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Modern Greek Culture: Some Critical Questions of
Pedagogy and Research

YIORGOS CHOULIARAS

RESEARCH AND PEDAGOGY ARE more substantially related than it
is commonly acknowledged in most disciplines. There is an often
unrecognized feedback between the needs of enquiry and the re-
quirements of teaching. This type of feedback is especially productive
in the field of cultural studies. Specifically, while research activities and
their outcomes obviously have a direct impact on pedagogical choices,
asimilar effect can also occur in the reverse direction. This reflects the
extent to which particular modes of representation and reception of
culture — as also activated in the classroom — are an integral part of
what is being studied. As a result, the interactions involved in teaching
can approximate a form of investigation. In practical terms, questions
about what is to be taught, and how, can directly stimulate research
questions.

In the case of modern Greek culture, when its study is undertaken
within the American university or, more broadly, the English-language
world, there are special conditions which encourage opportunities for
analysis. They are conditions which reinforce the relation between
pedagogy and research. Two of these conditions can be stressed from
the outset. The first involves the recency of modern Greek cultural
studies as they emerge at the intersection of three broad and evolving
areas of work: studies of modern Greek society, history, and particular
cultural achievements or, in general, modern Greek studies; studies of
ethnicity and of ethnic or diaspora communities, including patterns of
migration; and, theoretical and empirical studies of culture(s) from a
variety of, especially, interdisciplinary perspectives which are converg-
ing toward a distinct mode of cultural analysis. The study of modern
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Greek culture is in a formative stage as a self-defined project of in-
vestigation, that is, as distinct from related or even co-extensive and
already established fields, such as Jiterary and critical or anthropological
studies focusing on the Greek experience. During this formative stage,

teaching can provide a mechanism for analytical exploration.
There is, secondly, a significant condition of location. The study
of modern Greek culture in the American university involves a trade-
off of conceptual distance. What may be lost in terms of the immediacy
of experience when moving away from a culture’s breeding ground is
compensated for by the possibility of new perspectives at a distance, |
Moreover, an important factor in this potentially enriching dislocation
is the existence of a substantial Greek-American community. As natural
participants in explorations into modern Greek culture, university ;
students of Greek ancestry offer the challenge of views and practices
of a U.S. ethnic subculture which shares Greek cultural claims, |
Against this context, it becomes easier to appreciate a problem which
has been the proximate stimulus for the questions being raised here,
It is the problem of developing an introductory course on modern Greek
culture which bypasses conventional accounts and attempts to formulate
its agenda in relation to major debates within this area of enquiry. Con- |
versely, this is the problem of a pedagogically useful summary of pro-
visional results and hypotheses which stimulate further research.!
Given the inexhaustibility of cultural materials and the wide range of
possible teaching and research projects, this brief sketch can only in- |
troduce selected issues of general orientation. The dangers of |
schematism are obvious. Arguments in support of specific interpreta-
tions cannot be elaborated. This cost, however, is unavoidable if a
dialogue must be encouraged on the critical questions being posed here.
The main issues to be addressed can be grouped into the following
successive steps. There is, firstly, the issue of a starting point in the
study of modern Greek culture. Rather than seeking definitions — which
may be arbitrary — for the basic terms, analysis can proceed, it i
argued, on the basis of the practical knowledge of modern Greek cultutt
which is implicit in typical images of that culture. Five typical images
of modern Greek culture which dominate U. S. academic discourse ol

1Reprinted as an appendix is an outline, from which topics for discussion were selectéd.
when a course on ‘‘Modern Greek Culture and Civilization” was taught by the auther”
at Queens College in the spring of 1986. Also made available at that time was a dt
of a selected bibliography, consisting of over three hundred relevant sources, most&
them in English. A bibliography of this kind will have to be reconstructed accordin
to thematic divisions before it is published. The type of resourse that is, of course, Mm%
ing in this area of pedagogy and work is a critical selection of primary materials transiai®

from the Greek.
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the subject are then identified. The domi .

proadly related to, on the one hand,0 g::l:trilg;soil;};iietﬁ]iies o be
adequacy of categories of cultural analysis. On the other h e((i) e
are the particular empirical or historical questions which and, there
to the modern Greek experience. A fundamental question arafe r;leva_mt
other key themes can be organized, involves the re]ation’bet0 und which
tity ?,nd culture in the Greek context. Finally, there is the ween iden-
sgn}fjlcance of‘the study of modern Greek culture and of its q“estlon'of
position as a “marginal” or a “‘paradigmatic’” culture S

What is “‘Modern Greek Culture?”’

1 If we ,(,:ould simply define what is “modern Greek’’ and what i
. culture, ' we would seem to have guaranteed easy and i
into w.hat is to be studied. However, definitions of this l:?c:ilre e
be a1_'b1trar.y, unle§s they are the result of study and not itm e
starting points. It is through the study, that is, of modern Gs P;esumed
that v:':e may come to understand who and what is ““mod iy chltur’?
Evfm culture.,” although it is a general term, will have to bcrn e

in its connectlofa to the modern Greek experience. That i y lclinde?tmd
fact'of an applied orientation, which is the case 'when ff),c €§p1te -
?;n;iltlézrfculture and which implies that relevant categori:ss lll'xllistnbz
forpthe pur;?)zésao}norﬁ general unlivers‘e of discourse, it is inadequate
e acud ur_al analysis to introduce the concept of culture
Pl 0 Doase rll) given. Moreover, conceptions of culture and
e " ¢ . Cll:lg tt}e pll‘oduct of particular histories, cannot

ed to be identical in different cultural contexts. ’

Although understanding is the outcome and not the st

B, arting point

analysis does not proceeed on the basis of absence of infor-

mation, : . ;

o knox?v;l:don t}le basis of and in reaction to existing forms of prac-

e R g.e. In other words, it is legitimate to presume that modern

1 understure c;s in some‘ sense recognized or known, even if it may not

. Gr::k c l;ll":l:rr: ﬁ) a C;;hen;)menology of dominant imagzs of
: ; » the identification of which provi ;

point both in pedagogical and methodological tenrr)ls NSRIGHE

Liohtificat; :
ntifications of this type have a double significance. On the one

hand, it i O
o impif c;:ni'ough_crm.msm of the active preconceptions and passive
n typical images that a more adequate approach to the

subject can be dev arning, in
: eloped. Learning, i w i
it e rning, in other words, especially when

zﬂglver, these typical images reflect
e isInust not only be cleared away,
involve,s?mm exhaust itself in a pr

1scovery. Relevant images, i

, also presupposes unlearning. On the other hand
elements of a common ground’
but also used to build. Criticism’
ocess of demystification. It alsc;
ncluding distorted ones, generated
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in the sphere of culture can reveal dimensions or even become com-
ponents of the particular culture being studied.

Images of Modern Greek Culture

The taxonomy and genealogy of images of modern Greek culture ]
which have become accepted outside Greece, whether at popular or
more specialized levels of reception, involves projects of extended scope.
The implications of studies of this kind go beyond Greek culture and
are especially significant for the host cultures which generate these im-
ages.? The more restricted purpose here is to identify a few typical im-
ages which are reflected in most conventional accounts of modern Greek.
culture current in the American academic context. It is understood that
images of this type will commonly appear in combination or in mixed
arrangements. Let it also be stressed that, although by themselves not
infrequent, images of modern Greek culture are usually absent, if not
repressed, from comparative accounts of, for example, Europea;rf
culture. This absence decontextualizes modern Greek culture and reili.l
forces approaches which apprehend it as an exotic or sui generis
phenomenon. ‘

Five typical images will be identified critically. There is, firstly, a
prominent literary-textual image which equates modern Greek culture
with certain high achievements of literature and particularly poetry,

the four crucial names in this respect being Seferis, Cavafy, Elytis, ar{
Ritsos. Two Nobel prizes and other international distinctions are us .:
as proofs of the “‘export” quality of Greek poetry. The unacknowledg"
impression here is almost that of a privileged offshore poetry-assembli g
zone, a kind of Hong Kong of the literary mind, with obscure connge-
tions to its cultural hinterland.

A second image could be identified as neo-antiquarian. It i§
generated through a pursuit of classical survivals, which expands beyond
written documents to other cultural materials, to the extent they n
become amenable to philological or archaeological treatment. Outside
the enclaves of classics departments, this image is in relative retreat.

ZWorks to be considered include: E. M. Butler, The Tyranny of Greece over German):
(Cambridge, 1935); David Constantine, Early Greek Travellers and the Hellenic Ideal
(Cambridge, 1984), as well as the several volumes in Greek by Kyriakos Simopoulos o
foreign travelers to Greece; Richard Jenkyns, The Victorigns and Ancient Greece (Cam=
bridge, MA, 1980); S. Larrabee, English Bards and Grecian Marbles (New York,

T. 1. Spencer, Fair Greece, Sad Relic. Literary Philhellenism from Shakespeare to By
(London, 1954); and T. Webb, English Romantic Hellenism, 1 700-1824 (Manchestery
1982). In relation to the American context, see also Alexander Karanikas, Hellenes il
Hellions. Modern Greek Characters in American Literature (Urbana, IL, 1981).
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Nevertheless, it will retain an implicity regulating role so long a
temporary Greek culture will continue to be recognized as mod i Gireel
culture, i.e., as non-classical. odern Greek

Largely in opposition to the preceding image, there is a folk-rural
image oflmodern Greek culture which populates most relevant acco ur::i
by Amerlc_an apd American-inspired anthropologists. This is a philorlz}rrrlz )
image which, in the hands of its less successful projectionists, si IO
celebrates honor and other presumambly authentic and “es; ln'ml’s’(
values of Greek peasant life. Urban phenomena generally ¢ i
accomodated within the extreme ruralism of this view —

The two additional typical images to be identified are s-emi-acad i
in the sense that they hover between widespread popular perc ?mc,
and accounts current in the classroom. Their significance reiide:p' 1(t)lrlls
fact that tbey represent cross-over points for those coming fr hlm' 5
contact with the analysis of modern Greek culture S

j The recurring modern traveler’s image of Greec.:e — whether th
trip has bef:n undertaken or not — requires an appellation such s he

Zor.ba version of modern Greek culture. In academic contexts K ot
zaklt?‘, Durrell or Miller are names which may flesh out this’ litazant-
tourist reconstruction of Greece as a concrete utopia at the mid i
betwe.en mass tourism and spiritual journey. However, literar e
cupatlons an.d_ texts are only subsidiary in relation t;) erfof e,
oriented activities, and particularly music and d ’ g, s
sometimes captured on film. P s Sheg: RS

.There is, fl_nally, a strong ““ethnic’ image of modern Greek cult

\nf}uch equates it with a repertoire of practices and values and. e i ;ff’
a.basket of consummable goods, most of them alimentary brslpf':ma .
fronted b_y a set of commodities which display a ““Greek’’ iab 1cjs ey
c_:ompete in the cultural market associated with the urban asan th'ey

thatN are regenerated by ethnic American cities. peasaniries

B o, s st e, ofof the conditions

o n, ere. ut, before moving on to rela

ﬁirrl:;s;fxrl: Iﬁgf;l;:rﬁl l:)]rg:;m I:o quginonsfof conceptual adequacy, orfz
urthe . Regardless of th i

trivialized or not, there are three dimensions z; ?lzzitxtc;r‘y = g

:ucllt.}l;e which strongly come across and which will bIc)e r;igfliizliGI:?k
literent light later on. These three dimension e

By ot ] : . s refer to a sense

e c;:c;n;gyc.eaal:ﬁjrlt;ge‘, anq esgemally a heritage of texts but also pr:(fi

it:?;-:'-and, e = , by 1mp11cat1_on, the conditions of life attendant to

- plex of shared attitudes and attributes, which

e ca‘ted through the vulgarized reproducti ; i
il i b 9 production 'of stereotypes and

T — ,persistin e way t.o‘ a group identifiable through

g mentalities and behaviors.
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terminolqgical purification. However, the complexity of usage should
not be misconstrued as a matter of linguistic untidiness. It is, rath
the result of complicated historical developments as they are ;ef]ectel;i
in analytical attempts to take them into account. It is not possible hei
to go into the contradictory impact, upon the concept of culture o?
the movements of Enlightenment or of romanticism, or of their vari;.b]
expression in Fhe Greek case.* Suffice it to say that there is both uni?
ty and separfg-mon among the three senses of culture as they have becom
establi'shed in English usage. It is, in fact, a major task of cultur£
analysis to pursue, in conceptual and historical terms, this relation
among thf‘ 1Ehr‘ee _sectors of culture implicated, the sectc;rs, that is, of
:;:g:izidl :flgl ;tzr c;lslhltural dimensions, of intellectual activities and
Turning to the relation of culture to history and society, a recurr
ing o‘bserva.tion is that conventional accounts tend to be a.hist,orical anc;
a_sof:la.l. It is not so much that historical or social considerations ar
om]tt.ed from these accounts. The problem mainly has to do with h-:)we
ques.tlons are posed. History and society are relegated to background
“noises,”’ the volume of which may be turned on when it becom
necess?.ry to refer to particular developments which otherwise a :
ine)‘{phca:ble from within the framework adopted. As a result major
ant.mom'les of cultural analysis, such as those between forrnali’s:Ill1 ?05
sqmologlsm, elitism and populism, official culture and counter—culturn
or cu]t'ur.al production and reception, are ignored or trivialized >
This is not the place for a general discussion of these issues.S'One

Concepts of Culture

The typical images which have been identified represent idealiza.
tions of modern Greek culture. By itself this is not the problem with |
these images, to the extent that analysis always involves some type of !
idealization. Nor is it a matter of valuation, i.e., of the positive ork
negative implications associated with these images. The problem is one
of stereotypes or, in other words, of the inadequacy of idealization,
In this sense, critical questions, in terms of both pedagogy and l”esearch','
are those which concentrate on how and why typical images of modern i
Greek culture are conceptually inappropriate, while at the same time
suggesting more effective modes of approach. The point, of course,
of these analytical considerations is to orient the way concrete ques-
tions are asked about the Greek experience.

There are three major sets of questions to consider in relation to
categories of cultural analysis which are slighted or omitted in conven- -
tional accounts. These questions involve the displacement of gene[g; |
by particularized notions of culture and the relation of culture to, on
the one hand, history, and on the other, society. Starting with the first
set of questions, there is no doubt that projects focusing on particular

dimensions of a cultural experience are indispensable. Insufficiencies
arise when particularized notions of culture, which reflect. disciplina
preference or bias — whether that of literature, anthropology or classics
__ are allowed to appear as general representations of the culture be-
ing considered. This is one of the conceptual problems that is evident
in the typical images that have been identified.

In positive formulation, cultural analysis cannot proceed effective-
ly if it does not attempt to take into account the complex and contradic-
tory developments which have been associated with culture as a
historical process and have become established conceptually through
the linguistic usage of the term. Specifically, there are three active senses
of the concept of culture in English. These three senses refer to: a generd
process of intellectual development; a particular way of life; and, in-
tellectual, especially artistic, activities and outcomes.’ Culture in its
three-fold incarnation may appear extremely ambiguous and in need of

*Let it be indicated that it ma
Lit be i may be necessary to resurrect the contr
:[Jllff?(‘:,[ﬂtl;:??‘m& :B’E’ ixt:ant itis no longelj very relevant in English. %sl;sb el:a‘fs’i?;sl \i::l:
g e as [TE 1de{1u_cal cqu.wa]e.nt in Greek. The non-identical equivalent
sense’by G g ag;.ios I?ug : _ngmst]ca.ly of ancient vintage, was introduced in its modern
e A(:[l'?ls in 1804 a}s an equivalent of the French civilisation, as it is
B it émoire sur I’ état actuel de la civilisation dans la Grece. For
o A:au y representatives of the Greek Enlightenment, see C. Th. Diniaras
R L L L
e » “C n: a Word and a Group of Ideas,” i
ol (I%‘I(: “Ee(#z;;l:l 1\;';‘;' Kind of H’istary and Other Essays: from the Wrr!:t’ings ofe?l.s;ciég
! xov’). ’3). ; Febvre’s essay was originally published in 1930. Culture
e atouga is also 1.}sed in Greek, along with rolitioudc. At about 1783
B0 vm;m 01:najc:or ’f,'lgure in t‘}‘le Greek Enlightenment, writes that “xpstdCa‘rui
B (Athen‘smi’w;hat is, ““our language needs cultivation®’ in Aokiua, ed.
o i e ) p- 3. The popularity of the disparaging xovAtovpidpng
e e e wide cu}'rency of xovAtoUpa in Greek today.
e ir11s§}1'es are addregsed in Eelatinn to contemporary Greek literary and ar-
dthe arts Xeprnc, the New York Journal of the Hellenic ﬁ;ﬁﬁﬁiﬁhﬁ%ﬁ:ﬁ:

3 An instructive summary of the linguistic/ historical adventures of the term “*culture”
can be found in Raymond Williams, Keywords. A Vocabulary of Culture and 50
(Oxford, 1976). Williams is the preeminent exponent of a key trend in cultural analy IS,
To encourage Greek studies of this type, the relevant entry in this *“vocabulary™ i
also appeared in a Greek translation, by Y. Chouliaras, in Xdptnc 14 (1985). Refer_ejl
should also be made to Alfred L. Kroeber and Clyde Kluckhohn, «Culture. A Critict
Review of Concepts and Definitions,’’ Papers of the Peabody Museum of American Al
chaeology and Ethnology 47, 1 (1952).
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example of the pitfalls associated with the lack of attention to the socia]
and historical dimensions, however, may be given. Mass tourism® and
the consolidation of an international popular culture of mainly Anglo.
American inspiration are two phenomena of the postwar period which
provide an immediate context for contemporary Greek culture. Ac- o
counts which run shy of historical and social connections either will
ignore these phenomena or will treat them as external data which hap-
pen to impinge upon the Greek scene and, if there is any debate, it will
be shifted toward an evaluation of their destructive or salutary effects,

By contrast, the effort of cultural analysis should be directed to a grasp
of that which is internal to Greece, as well as external, with respect
to conditions of evolution of and forms of adaptation to these
phenomena.

Implicit in these considerations is another set of questions which
involve the requirement for comparative contexts in the analysis of
cultural formations. This issue will be addressed after the question of
the relation between culture and identity, which can be considered cen-
tral to modern Greek experience, has been posed.

capitalism, to the organization of i i
(mot‘i‘er_ﬂ? §t?.tes, and to that type of p(gtffézg?e\ilfzc;gf)i'lzliocwty lr'no
ﬂ.le c.mhzmg process’ has been centered.’ Recognizin y}clm o
biological chara_cter of culture, on the one hand, and the i e g of
pre-modern social niches and identifications, esl;eciall reii ious oo
on t.he other, a majority tradition in social science co):lsid S Tipnn,
jection of.ne‘ltior'lal identity as a primary task of culture él‘s 3
nation-building is seen as the dynamic process underlyin . thOHVedeY:
meI}t of model‘r_1 cultures.® This dominant view 3c[:mi e'develop-
variants, df‘:p‘endlng on the particular elaboration of elenels 15 of the
mlpar?ulc cnthtlw of: Enlightenment rationalism. There is, h oo s
a 51g.n1'flcan‘t minority view which identifies the cultural, e}(() Weve}‘, i
ethnic 1den.t1ty as pre-modern or, more specifically pre—natiolrjlr‘;s?wn il
as anteda‘tmg the emergence of modern western ],Euro v )
later, perlph_eral states following that model pean states and,
The position adopted here is at variance with the historical
proposed by these two opposing traditions. First of all the L
character of culture as ethnic identity is recogm'ze(i It I')rehmOdem
ng::v\:;l,aihat IIJ(Iilfijnomena of this type occur at a pop{ﬂar 11§:vsetlrisrs ?g’
. cou e f:alled an “‘unconscious history.”” There i :
tsggle ntll:(liz,r Ie: r:f;)gnslzzg E(f; ;ﬁe relevant historical break asscfiiéj ;'tlilﬁ
' . State At . .

Lergagizgilgg form of ethnic ideﬁtity,a;z gfl;liz?:jieédl‘;;ltilrtze]?:;ti?lzs ethe
! l:/ﬂgi?g)l]z; dmovements (even without political prospec,ts I:::f
emergent states. Thepell-gz:;itgi ?3};" tt}l;e Cultu'riﬂ A bl merily
grlf;c:lre coqnections involving the loc;ii(?r? Scifflzrilff}elile?lst sy
I_jmicsls::s 1anS r;:tla:ilogr; ;)t;n;)d:cr; Greek culture (or other cultures). In
P v vergence from °¢ ”

above,” it helps explain explosive features of Greetl’(erll(;‘;on:lnfulgl?g

Culture and Identity: The Modern Greek Experience

The relation between culture and identity in the case of Greece i
so strong and intimate — it will be argued — that it can be conside
exemplary. Identity as a fundamental theme has penetrated practically
all issues of cultural life, to the extent that modern Greek culture may.
appear incomprehensible unless grasped as a struggle for identity.
However, in so far as the collective experience of human groups i
established in general through self-reproducing cultural patterns linked
to self-identity, the particular aspects of the modern Greek experience
cannot be evaluated properly except when placed in the context of the
general relation between culture and identity. _

In terms of this general relation, the principal analytical issue il=
volves the connections between culture, identity and ethnicity in rela
tion to modernity, i.e., the historical era ushered in by transitions {0

social groups

To reca i
gerconnecte% t:;el ;rgument, culture and identity appear as crucially in-
» at least, peculiarly so in the modern era To this

—_—

7 ;
~ Consider, for exam

Journal of Modern Greek Studies (hereafter abbrev. as JMGS) have been major SL
of debates on modern Greek culture and the arts. (The relation of the author of 1
essay to these three journals — as an editor of the first two and a member of the Mod

Greek Studies Association which sponsors the third — should also be made cle‘*s.i“-.ik

60n the cultural implications of tourism, see D. J. Greenwood, ‘‘Culturé by ?'
Pound:; An Anthropological Perspective on Tourism as Cultural Commoditizatio
V. Smith, ed., Hosts and Guests: The Anthropology of Tourism (Philadelpl'kial_,.l
and Margaret E. Stott, ‘‘Property, Labor and Household Economy: The Transitio
Tourism in Mykonos, Greece,” JMGS 3, 2 (1985) 187-206.

ple, the following statement by

: » 1969) p. 157: “If i i

L ri 265 157 a man is not firm
the claSsiﬁcatiomnei ;u‘sn ;d‘entmj. %r},d the classification of men by ‘culture’ is of
o )tlonghty. See .a]so Clifford Geertz, The Imerpretat‘si s G
e YoJr bt and Norbert Elias, Power and Civility, vol. 2 on_oj_".C.uI-
2 o » vol. 2 of The Civilizing

Ernest_ Gellner in Thought and
ly set in a social niche, . . . his

On «
B modern Greek nationalism 44
’

L L i see Stephen G. Xydis’ essay by that title in Peter

Nationalism in Eastern Europe, (Seattle, 1969)
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should be added the countervailing and t?lerefor_e espega}.lﬂy Vl'loleptt ex-
pression of identity through culture assomatf:d with pf’.np erahsocxc: ies,
those, that is, which were late comers, (_iunng thel rnngtee{;‘lfb (:@;1S :n}i’
into the process of nation-building. (This pattern. is echoe % }i Gcok_:
onial societies in the different circumstances of this century.) Tee

o conform to the general case, as well ag
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A second aspect involves the phenomenon of Greek diaspora com-
munities, some of them with roots in the Hellenistic period or before
and others of much more recent vintage, especially in southern Russia
and western Europe. To understand the phenomenon of Greek
diaspora, a distinction is proposed between a “historical’’ and a
“modern’’ diaspora, a cut-off date being the years 1922-23, when there

experience can be expected t ; ell
tor;ollow the overall pattern of nineteenth-century peripheral societies,

Identity as an exemplary theme in modern Greek .cultur.e is tl’}eref‘()re
to be sought over and above those more inclusive historical
developments and in relation to particular dimensions of modern Greek

society and history.

was an enforced exchange of populations between Turkey and Greece.
‘““Modern’” Greek diaspora, although at first ideologically continuous
with the preceding phase, by and large, and definitely so in the postwar
and postcolonial period, evolves according to patterns of contemporary
socioeconomic emigration. Earlier diaspora patterns, however, have
a different dynamic and scope. One formulation that can be offered

i i ‘ very brieﬂ)'( is the following: A fundamental fact of Greek history is
Particular Aspects of Modern Greek Cultural Identity ' that what is called the Greek diaspora precedes Greece as an auto-

Four aspects of the Greek experience can be stressed aslesp661;lly nomous entity. . o .
significant with respect to the exemplary Poter_lcy of the_ relation ?t' The reproductiqn of Gn':ek. f_:thmcity and culture was originally
ween modern Greek culture and national identity. The first aspgct in- decenterelcll. That is the significance of the Qreek ““historical”

olves the combined outcomes of the early, by European stan arfls., diaspora. To an upprecedented extent up to that time, as can be seen
o esis of the Greeks, the cultural preeminence of and creation very clearly in relation to the Greek war of independence, Greece does
thh Iz::);g:leanssical civilization by the Greek city-states, the dem0<_:ratmf ! not simply “‘import”” ideas and ideologies through returning foreign-
imperial expansion of hellenization thrqughout the E_astern It\lf[edltl:rri:l i ec!ucated ,s’t1_1dents, as all perlpi.ler.al societies necessarily‘do. It literally
an and beyond, and the eventual radical contraction of the cultur .. “unporFS in a physical sense its intellectuals and even its bourgeoisie
near 2 f mainland Greek territories. The medieval Byzantine from diaspora communities. Much of the explosiveness of Greek
Sl'gl}l'ﬁc%ncew(:as eripheral in relation to these territories, while during cultural identity revolves around this issue of diaspora Greeks. It should
CWIlllzamglttomaI;l domination the cultural opportunities of Greek and | be noted that there has been a continuing relevant intellectual tradi-
g;;e?n]falkan cities were extremely restric.ted.9 Enteri_ng the tllfmd‘_’m tion, although, af.ter h_av‘ing been sti‘mulated by the waves of Greek state-
in other words, while socially reorganized according tq Changing c_entered natlonahsn}, it is now c-rl_lmally dependent on the cultural evolu-
e al circumstances, there were elements of an ethnogeographic tion of Greek ethnic communities outside Greece."
hlsm'nc' CHIS conditions, of life in the Greek peninsula and islands, The third particular aspect of the Greek experience to be taken into
contm\glty'fh a largely “‘silent” cultural heritage which was t0 SOME S account involves the outburst of the Greek revolutionary war of libera-
coup > wcll' turbed by prominent cultural interventions after the tion at the height of European romanticism and its adoption by pro-
extent. k1:11 1st e Christisnity gressive romantics outside Greece as a war of liberation of their own.
establishmen Being a movement expressed in cultural terms, Philhellenism could only
accentuate, when it did not bring about, explosive fusions between

Alexiou, The Ritugl Lament in

90n the broad themes suggested here, sce Margaret B he Greek World: Classial,

iti bridge, 1974); Robert Browning, . b
gﬁﬁtﬁ?ﬁ?ﬁ(&%ﬁ (Lofndon, 1986); G. P. }1engerlion,g;?:; }ii\g;i:; ;l{(} G{gg;l:tgqggﬁ
; Ni i Todorov, The Balkan City, 1e, :

A o leoi:;?:ei? ;{eritages (Oxford, 1981); and essays in Speros

11 B i .
In terms of cultural significance, a superior moment of the Greek ‘‘historical”

diaqura is embodied in Cavafy’s modernist literary project. This is argued in Yiorgos
Chouliaras, ““ Aoyoteyvia kot &Eopia:

: A\ Inpeiwhoeg nia tov KaBdon’ Xd 5/6 (Apri
‘;mou,l T?fnb:; ' ?:ﬁf;fgif in Medieval and Modern Greek Cultull;e (Matl_lcl”!‘:;fc ') 1983) 562.73. Tue ST opdgn” Xdpure 5/6 (April,
onis, Jr., ed., Ay . is, ‘“The Formati ' 12 i ea - .
191-'3[(3), (hereafter abbrev, as Vryonis), including Peter Charanis, ¢ ) In tErms_ qf exl?loswe identification, and given the experience of the Jewish holocaust
Greek People’” in Vryonis, pp. 87-101. and an explicit religious matrix, the Greek ex

! i perience has been surpassed in the postwar
petiod by the relation between the Jewish diaspora and the state of Israel. On the “‘modern

y ntrast, lhe pr eeminence ol, say Italian clty-sta €8 p()SeS imits to any Cultu "
IOB €O S f, N t 1
. s §°5 essay by that tltle in Vr yonis, pp

i i ive in thi ot would
identity “‘revivals” of Roman civilization. Particularly instructive thhelS zesstp;y .
be a comparison between the cultural symbols approprlatqd frorp 0?1 o
fascism, on the one hand, and by the Metaxas Greek fascist regime,
»
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Greek national identity and cultural activities. It is in this context that
we can appreciate a statement to the effect that ‘“Greece is exceptionally
one of those nations which . . . can be characterized as romantic.””!?
The romantic idea of a national and popular mission, coupled with
carlier millenarian trends, permeates and continues to propel a na-
tionalist cultural identity throughout the long period of Greek national
aspirations and irredentist wars.

There is, finally, a fourth aspect, which is in an ideological sense
the fundamental one, but which presupposes for its effect the historical
agency of the other three aspects already discussed. What it involves
is the crucial claim of modern Greek culture to a direct line of descent
from classical Greek culture. All cultures lay claim to their past. What
is unique in the case of modern Greek culture is that it could lay claim
to what had already been appropriated as the root and fountainhead
of modern European culture and thereby, according to the accepted
assumptions, of all human civilization. There is an extreme advantage
and burden, at the same time, as it continues to be experienced in
modern Greek culture, in the claim of a direct descent from those who
taught the world.

A potentially violent experience of national identity is pursued for
its validation through modern Greek culture. The pursuit of identity
through culture is a condition of the modern world, which becomes
especially explosive when pressured by the relations of material and in-
tellectual dependence which are associated with the status of a peripheral
society. This already extremely potent mixture has been fueled in the
Greek case by the fundamental claim of origin from the recognized source
of European culture, a claim given substance by the facts of Greek
history, popularly sustained by the circumstances of the entrance of
Greeks as an ethnic group onto the proscenium of modernity, shaped
and agitated about by Greek diaspora intellectuals, and provided with
the direct support of the then dominant European romantic movement.

From this perspective, and considering the shock of comparing
cultural claims to the humble facts of a mostly peasant nineteenth-
century Greek society, expressions of defensiveness in modern Greek
culture become comprehensible. Several other issues also open up, in-
cluding the riddle of concurrent cultural nationalism and extensive adap-

tability to other cultures or cultural stimuli among Greeks in Greece

or abroad. To be a “‘practicing Greek,’’ if this term would be allowed,
can be both exceptionally rewarding and taxing.

ol
: |
3¢, Th. Dimaras, EAANVIKOC popuavTiguds (Athens, 1982), p. 475. Dimaras is refer-
ring to Etienne Foumol’s Les nations romantiques (Paris, 1931).
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s{n_ce tl:le. pl'receding remarks only represent distillations of concrete
enquiries, 1t 1s important to stress some necessary cautions and then to
append a few examples of how a grasp of modern Greek culture as a
cultur.e of ““identity’’ can be useful as an axis of interpretation. What
especially needs to be stressed is the danger of teleological or rati‘onalist
approaches. The evolution of modern Greek culture is the unintended
overall outcome of complex historical developments and of the resol
tions of_ conflicts between social groups and individuals, each of whou-
had their own ideas and intentions. There could have l;een no “ lanr’r}
that was fgﬂowed. The theme of identity itself undergoes chan, I; and
is posec.l d}ffe{ently in changing circumstances. Furthermore thge pro-
per periodization of the history of the Greek cultural formati;)n cannot
be assumec} to be identical with periodizations arrived at by focusi
on other historical phenomena, whether in Greece or abroad "

Cultural Identity as an Axis of Interpretation

The d'oubh? issue of diachronic continuity in Greek history and of
synchrqnlc unity in Greek society can be considered as a fundamental
e).(pressmn of the struggle for cultural identity in the conditions of
mqeteenth-ceptury Greece. Although the problem of historical continui-
ty is c.onventlorlal]y posed as an aggravated response to Fallmerayer’
theor}es about the racial discontinuity of the Greeks, Gibbon is the Izlo X
formidable intellectual opponent. The outcome is well-known. It w;e
t%lrough the preeminent Greek romantic historian, Constantine.Pa alrSi
ngopm'llos, that the ““missing link’* in Greek history was brought forl)'th'
Byzantium. But this was an extremely complex cultural transaction anci
by no means generally adopted until later in that century.'* As far as
the problem of unity was concerned, which often veere(i toward an
eluswe. homogeneity sought through such agencies as comprehensive
education, a solution was on one level achieved through the resettle-

14
On the debate on continuit i
e : n ce y, see Speros Vryonis, Jr., “Recent Scholarshi
t\](?;(l)t:l samd D;s3c70ntmu1ty of (;ulture: Classical Greeks, Byzantines, Modeiflhgr‘e):kg?lill;
Continu,i trlrgs - G»ri(;,k aégltlzlt;gi?’gg?g?gthf (“;lgle Ideological Context of the Search for
e Per:'oc’f , 1(1984) 53-85, as well as Origins of the Greek
, 1204-1461 and The Greek i
e, e Byaan : reek Nation, 1453-1669, both b;
e poulos (New Brunswick, 1970 and 1 Y
Bl ; 4 and 1976), and D. A. Zak
ke Get;’;zgn“g] ::Jl ,g ﬁ%d€f§a€g§e§m ll_;'rorli: all?iyzanrium to Independence (Oxford, 19?6?)1.11;;
B Szjid(;st . ipp merayer und die Entstehung des neugriechischen
. orschungen 29 (1970) 43-90 i ili
p : & and J. M. Hussey, ‘‘Jak
g bt;rg;:(r1 :1;1;1 Ge(Lrge Fl_nlay, Byzantine and Modern Greek Smdiesy:# (lmsftitl)slﬁglulpg
e eea.r that, given the great complexity of the question of Greek Orthodoxy
e l.xl‘:erxcnce and as a Greek ‘‘cultural signature,’’ relevant issues are not
explicitly here, but are bracketed until future discussion.
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ment of refugee populations in our century, despite the new refugee-
related cultural conflicts this engendered.

From the perspective of cultural identity, and in relation to this issue
of ethnic unity, major ideological conjunctures usually conceived in simpli-
fied political or social terms can also be reinterpreted. In fact, the Megali
Idea itself, as it was originally expounded in 1844, was not just an outward-
looking slogan of national expansion. It was at the same time a cultural
proposition attempting to resolve conflicts, which had acquired parliamen-
tary expression, between nativists and those who, although residing in
Greece, had their origins in extra-territorial communities.

The case of Greek folklore studies as a discipline dedicated to
demonstrations of the diachronic and synchronic unity of the Greek
people has attracted the attention it deserves. Detailed analysis of the
projects undertaken by Greek folklorists reveals the extent to which
the issue of Greek identity is fundamental in their investigations." It
should also be noted, however, that social and historical sciences in
Greece in general can be understood to emerge as essentially ‘‘identity
disciplines.”” Not only anthropology, but also classics, philology,
archaeology, history and the study of literature and ideas were socially
legitimated as handmaidens to a national task of proving to the world
the lineage of the Greeks. This was not just a state-inspired affair, but
an intellectual service to which most academics, scholars and authors
subscribed enthusiastically. Some remarkable achievements have come
out of this kind of research. At the same time, success in this direction
tended to confirm a particular intellectual agenda.

To take another example of a key debate in modern Greek culture
and society, the depth of emotion and the extent of scholarship devoted
to questions of language use are somewhat perplexing, unless related
to a sense of Greek cultural mission and the varying roles assigned to
popular classes by dif ferent conceptions of Greek identity. These were
“language wars,”’ almost literally, and they were invested with all
aspects of the social and political problems confronting Greece.'

150n Greek folklore studies, see Qurs Once More: Folklo
of Modern Greece (Austin, 1982) and “ ‘Law’ and ‘Custom’: Ethnography of and in Greek
National Identity,”” JMGS 3, 2, (1985) 167-85, both by Michael Herzfeld, as well as ‘H
Becwpia tfic EAARVIKAC Aaoypagpiag (Athens, 1978) and “Modern Ideclogy and Folklore,”
1985 Paparrigopoulos Lecture, Center for Byzantine & Modern Greek Studies of Queens
College (forthcoming in Journal of Modern Hellenism), both by Alki Kyriakidou-Nestoros.
For a comparative perspective, se¢ Richard M. Dorson, “The Question of Folklore ina
New Nation,” Journal of the Folklore Institute 3 (1966), 277-98 and William A. Wilson,
Folklore and Nationalism in Modern Finland, (Bloomington, 1976).
1605 language issues, see Robert Browning, Medieval and Modern Greek, (London, 1969);
Brian Joseph, ‘‘European Hellenism and Greek Nationalism: Some Effects of Ethnocentristt
on Greek Linguistic Scholarship,” JMGS 3, 1, (1985) 85-96; Evangelos Petrounias, “The

re, Ideology, and the Making. |
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Poetryas a pr.incipal expression of Greek cultural life capture

of t.he relevant dilemnas of identity. In fact, given conditigns _Stmaﬂa}j
to its de\ielgpment, as well as external social conditions, i Hi e;'n
political limits to free debate, the role played in other soci:::t'nc':)1 i
tellectuals has been in large part displaced to poets in Greec::sl ytl!:'l-
sense, poetiry has l?een a “‘regulating discipline.”’ Thus, re ar.dlr;1 lf’
hpw conscious of it each poet may or may not have be’en gth ocs
tion of, for example, the classical past in Greek poetry i rarely some
B e poetry is rarely some

. There is something additional to be considered. It involves th

tion (.)f the comparative contexts of modern Gr;eek cultur f: oo
parative approach is, of course, indispensable in generzl V\(;;m_
howev:er, need_s to be stressed in the Greek case is the ver e -
or active relation to presumed cultural contexts that is de)ifcl0 ﬂSCClIOUS
those who have been engaged in cultural debates. This is b o
?p‘r‘o‘;)lem ,c’aftgeoiraphical determination and of whether Gi?;:l?cﬁliilrl:
is “closer’” to the southern Euro

Medi.terranean experience.'® What,pzagginfhies ﬁla\lrlcl)(]i?:dogs t:r? —
1dent1.ty. f['he conflict between East and West is internal to Grfaeklsmlle o
Admlratlon of.the West and de-orientalization campaigns ing ot
titudes to Christianity or debates about tradition andg“(,}varl)(ung af:
:r}:e;};er ﬁf ;nusical instruments such as the bouzouki or o;‘e\iorrlizshf

,arealle 'ements in this complex matrix. Relevant deb
rbicz‘r:egsx?‘g];;?;;ciic’t’llin dis‘slliggested by an initially usef?ltlesli?i‘:?nrcl;[?;ﬁ
nd ““Romeic’” strands in Greek culture.
teXtI;il(Jiartgfs ;2;)111: where Q.reece truly belongs, about its proper con-
S rOblere CX;?]IClt fmd heated already before independence.
B Thge > en:) of identity h_as a.lways been a political and social
receiving. its lights ‘}io;)e&: ‘r;;;rglg ;?a' " (lfreece e Ay,
' ssing them on to the East. Thi
Lv;sK::JIIsotta_m'aspect of the Megalr Idea, the ‘““‘great idea,”’ as propourllgitlci
ettis in Greek Parliament. It was thus an irresistible opportunity

Modern Greek Lan, i
guage and Diglossia’’ in V i g
sc_)}:_lfidme ey G 1560, ryonis, pp. 193-220; and George Thom-
: any cultural issues continue t di
o A e to be ?ngaged in the way they were i
e Hp;ftr}_r d essays. See George Seferis, On the Greek Style. Sel dposed by Sl
i enism (New York, 1966). e,
I comparative contexts, see F
e a ) see _ernand Braudel, The Mediterr ]
L Balka?:i' ;:;hi é;jgi I‘:]f Phyi-bkaL 2 vols. (New York, 197:5;:;‘2!”{"5 tgfaﬂvlr‘i?:g::
e : 'ew York, 1958). On orientalism and de- ientalizati .
- Said, Orientalism, (New York, 1978), as well as hisdﬁg;;:gi:}l;;ﬂ;réésee
n-

sidered”” in Cuiry it
G 1 ral Critique, 1985, and Denni iotis, “¢
Teek Nation. The Romaic Strand”’ in Vryonil:, ?)lgfnllgis-ﬁ:fhe e
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for an opposition paper in 1845 to express its ironic approval for g |
delegate going abroad, by the name of D. Christidis, who happened

to be cross-eyed, since ‘‘seeing with one eye the East and with the other
the West he expresses the great idea of Mr. Kolettis.”’*
Modern Greek Culture: Marginal or/and Paradigmatic?

Modern Greek culture is evidently not a dominant culture today,
Although, at least in scholarly discourse, no culture is considered

superior or inferior to any other, this refusal to become involved in |

ideologically suspect evaluations does not alter the facts of power or

influence. There are, clearly, dominant cultures and they are the cultures

of societies associated with states with a dominant role in the world,

The only other cultures which can effectively contest this domination

are those that are generated by populations which are significant in size
and related parameters. As a culture supported by about ten million

people in Greece and many fewer than that outside Greece, Greek

culture is not in that league either. It is, therefore, in one sense, a
marginalized culture, to the extent that the agencies for its projection
are limited.

A marginal status is not an index of vitality and there are too many

examples which can sustain this assertion. All cultures are, in fact, of -

potentially great interest to others beyond those who are their direct

participants or students. Beyond, however, these general reasons, there

are additional reasons which recommend the study of modern Greek
culture abroad, and specifically within the American university. It can.
be argued, in fact, that contemporary Greek culture is of paradigmatic
interest.

To summarize the argument in a single phrase, modern Greek

culture may be considered paradigmatic, because its study can reveal

with exceptional clarity that struggle for identity which, under varying
conditions, represents the fundamental impulse of modern cultural life.
What cultural identity stands for in the Greek context has already been

suggested and there is no point in repeating it again. But there is an

opportunity here to reformulate as basic conditions those three dimen-.
sions of cultural experience which were discerned when some typical
images of modern Greek culturc were scanned earlier on.

Modern Greek culture can be seen as paradigmatically expressive

of, firstly, a heritage and of cultural claims upon the past, in fact,a

past that continues to represent a classical source of values for the
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modern world and of such fundamental principles as democracy;
secondly, a place and of the life people make out of it, a life that cal;
falo, “orme degr_e? experienced, no matter in how distorted a form
through the possibility of travel; and, thirdly, a shared existence through
culture of a group, which is widely dispersed in ethnic communities
arott‘nd the WOfld,’];nCludIng an abundant presence in the United States
v If YC:}l an;idl, lsayS Bl]iCk Mulligan to Stephen Dedalus in J oyce’s.
lysses, ‘‘could only work together we might d i
island. Helenise it.”"? ght do something for the
W‘ell, thf"t Is just not the _IJOint. A non-dominant culture is also of
paradxgman_c valqe becau.se it can lead us into closer appreciation of
the culture in which we live without the threat of being dominated

Bjames Joyce, Ulysses (New York, 1934), p. 9.

APPENDIX
OUTLINE: “MODERN GREEK CULTURE AND CIVILIZATION®’

I. INTRODUCTION

What is culture?
Who/what is Greek?

II. ANALYTICAL CONSIDERATIONS

ancepts of culture and civilization

History, the social sciences, and the humanities
Words, concepts, social relations and practices
Ways of life, intellectual and artistic activities
Traditional and modern societies

Individuality and identity, subcultures

Civi.l society, the state, and cultural institutions
Social grqups and classes, ideology and hegemony
Evolutionism, relativism, and interpretation

Conditi
nditions for the emergence and development of ‘‘national cultures’’
IIl. HISTORICAL AND COMPARATIVE CONTEXTS

Mo . ; :
dern Greece: An outline of social and political developments since

independence

The classical, the Hellenisti
) ellenistic, the B i
The Mediterranean & Europe yzantine, & the Ottoman worlds

The Balkans & the Middle East

96ee C. Th. Dimaras, ‘EALnvikoc Popavtiopog (Athens, 1982) p. 362. The Post-World War 11 Period
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IV. PROBLEMS AND THEMES

Continuity and discontinuity: the fundamental issue and
paradigmatic case of the relation of modern Greek culture to
the ancient and medieval past. The sphere of culture as a sphere
of articulation of political and social conflicts.

The struggle for a modern Greek identity. Modernity, culture,
and nationalism. Strategies and role of intellectuals. The
emergence of ““identity disciplines’’: philology, archaeology, lao-
graphia, history of literature and ideas. ‘‘Language wars.”
Similarity and difference: the search for contexts. The threat or
promise of the ‘‘other.”” East and West. Orientalism and
de-orientalization.

Indigenous and extrinsic elements in a national culture: from
enlightenment and romanticism to rock and roll. Receptivity and
influence, cultural imperialism and dependence. Importation and
adaptation of methods and ideologies (e.g., Marxism, psycho-
analysis, structuralism, natural sciences and technocracy).
Discourses of power: the state, education and other cultural ap-
paratuses. Cultures of rulers and ruled. Official culture, sub-
cultures and outlaws: the domestication of rebetika. Neohellenic
ideology, Metaxas’s ‘“Third Hellenic Civilization’’ and the col-
onels’ ‘“Helleno-Christian Civilization.”’

Hetero- and homogeneity, regional cultures, refugees, minorities.
Women and men. The countryside and the city: rural and ur-
ban culture.

Popular culture and the arts. The preeminence of literary pur-
suits. Poetry as a ‘‘regulating discipline.” The generation of the
*30s. The artist as ideologue of national identity. Greek moder-
nism: Seferis’s “King of Asine.”

Diaspora Greek culture. ““Historical’’ and “‘modern’” (post-1922)
diaspora. Greeks abroad, cultures of exile and the culture of
ethnic communities. Cavafy’s project. Bi-culturalism. Is there
a “‘Greek-American’’ culture?

Projections and receptions: images abroad of modern Greece
and Greeks, from the renaissance to “Zorba’’ and today. Pre-
independence travelers. Romantic philhellenism. Foreign
students of Greek culture. Modern tourism: the ideology of
travel guides.

Production, reproduction, and representations of Greek culture:
tradition, crisis and renewal. Contemporary mass culture i
Greece. Cultural commodities and kitsch. Artists, intellectuals,
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and cultural movements. Convergence and differentiation: (na-

tional) culture and society i
Yy 1 the age of 7 .
culture. g an ‘international’’

V. OVERVIEW

Identity of cultures and cultures of identi
. identity:
experience. y: the modern Greek




