or the Nouveau Roman.
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This lack of homogeneity in the contents of IIaA: explains the
function of the journal as a “notebook of free search” (“teQtddio
avatnmioewv”) (1, 3), distinguishing it from other European and
American periodicals of the avant-garde, which represent only g
single trend to the exclusion of all others. According to Valaoritis,
the hybrid nature of [7dAt stems from the fact that the Greek avant-
garde “did not have the luxury of being as orthodox as the French
one” (Valaoritis 1991). Besides this, the contributors to ITdA: pro-
moted the exchanges between Greek and western avant-garde trends
and communicated with their French and American colleagues be-
cause they believed that Greek poetry of the avant-garde was still
unknown outside Greece (5, 93).

¢) ITaM and Greek Modernism

The realization that the appeal of Greek poetry abroad was ei-
ther limited or non-existent involved a rupture with regard to the
distance between the ITdA¢ group and the literary generation of the
1930s, which created its own ways of promoting modern Greek
poetry abroad. However, the contributors to I7TaA: seem to regard
the poets and critics who inherited the artistic notions of the gen-
eration of the 1930s as representatives of a “narrow ethnocentric
Greek attitude” (“pla oteva eAhadunn otaon”, 5, 94). According
to Valaoritis, although this attitude was considered to be innova-
tive during the inter-war years, in the 1960s it was simply “naive”,
or even concordant with the western notion of an “exotic” Greece.

The resistance to the generation of the 1930s is indicated by
both, the marginality of [1¢A¢ as a “little magazine™ and the issues
raised by the choice of such a position. ITaAt was an avant-garde
journal because it explicitly differentiated itself from the modern-
ist canon. Its avant-garde character is defined by the plurality and
diversity of the texts published in it, in contrast with other long-
lasting periodicals which academicize modernism. An example of
such a journal is Eroyés.

The conflict between ITdA: and Emoyég is straightforward. The
frequent publication of Emoyég, and the consistency of the views
expressed in its articles represent for [7dA: the tendency of
academicized modernism to adopt an undiversified and homoge-
neous attitude. What is more, the way the group chose to emphasize
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the importance of surrealism reveals the difference between ITdAt
and Emoyég. As Valaoritis mentions in his introduction to the sec-
ond edition of ITdAs:

O Seqéons pe'Moto ula foadld oto Apueurdvino
Ivotitouto povme. ‘Kohd to IIGA, Tohd #aho, pa
yioth va #dverg téom viepoeooTin Axadnpio...
viati eivar Axadnpie’ TOVIoE ‘0 VITEQEEAMONOS
ONUEQX’ TOV OTTAVTNOA TTWG VITQYAY QUOLKG hoync
Axadnuies, nL avéueoa o’ GUTEG EVVOOV00 QUOLHA
TOU HOVIEQVIOROU YEVIXG, %OL ELOHOTEQO TOV
IT&ouvt no tov ‘Elor .

In the above passage a difference in perspective is discerned
that is a result of the two interlocutors’ different attitudes towards
tradition. While for Seferis ITdA: represented the repetition of a
movement that had already been consolidated, for Valaoritis, the
Greek version of surrealism, despite its intention to surpass local-
ism, had yet to be considered as avant-garde.

A review of the trends with which the texts published in ITdA¢
are chiefly associated will show that they belonged to either the
“technocratic”, the anarchist or the “leftist” avant-garde. The texts
of Aravantinou or Schinas, for example, are influenced by French
and German experimentalism, while the publications of the journal’s
younger contributors are related to the revolutionary anarchism of
the Beats. In addition, ITdAt was concerned with juxtaposing the
traditions of surrealism and modernism and investigating the rela-
tions between political and artistic radicalism.

In conclusion, the avant-garde character of ITdAt was defined
by the attitudes its contributors adopted with regard to politics, the
cultural milieu of Western Europe and America and Greek mod-
ernism. The group of ITdAt was acquainted with the principles of
the avant-garde in general as well as the contemporary avant-gardes.
The publication of experimental texts in IIdA: was motivated by
the journal’s attempt to familiarize its readers with radical artistic
trends inside and outside Greece. Some strategies involved in this
initiation were the adoption of aesthetic criteria in artistic and liter-
ary criticism and the interest of the Greek avant-garde in forms of
expression other than poetry, such as music, cinema, paint-
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ing.Moreover, there was an interest in the contact of the Left with
ic avant-garde, with an emphasis to those “non-orthodox” group-
ings of the Left whose concerns coincided with radical avant-garde
trends. In the context of political radicalism the board of ITgi,
foregrounded —mainly in the editorial comments of Nanos
Valaoritis that I will present in the next section— the marginalized
aspects of Greek history, rarely recorded in the past, such as the
concealed consequences of the Civil War, and the growing power
of the para-military forces. Finally, the relation of ITdA: to mod-
ernism is determined by the fact that those associated with the
journal kept close contact with the western avant-garde of the 1960s,
Such contact contributed to the promotion of the less obvious as-
pects of political and cultural history, which in the case of Greece
were also connected with the country’s distinct identity.

In reply to the approaches to literary modernism promoted in
the volume Iia to Je@éon Nanos Valaoritis published in ITdAs
two editorial notes which put the debate on modernity in a new
perspective. In the first text, “THow amd v éxdoon tov I,
(4, 77-78) Valaoritis gives an account of his personal experience of
the political and cultural situation in Greece between the inter-war
years and 1965. The mutilating effects of the Second World War,
and especially the Civil War on the consciousness of Greek writers
and artists were reflected in such phenomena as the negation of
cultural development and the introverted and provincial attitude of
cultural leadership. These attitudes penetrated the cultural situa-
tion of post Civil War Greece:

O J'rieog Twv Aavaidwyv éxel avolEel xdtm amod plo
aAoxrAnen xoQo. Madli pe to aipo nat to ddxnoua
HATQAKVAGVE Ha TOL QYA TWV avBQdmwv (78).

Due to the Civil War people were kept imprisoned in different
concentration camps. Culture was consumed by division, became
futile and was discarded. Valaoritis uses the myth of Danaides in
different way to Themelis’. The channels in Valaoritis’ text are not
0p§ned by the inescapable nature of the “Greek tragic”. Rather,
their rupture is one necessitated by clearly political reasons. It is a
narrative of destruction, stagnation, lapses and gaps in the creative
process of Greek culture mainly due to the ferocious political fac-
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tions. In addition, three other catalytic effects of the war were im-
migration, exile and the alienating depatriation of many Greek
intellectuals. In his description, Valaoritis uses an allegorical lan-
guage:
Meg’ T GUYYVON KO TIG AVILPAOELS, 1) oTdBeLo %y’
1 TOEWOTN XRAVOUV TNV EUPAVLON TOVg roL Ba
LLELVOUY POVILLOL Y OQOMTQLOTIRG. (0G TIG PEQES Hag -
TN EMHQATOVONG VOOTQOTLOG, TTOVUTOIEYETAL TOV
EXTAAUTO ETTOVOTTOTOLLOPEVO OO0, Va. UNV ElXE QUYEL
TOTE TOV, 1] %' oxdun ocvppfoviedovidg Tov vo
Eavagiyel apéowng. Pevyel dooye TOTE navels ano
QUTO TTOV TOV TEQUIEVEL OTNV ETULOTQOPT - QT TV
KMTopuvioTeo Tou TVediatoo pe To paxaiol
onropévo; H aviidooon exelvov mov eixav yivel
Puywd aphoEevol Omws oL AcLOTQUYOVES ®al Vo
douv Ty EAAGSa amhig oav évav Tomo avayuxng
dmwc oL dhhot Eévol, autol tou Ntav Eévol otov ido
TOVE TOV TOMO...(78).

The motif of the Homeric homecoming is here transferred to the
adverse post-war atmosphere. Both myths, Klytemnestra and
Lestrygonians, are facets of the warrior’s return to his own coun-
try; the repatriated intellectual will either find death or, at worst, he
will be rejected by his compatriots who have irrevocably lost their
identity. In Valaoritis’ text, a destructively centrifugal force con-
trasts the centripetal ideal of anti-modern criticism. Political
developments and their ideological aspects are as important as,
and dialectically related to, cultural and artistic ones.

The equal importance of politics and culture is evident in the
language of Valaoritis’ text. According to him, the “concentration
camps” are both “real and imaginary” (78), while the whole of
Greece is compared to a “psychological concentration camp” (77).
Violent expressions and exaggerations are used in order to repre-
sent the feelings of bitterness inevitably caused by such narration.
Statements such as “immunity in cultural matters” (77), “provin-
cial atmosphere”, “people totally ignorant and unsuitable for cultural

leaders”, “indifference and rigidity make their appearance” give a
contentious tone to the text. Both the metaphorical language of the
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war, which echoes the memory of the Civil War, and the rhetoric of
those intellectuals who recognised the influence of this memory
on their work, demonstrate the importance of resistance to politi-
cal stagnation. '

Another aspect of the radical concerns of [Tt is the fact that
its publication and circulation was intended to react against the
sublimation of the Greek past. The subversion is evident in

Valaoritis” comment “To pogpogwuévo Bacireto M To dAo
axpo” (5, 92-93):

Av 1 moinom yaoeL 1o TOAo Tou amerevBepwTh) Tng
ouveidnong péow tov ‘ouvalodiuatoc’ mavel vo
UTLAQXEL WG Aeltovpyovoa, Kot yiveton Haviépa,
OYOM), agvotievn xdBe vtdoTaon avOo v (sic)
#d0e owBoountn YN ™e. Oa sival LLOLQQLO UEV,
aAAG Gpuyo, oudvia TEQLUEVOVTAC Vo [TRY[STRYS)
Baohémovio yia va Eumvioel (94).

Themelis’ figure of the living dead princes is here expanded to
the role of poetry. The eschatology of Themelis’ image appears to
be mythical and idealistic. Valaoritis’ reference to the monumen-
tality and purity of Greek poetry also connotes the spectacle of
Greece (as both a site for tourists and an irredentist fantasy), im-
mobility, ignorance of history, lack of contact with political and
cultural reality, sterility and superstition. The fable of the “marble
kingdom”, along with its symbols, which originate from the classi-
cal tradition, (Danaides, Klytemnestra, Lestrygonians), has been
transformed into the “folklore of bouzouki and popular festivals,
which have degenerated into mere attractions for the tourists”. This

. commercialised folklore, which is offered to the tourists as “other”,
also represents the cultural submission of Greece to the West
through the deformation of Greek folklore and causes the alien-
ation of intellectuals, who feel “foreigners in their own country”.
The publication of [TaA{ sought through internationalism, to react
against this kind of monumental petrifaction of Greece, which was
a result of both the commercialisation of Greek folklore and the
terror of war.

Commenting on the Dionysian-Apollonian debates in Ila to
Zeqépn, Valaoritis wrote:
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To QaLvOPEVO TNG TOoiNomg eival o Ba elvay
ndvtote mepimhoro. IInyaler t600 amo 0
ALoVUoLoHO 600 oL amd 1o ATOAM®MVLO gromxato.
AMNAG 0T oL ontadot Tov ATOAwva TO. Ba?;gmv UE
Toug omadolg Tov Aldvuoou nat ovTiBETwg -
#OBfovv acvvaicBnta £va ua?\og' TOVG -
rotodndfovy TOov EQUTO Tovg eite OTOV
‘oLoONTONO’ elte 0TO ‘BLOKOTUNTIONO’ OL MV, HolL
oL GALOL OF VO ALOQYPO HOL afnacpjogonomto
vrroxeeviopo. [...] Ta opdpata Tou u,ak?\ov?og 6§
fa elvor ropopéve amod ‘ovvmw{e? 5 a)&lq ano
‘exdNAMOELS’, ‘YEYOVOTA, YUQW OITO EVO. NPALOTELD
ev winen dpdon (93).

The application of the Nietzschean polarity of cultt.lral lhlstoqi
defines the process of cultural development as the .contmua remi(r
rence of a schematic dual opposition. As Calinescu remar cs1
(1987:89), the two parts of this opposition were ofte.n_subsftltu:;:l
by terms of historical periodization, such as classwlsmd or | r:-,l
Apollonian and baroque, manierism, romz.intlcmm and mo erri}sth
for the Dionysian element. Furthermore, 1n r‘efer.en_ce to I?vzn 1e‘th
century cultural developments, the Apollf)man. is identifie w1t
modernism and “pure poetry” while the Dionysian relate§ more to
experimentalism and the avant-garde. The above r(?d,uctl-ct)‘ns mli)“r
highlight Valaoritis’ argument in contras._t to Seferl_s .cr;g:s pth
sented above. Themelis, Loretzatos and Sinopoulos insist 01;_I le
coexistence of these elements in Seferis’ poetry. Basffd on the he -
lenic, and, therefore, unified, origins of his gesthegcs, they t us
submitted the most experimental elements of h1§ poetics to thfa time-
less character of his modernism. Valaoritis considers their insistence
on this harmonizing character of Seferis’ poetry ob_soiete, conser-
vative, and indicative of a closed system of contmua! returr; t?
Hellenocentric tradition. On the other hand, hff reverses Sm(})lpctn;hosir
argument of the surrealist “magical rec1p§s’ by‘ ‘hmtmg tha A ;i_
formalism is only compatible to the poetics of “pure poetry l.on
nally, reacting to Sinopoulos’ claim'that E'lvan.t-gardt? was aiosivi

past whim, Valaoritis opposes the dissemination of its exp.
power.
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Valaor.itis’ views on Seferis’ modernity are further expressed in
two of his later articles. The first one, published in Zyodiaors
‘(‘24-25-26, 1985) presents the Greek version of modernism and z.g

branclhes”. Exploring the notion of contemporaneity, first intro-
duced I‘Il‘Gl'Bek literature by Seferis, Valaoritis links the term with
the positive detachment of modern Greek culture from demoticism

and ethographia. Referring to Seferis’ contemporaneity, Valaoritis
wrote:

Muog o TonoBernOnxe o€ pio Baom, ag molpue,
0WoTN 1) OX£0M TOV ToAoV pe To VEo, UITOREL Vo
ﬁnuhovgyneei 10 £€0Y0 mov Ba @épeL Tovg dvo
nOopovG oE avILTaQddeon doauoatixy KoL o
ovy;ngswn uexor v tavtion. Ki edd 8o maiEovy
no?w anovdaio gdho to Tomio xawn eEMAnviv @ion,
emiong uSwfp.éva XwQig Weahoud, [...]. To idio xat o
aQY0H0g %OOHOg Ba whey el oyedov pe To ovyypovO
TOTLO, TO PwG, Ta. omitia (1990:126-127)

Further down he wrote, in reference to Mvfiordonua:

AdidAewTTo. TO %aLvoELO, TO OUYYEOVO, UAEXETAL
ue To J'C(I?\,L('), TO 0QATO UE TO AOQUTO, KO OL CUYVES
avagoQés oe évav GALo #0opo vTodnAmvouy TV
cnfu,nlom] TOVG OTO WG TOU TTOATOG, TTOV, OTIwg
#aBe povregviotkd dnuovoynua, €xer T

oxAnedda xow TV AnTOTNTO EVOC OVTIRELE
(1990:127). 155 N

The coexistence of the two worlds, the ancient and the modern,
two languages, the purist and the demotic, ascribed to Greek lit-
erature the concept of contemporaneity, which was produced by
the'fcrtilisation and not the denial of tradition.”” Yet Greek mod-
ermism as an aesthetic combination of differences articulated almost
exclusively by Seferis, was soon superseded by a precocious ironic
“post-modernism”, which owes its early appearance to political
and social circumstances such as the Civil War and the extended
c%epatriation of Greek intellectuals (ibid, p.129-130). The attenua-
tion of. rpodernism in the post-war years is further promoted, for
Valaoritis, by the critics of Seferis’ poetry, who exalted only’ the
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Hellenic, “classicist” part of his work, while ignoring his connec-
tions with surrealism (1990:212-219). This tendency to “Hellenise”
Seferis’ poetry is attributed to Sinopoulos (1961), who emphasized
Seferis’ formalist concerns; Argiriou (1961), who considered
Seferis’ experimentations as “non-orthodox rhymes”; and Savidis
(1961), who used Seferis’ avant-garde images indifferently as in-
dex entrances. Western and Hellenic constitute, for Valaoritis, the
unified modernist realm which conveys the traditional and the
modern as its two sides, as its inseparable signifier and signified.
The only reasons for giving prominence to the repressed, avant-
garde side of Seferis poetry are, for Valaoritis, the need both to
emphasise the stylistic implications in the use of language by lit-
erature, thus suppressing the nationalist discourse of the language
question, and to disclose the evaluative quality of the Apollonian-
Dionysian antinomy on which the criticism of modernity was based.

The coexistence of the two archetypal trends, the Dionysian and
the Apollonian in the history of modern Greek criticism is funda-
mentally related to the coexistence of the two languages, the
katharevousa and the demotic in modern Greek literature. Such a
coincidence is both conciliatory and despotic. For most of its crit-
ics, Greek modemity is condensed with maturity and novelty by
programmatically including the most radical Dionysiasm of the
avant-garde together with the Apollonian formalism of modern-
ism. The latter is attributed to Greek literature because of its
nationality, while the former is related with the indisputable cul-
tural modernity.

Avant-garde, on the other hand, supersedes the language dilemma
and focuses on the stylistic priorities of literature over its language.
Such an attitude renders the Dionysian-Apollonian distinction or
coexistence also unnecessary. Although necessary in the early stages
of Greek modernity, the above polarities in language and style in-
dicate in the post-war years a conservative compromise with the
past and a manipulation of the radical present.

In conclusion, it is essential to summarize the main trends in the
Greek criticism of the early 1960s. The anti-modem criticism was
empirical and identified Seferis” poetry with the Greek tradition.
The modern criticism of Seferis’ poetry promoted a narrative of
autonomising the text, also ensuring the Apollonian ideals and
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continuity of Greek literary tradition. In the case of leftist criti-
cism, the debate on aesthetics was used as the theoretical tool of
the discussion of purely ideological issues. Finally, the comments
of ITaAl de-mystified the narratives of Greek criticism by high-
lighting their cultural and ideological circumstances.

In the essays of Ita o Ze@épn, criticism was employed to re-
cqnstruct the aesthetics and poetics of Greek modernity. Leftist
criticism, on the other hand, was so much absorbed by the plot of
Tsirkas’ novel, that the saga of the main hero, Manos, became the
allegorical narrative of the critics’ own ideological adventures dur-
ing the Occupation, Civil War and post-Civil War years. The
avant-garde posture of ITaA{ was practised in the magazine’s con-
tents, which criticized the generation concept, the centrality of
modernist territory, the emphasis on the language question, and
the myth of traditional orality. Furthermore, ITaAi promoted a
counter-modernist debate by focusing on foreign, non-conventional,
written, “low”, futuristic, morbid, exotic, and erotic elements.
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! Endre Bojtar (1990:56) notes that the avant-garde (and especially
surrealism) inspired during the 1930s the Third World and Eastern Euro-
pean literatures.

2 A historical account of the development of avant-garde trends in the
twentieth century is given by Weisgerber (1984).

3 The example of Brazilian and Cuban literature during the 1960s is
indicative of the political and national character of the avant-garde in
these countries. In Brazilian literature of the 1950s and 1960s the trends
of Concreticism, Praxism and Semiotic Poetry had national and social
aims, combined avant-garde with post-modernism, and were curtailed in
1964 by a military regime. The Cuban revolution in 1959 also affected
the country’s literature in an interventionist way. For more details see
Stern (1988:257-63).

4 Jochen Schulte-Sasse, the writer of B?rger’s introduction, holds that
such a view belongs to the criticism of social and political pessimism.

5 Robert Dunn (1991:122) described the development of the avant-
garde in the postmodern era, after noticing the unsuccessful attempts to
revive the avant-gardes: “despite extreme attempts to revive the shock-
value of earlier movements, particularly dada and surrealism, the 1960s
experiments over all failed to rejuvenate any strategy for disassembling
the institution of art (the undermining of high art notwithstanding) of the
hegemonic meaning systems underpinning the larger society.”

§ In Néov IMvevua of Istanbul, A. Kalevras presents futurism. In
Separiov of Alexandria, D. Chrisanthis criticises futurism negatively,
while in Kdouog of Smyrna, St. Pittakis supports the movement.

7Surrealism was the main twentieth century avant-garde trend in Greece.
Although I will sometimes use the notion of the avant-garde in order to
refer to surrealism, these two terms cannot, by definition, be identical.

$ This is evident in the theoretical texts of the 1930s, represented mainly
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by Seferis’ Adosxiuég and the poet’s debate with K. Tsatsos on, among
other issues, the “irrational” element of poetry (“dhoyo oTotyelo”). The
reception of surrealism by the Greek critics was never particularly
favourable. Bourgeois criticism held the movement in contempt for in-
consistency (Néa Eotia), questioned the possibility of automatic writing,
compared surrealism with romanticism, anticipated its decline into sheer
mysticism (E. Chourmouzios in Kafnueouwr) and presented it as the
most evident example of cultural crisis, either too foreign or too new to
be positive (Theotokas) or too perverse to fit the Greek temperament
(Orologas in 1940s). During and after the Second World War Marxist and
liberal critics alike deprecated surrealism for being indifferent to the
struggle for liberation (Ambatzopoulou 1976).

? An example of this ambiguous attitude is Zisimos Loretzatos’ essay
“The Lost Centre”, written in 1961 (1980:85-146), which conveys a par
excellence anti-modernist position.

' Dimitris Tziovas (1989:136) observed that Dimaras, Theotokas and
Tsatsos, who represented different aesthetic positions, “meet in their op-
position to surrealism” (my translation).

""For Antreas Karantonis, surrealism contributed, to gether with Seferis’
poetry, to the departure of modern Greek literature from the traditional
poetilcs. In reference to modernism of the 1930s, he writes: “Avtn
TEOQOQUNOM VIIOXWVEITOL Qo €var aigLo altnua g mvevuaTrc
pag Cong: v’ amakhayolue BéBora xu amd T vexor mapddoon tou
AOYLOTOTIONOY AL %L QTG TOV QTOTVIXTLHG QOQTO TNC emuiduvng
guhoroylag, g TumoTOMEEVNS Poaceohoyiag, o ¢Lnoe pe ta
XQOVLOL TO hoyoTexvixd dMpotinioud” (1958:154).

2 Surrealist texts were either incorporated into the hesitant modern-
ism which incessantly followed the tradition of either symbolism or the
more conservative aspects of modernist European writing, or, when not
coinciding with the limited expectations of the Greek readers, these texts
were ridiculed and disclosed. The writings of N. Engonopoulos and A.
Embirikos, for example, were derided, the prose of the latter was cen-
sored, and their books were not readily available during the ’50s and
"60s.

** As mentioned in the previous chapter, the Greek literary canon, as
well as the critical and historical works on it, focused on the national
essence of Greek texts. This resulted in the identification of modern Greek
literary history with the history of ideas and the correspondence of the
history of Greek criticism with the history of the language issue. Until the
1960s the histories of literature and the uncertainty about the official use

of the demotic were included in the developments of canon-formation of
Greek literature.
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14 Paul Mann (1991:15) referring to the main attitudes of the estab-
lished criticism towards the avant-garde, claimed that the recuperation of
the avant-garde is a critical strategy developed in a late capitalist envi-
ronment and, therefore, was not applied to other cultures which suppressed,
eradicated or walled avant-garde out.

15 Panayiotis Bosnakis (1994:1-6) argues that the Greek avant-garde
belongs to the category of “national” or “peripheral” avant-gardes, such
as the Polish and the Lithuanian avant-gardes, which form their identity
from the way they respond to their national literatures.

16 The critical texts included in Iia o Ze@éon belong to all three of
the trends attributed to modern Greek criticism by Lambropoulos
(1988:216-222), i.e. lyrical impressionism, political realism and symbol-
ist formalism. These trends correspond to romantic idealism, Marxism
and New Criticism respectively and indicate the main stages through which

‘modern Greek criticism was developed. Despite their different origins

these trends share six main assumptions, such as the transparency of lan-
guage, the full presence of the text, the genius of the author, the authority
of the critic, the irrelevance of gender and the supremacy of the canon.
All these features constitute the humanist-romantic Greek modernity which
prevailed over classicism and Antiquity (ibid., 222-224).

7 Themelis argued that criticism was an activity parallel to the poetic
one. In this respect, its potential as limited and the only thing critics could
do was to “besiege” poetry by resorting to their own fictional narrative
(“puboroyia’) (67).

18 These dialectical oppositions are also expanded by Themelis, to the
creation of a new racial myth. Seferis’ poetry is an Odyssey whose Ithaka
is lost. Homer’s Greek becomes metaphysical in Seferis, since the present
life of the Greek race is lost in the past memory, alike with contemporaneity
which is submerged in the immortal antiquity. The attempt to reconcile
the past is similar to an endless Odyssey, equally as futile as the myths of
Danaides’ jar and Sisyfian rock.

19 The transcendental abilities ascribed to Seferis by Themelis testify
to the latter’s intention to refer to the poet as a modern Greek hero. Hav-
ing incorporated the ancient and the past qualities of Hellenism, the poet
would circumvent the danger of decline and save the essence of Greekness.
Notably, Nietzsche (1976:122-123) ascribed the same potencies to Goethe,
who combined reason and sensuality, sentiment and will. According to
André Reszler (1981:173) the charisma of the prophet, the politician and
the philosopher were combined in modern times in the figure of the poet.

% According to Gourgouris (Layoun 1990:73-74) Loretzatos’ language
“present[s] itself as a transcendental discourse which demonstrates the
capacity to reverse Time”. In addition, it is “the language of anti-moder-
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nity par excellence: it doesn’t just express a denial (of the modern): it
forwards a quest -the quest for the anti-modern”. According to Jusdanis
(1991:116-117) Loretzatos’ narrative of the centre as a “realm outside

27 68l

modernity” “is a very modern strategy” which presupposes aesthetic con-
cerns.

?INotably, the landscape described by Loretzatos corresponds with a
certain geographical trend which resisted the developments of modern
space. Nicholas J. Entrinkin (1991:69) called this tradition “utopian
communitarianism”. Talking about “provincialism” and “regionalism” as
two aspects of this tradition, he wrote: “In both, a social order was pos-
ited that linked social group to place, and in this sense both views ran
counter to the forces of modernism. Through the attachment to place,
both offered a sense of “centeredness” in a rapidly changing world. It is
important to note however that this emphasis on the local, camouflaged
an inherent universalism. They differed on the basis of this universalism,
a basis that can be arranged along a continuum from Judeo-Christian re-
ligious beliefs to scientific rationality” (69).

2 Discussing Loretzatos’ rhetoric Artemis Leontis (1987:184-186)
substantiated his intellectual origins in nineteenth century romanticism
and especially in Friedrich Schiller’s essay “On the Naive and Sentimen-
tal in Literature” (1795). Leontis notes that “the twentieth-century Greek
critic is participating in a discussion that belongs to the world that he
nominally rejects, namely Western European (particularly English and
German) romanticism”™ (184). By doing so, Loretzatos uses the Greek-
modern distinction as parallel to the one between the “authentic” and the
“radical Other”.

Bt is remarkable that George Seferis (Ayyloeddnvix) Emibedonon
E,7, 1951:259-260), commenting on Sikelianos’ role in harmonising the

" oppositions of Greek tradition, emphasises his line “T'h\uxo pov Beégoc,
Auovuoé pov o Xeuoté pov” which indicated the identification of
Dionysus with the crucified Christ. Such an identification substantiates,
for Seferis, the continuity of Greek tradition.

*To support his argument, Argiriou quotes in a footnote (280) Seferis’
opinion on Byzantine art. In this passage, the poet underlines the Helle-
nistic element of Byzantine iconography and notices the danger for it to
have been reduced to either scholasticism or naiveté unless the renais-
sance of Paleologi would not strive to preserve the fragile equilibrium.

» The debate on decadence, as evolved in the leftist journal
Em@ewonon Téxvns 1(1955) began with Avgeris’ article “@cwonTind
oTouyeia Tng xounxnc” which criticised the art of “escapism” and “for-
malist quests”. The debate ended with Yiannis Imvriotis’ study “Emiotnun,
TéXVN Ko payela” (4, April 1955) which condemned the “morbid tech-
niques” and “formalist artefacts” of modern poetry.
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2 Matei Calinescu (1987:195-211) in his account of the concept of
decadence in Marxist aesthetics noted the relations between the Soviet
condemnation of decadence and the Fascist rejection of the “sick art” of
modernism (205).

27Alexandros Argiriou, in his introduction to Vasos Varikas (1979: 9-
18) remarked that only eight out of the twenty-six mid-war Marxist criFics
had a purely Marxist methodology. Some of them, such as Chourmouzios,
Calas and Varikas, were released from Marxist orthodoxy rather early.
Yet, most of the Greek Marxist critics had at some stage fallen victims of
easy polarisations, such as bloom-decadence, optimism-pessimism, bgur—
geois-proletarian artist (12). X. Kokolis (1993) presented some typical
passages of the leftist critique to Seferis’ modernism between 19.3¥—195.0.
The early reviews characterised Seferis” work as decadent, individualis-
tic, and reactionary, As time passed the reviews became less militant an‘d
more lenient and paved the way for a Marxist interpretation of Seferis
poetry. . :

2 The role of Stratis Tsirkas in the revision of the hostility towards
modern literature in the ranks of left-wing critics is made cleffr by his
significant contribution to the special issue of EmBewonon ?‘sxvng on
Cavafy (December 1963). Following the perspective of hl.S book O
KapBdgne xaw n emox tov, (1958) Tsirkas published in that issue three
articles on the social and political circumstances in which Cavafy’s poet-
ics was developed, also promoting the recognition of a representative of
“decadence” by leftist criticism. Notably, Kostas Varnalis, Nikiforos
Vrettakos, and Manolis Anagnostakis also paid their tribute to Cavafy’s
work.

®The seeds of Likiardopoulos’ concept about “poetry of defeat”' may
be traced in his former article “Ideohoyirol moogavaTohouol g
petaolepnns eEMMVIRNG Toinong” (1960), where he uses the'term

“defeated” (ot danpevpévor) for the poets of the Left who experience
the turning point between the culmination and the crisis of radical ideolo-

ies.

i % About the peculiar avant-gardism of [1dAt, Gregory Jusdanis wrote:
“In its support of these movements, its valorisation of the new Hﬂd'lES
contempt of tradition, ITdA¢ is a classic example of the avant- garde, whlc‘h
even by the late 1960s was still struggling for legitimacy in G-r(?ece. This
avant-garde sought not to subvert, but to consolidate the position of the
aesthetic in society” (1987:90-91). The contributors of [TaAc themse}ves
also accept that the journal belongs to the avant-garde press: “Ma?:a Ta
Néa Todppora, petd w Toito Mam o iowg To Tstga'ﬁm oo a?xe}ya
4w 1o TIdA NTov To TEQLOdHO exeivng TG OEXOETLOG o elxe
aELDOELG EVOS HOVTEQVIONOY, (uag avant-garde, néoo xal £Ew amd
v EAGda” (Kokkinos 1987:60).
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# The first Manifesto of the “League of saboteurs of aesthetic antiqui-
ties” (ZUvdeopog Alobnmundv Saumotée AyotoTitwy) written by
Makris in 1944 was published twice: in Makris (1986:251-253) and
Christakis (1992:43-45). In this text “SASA” undertakes the “destruction
of Parthenon” as a purely aesthetic act. As we learn in Ipasrtd, the avant.
gardism of Y. Makris derives from futurism, and relates to the poetry of
K. Karyotakis, while developing with the study of Sartre, Canetti and
Eliade.

* This stance, according to Ambatzopoulou (1976:43) is a prelimi-
nary declaration “beyond parties” which reacts to the restrictive attitude
of the Greek Communist Party towards artistic radicalism. Although this
is largely true, a further point which explains the political impartiality of
the preface is Makris’ reference to Ernst Bloch.

4 The intention to react against the political, cultural and social re-
pression can also be found in texts such as Alexandros Schinas’ parodies
of cfanonical modern Greek poems (/T¢A¢ 2-3, 115-118), Leonidas
Christakis’ poem “Mmnmwg puitel timote doynue” (5, 87-88), and Allen
Ginsberg’s “Apeguri]” (2-3, 45-48).

*Itis interesting that Yiannis Tsarouchis approached zeimpekiko from
a viewpoint similar to Tachtsis. In his essay “Tio T0 Zebpménino”
(1986:268-272) Tsarouchis claimed that the popularity of zeimpekiko
among the middle class vulgarised its “aristocratic features”, A compari-
son between the two approaches would indicate that although Tachtsis
emphasised the usurpation of rembetiko by the bourgeoisie, he also sus-
tained, following Tsarouchis’ somewhat elitist view, the degradation of
their authenticity by an all-encompassing populist ideology.

¥ For more about the debates on “rebetiko” during the 1950s and 1960s
see pages 30-32. The re-discovery of rebetiko by composers such as Manos
Chatzidakis and Mikis Theodorakis is seemingly a form of rehabilitation
of the underground music by high art, something that Tachtsis appears to
rejef:t. Nevertheless, this rehabilitation acquires a new meaning with the
“artistic popular song” (€vteyvo Aoixd teoryoudu). Such a popularisation
of modern poetry, which transcends the modernist distinction between
high and low, seems interesting and relevant to postmodernist practices
(Kondilis 1991:42).

% Nanos Valaoritis, referring to his conflict with Vassilis ‘Vassilikos,
commented: “Ku £yt Tov Aew [tov Baouuxov], yiori de oupgoveic,
agQiotea dev einaote wi epelg;’ ‘Naw,” pov Aeel, ardd eiote
nougacru'évm.’ Evvootloe ot epeig xdvape morepo oty 0gBOS0EN
aQLOTEQA:, wg TQOTOKLOTEG, (G AVOQYOTROTOXLOTES, TAVIWG WG
q:n:ou?xw'r] arrd 1y 000080EN apLotepd” (Kokkinos 1987:60). Refer-
ring to Calas’ Trotkyism, which reacted to orthodox Marxism, the canon
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and continuity of the demoticist tradition, Venetia Apostolidou writes:
“H ovoia eivar 6111 exdoyn TOU AOYOTEXVIXOV HAVOVAL TTOU TQOTELVE
o Kdrag 8e Borfixe napio cuveyela ovapeoo oTous HoQELOTES”
(1990:189).

3 Indicative of the cultural conflict based on the above oppositions is
Valaoritis’ concept of the conflicting personas of the national poet
Dionysios Solomos. Solomos’ identity is, for Valaoritis, both Hellenic
and Italian, scholarly and popular. Such a conflict within Solomos’ po-
etry is due, for him, to a colonised Hellenism. Namely: “O Sohwpdg,
AouTdV, TEOTEV®, LEL ECWTEQIKE TO SQAUE. TOV CLTTOLHLORQOTOUVEVOU
eAAnviopo, peg Ty idia tov T Y. Tov X woLoud, 0TOV *aTMOTEQO
AUTH, TOV KATOTATNREVO, HAL OTOV OVOTEQOD, TO ‘Avtikilovta,
Itahogégvovta, Evpwnoio’ tav Ioviwv viiowv” (1990:145). Corre-
spondingly, Jusdanis links modernism with the wish to explicate these
oppositions: “The initial encounter with modernity launched Greek soci-
ety on a cataract of ideological oppositions (East-West, traditional-modern,
purist-demotic, classical-contemporary, ethnicity-state) which led to in-
stability and sometimes violence. To resolve these tensions, if only in an
imaginary way, another modern construct was imported, the autonomous
aesthetic” (1991:xiv).

3 Jusdanis recognises as the project of demotic modernism the cre-
ation of a “unified literary culture” and the communication “in a
standardised language(1991:139). Beaton describes the different —and
widely conflicting— stages of the “politicisation of the language ques-
tion” (1994:321). The demotic was linked with the bourgeois revolution
while katharevousa with conservatism. Since 1927 the Greek Commu-
nist Party adopted the demotic as its official language. On the other hand,
Metaxas’ dictatorship supported the demotic. Tziovas’s argument, based
on Bakhtin’s theory of dialogism, is more eloquent. Tziovas argues that
the generation of the 1930s practised a strategy of restraining any cen-
trifugal trend, relevant to language or culture in general (189). Prose writers
of the 1930s avoid any heteroglossic element which would insinuate con-
flicts in the social and political sphere (200). An alternative approach to
the language question would be the consideration of the “consent for the
enforcement of monoglossia” rather than the conflict between

katharevousa and demotic (218). Such a “suspension of heteroglossia
deprived the Greek novel of humour, parody, wit and puns” (221).
Valaoritis’ insistence on the humorous quality of Seferis’ poetry against
the melancholic severity inflicted on it by its critics, as analysed in his
text “Mua GAAn avéyvwon tou Tibeyov Zegéen” (1990:236-251) is
also characteristic of his stance against the soothing of conflicts in mod-
ernist literature and criticism.




