GEORGE ANDREIOMENOS

GREEK NATIONAL POETS AND ACADEMIC CRITICS
(1926-1960)*

The aim of this short paper is to show the way in which two Greek
national poets, Andreas Kalvos and Dionisios Solomos, were received by
academic critics of Athens and Salonica Universities respectively. I do
not intend to give you all bibliographical references relating to this mat-
ter or to analyse them thoroughly for I have already done it in the eighth
chapter of my Ph.D. thesis which deals with the response of academic
criticism to Kalvos’s poetryl. On the other hand, the space and time I
have at my disposal do not allow me to go into a detailed examination
of the very extensive literature on these two poets, produced by scholars
of these Universities. At the same time, I shall try to connect the recep-
tion of hoth Solomos and Kalvos by academics, who were members of
staff either in Athens or in Salonica Universities, with the long contro-
versy between these two academic institutions, and especially between
their Faculties of Arts (Qulocooixss 2yohés).

First of all, T feel that I have to explain in brief why I use the term
«nationaly poets for both Solomos and Kalvos as well as to justify the
chronological limits of my exposé. The word «national» has regularly been
attached to a number of towering Greek literary figures: Apart from So-
lomos and Kalvos, Aristotelis Valaoritis, Kostis Palamas, Rigas Fereos and
others have been given this honourable title, each one for different rea-
sons. I have come to believe that this title primarily belongs to Solomos
and Kalvos because they both praised, in a most outstanding poétical way,

* This paper was delivered at King’s College, London, 13 February 1992. A
version of it was published in Greek in ITéppuoas, n. 64-65 (January-June 1993), pp-
389-347. CL. Moaxwixa 1200 Zvumootov [loinons, University of Patras, 6-8 July 1992,
Patras: Achaikes Ekdoseis 199%, pp. 120-136.

1. George Andreiomenos, The reception of Kalvos by modern Greek criticism: An
account of the bibliography (1818-1960), The University Birmingham: Centre for
Byzantine, Ottoman and Modern Greek Studies 1991, vols. I, II.
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the heroic feats of the Greeks against the Ottomans during the Greek
War of Independence, at the time of the events. And this is the major
reason for which a considerable number of critics and intellectuals have
also proclaimed both of them as «national» poets. As to the chronological
limits of this study, one can observe the following: «) 1926 constitutes a
boundary mark in intellectual and academic life of contemporary Greece,
because the monopoly of Athens University in higher education of this
country comes to an end. The new University which is established in Sa-
lonica in this year was to cultivate the study of Modern Greek Literature
and other scholarly disciplines in a different context and way to that em-
ployed by Athens University. Moreover, in 1926, Yiannis Apostolakis be-
comes the first professor of Modern Greek Literature in Salonica Univer-
sity while Nikolaos Veis, a well known Byzantinist in Athens University,
offers, for the first time, some courses in modern Greek literary production
as well. b) 1960 is the year in which I have stopped the examination in
my thesis. I believe that after the 1960s intellectual and social life, the
financial situation and political orientation of the Greeks have been al-
tered considerably. Studies on Kalvos and Solomos were also produced
by scholars of these Universities in post<1960 years but they do not change
significantly any conclusions drawn in my paper. However, any chrono-
logical limits suggested above must be considered as something artificial
which simply serves as a chronological framework in such a study.
Yiannis Apostolakis was the first academic from these Universities
to study both Solomos and Kalves in an analytical way®. His attempt to
prove Kalvos’s poetry to be a «rhetorical utterance» did not have any
impact on other scholars. However, his appreciation and praise of Solo-
mos and the Folk Song created a kind of scholarly tradition in the study
especially of the former by academics of Salonica University. Emmanuel
Kriaras and Linos Politis greatly contributed to the development of So-
lomian Studies. On the other hand Yeorgios Zoras, Nikolaos Tomadakis
and Nikolaos Veis spent time and effort to study Kalvos’s life and work.
This does not mean that scholars of Salonica University did not produce
anything on Kalvos or that academics of Athens University did not focus
on Solomos’s work. Kriaras, for instance, provided us with a most intere-
sting study on Kalvos’s Italian literary sources?, and Politis referred to

9. See Yiannis Apostolakis, ‘H moinon otn Cwrj pag, Athens 1923 and 7a roayov-
dia uag, Athens: «Pirsos» 1934.

3. See Emmanuel Kriaras, «Mekerhuato 1oy "Avdpéa KddBo», I'oduuata, vol. 8
(1945), pp. 194-208.
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Kalvos in a number of cases®. At the same time Tomadakis did his docto-
rate on Solomos’s editions and manuscripts® and dealt with the poet of the
Greek national anthem on many occasions® as did Zoras” and Veis®. One
has also to mention the «philological quarrel» between Nikolaos Andrio-
tis and Yeorgios Kurmulis on Kalyos’s language® in which they both view-
ed each other as an opponent; Kurmulis tried to show that Andriotis’s
negative assessment of Kalvos’s linguistic form was quite unfair and er-
roneous while Andriotis thought him to be a major representative of the
last fervent supporters of katharevusa.
However, the difference in the perspective between scholars of Sa-
lonica University and their «Athenian» colleagues becomes obvious on
occasions such as the following:

>AN & Aéyrog KdhBog Ayo pés évdiaoéeer pig evdiugpépel 6 K-
Bog & mommhe. Kod mdu 8yu 6 imahéyhwocog TOLTHG TAY VERVIXEY
zov Zpywy, TBY Sbo Tpaywdiiy xud Tig "Q8%¢ elg “loviove, dhAa 6 &=
prpog TouyTe e QBEY, Tod 6TéxoVY povayEs Kol 6oy petéwpeg péco
oy mornTueh pog toropter, Styws dmoybvoug xal Stywe mooybvoug, 8-
T wovayde Fizow wt’ bvay Tig Eypune 6 Eevitepévoe mornTig. Ta (o
rpBdse yebvia, wévog xal 6 Bohwpde mpoomadsl va Snutoveyhion
molnon ENvueh, ool elye x’ abrds Soxiudoer To mpdiTe Touv Bhue-
7o om0y irohind Mopvaccotl.

In the passage, mentioned above, Politis’s concentration solely on
Kalvos’s odes rather than on his early Italian work or his other literary
activity deserves a mention here, since the academic criticism of Athens
University also focused its research on these. In contrast, in his work on

4. See, for example, Linos Politis, « O moinwig wév *Qd&v. *Avriféceig otov > Avdpée
KénBo», “H Kabnueownj, 5 June 1960, pp. 1, & and € Av3péag KdABog. Xwh petoncoutdn
Ty d67éy Tow in Oéuara Tijc Aoyoreyvias pag. Aedrepn oeipd, Thessaloniki: Konstan-
tinidis [1977], pp- 193-197.

5. See Nikol. B. Tomadakis, *Exddoeis xai yetpbypapa ot momros Avovvciov Xo-
Jowpod. AvureBt éml Sidaxropia, Athens: tipogr. «Estia» 1935.

6. See IIdppuoas, op. cit. (note*), pp. 341-342 (note 9).

7. See ibid., p. 342 (note 10).

8. See ibid., p. 342 (note 11).

9. See N. P. Andriotis, « H yiacox tod KiBov», Néa “Esvia, vol. £0 (Christmas
1946), pp. 157-167; G. I. Kurmulis, “H yAdooa tod KdAfov, Athens 1947; N. P. An-
driotis, «H yrdoox tob KérBov. *Anrdvrnony, Néa ‘Eovia, vol. 43 (1948), pp. 689-696.

10. Linos Politis, «'O mowsig téy "Q3&y. *Avriféceig otov *Avdpée KdABo», op.
cit. (note &), pp. 1, &.
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Solomos, Politis repeatedly dealt with a range of his scholarly activities
including his early poems in Italian'', even though they were of a much
lower quality than his literary output in Greek.

The reason for his limited concentration on Kalvos was that the scho-
lars who taught at Salonica University dedicated, as shown previously,
most of their time and effort to the investigation of the other great mo-
dern Greek poet, Dionisios Solomos. Yiannis Dallas writes on this:

‘H éravaherzovpyla tov xabiepdBnxe %ol yevixedwyee pt mpv Entonuy
amo xo0€dpag mpoBorn Tov [of Kalvos]. *ANke xol 286 Stv Ereube 7
avtidrstol): Ao Tl Sbo Edpec THg veoelhnvikdic grhodoytes oTe
TOVETULGTANLE (L0G UETATOASUIXE 7 VewTeptxd) Oecoodoviny cuveien-
oe %ol ThoVTLGE THY xAnpovopnuévy Tapddocy Tob «iepod TépaTogy
TRV YPULULTOV [Log, ToD BoAwuod. "Evé 1) dxadnpeixy *Abiver oo~
Stodpbunce ut Ty Emipdvela ol Ty EmavamooBoli) Tob «ueydhov &-
YVeoToL) THe Yeapporetas pog, tob KaABov. *Ag dmobécope drep-
BaMhovragc: Evag dploToxpdtng ideahioThg péoe 6T TAOLTY TOU %ol
&vog mAnBetos Oetiniomic péoo o @rdysle xol T duoTuyio Tov,
ToVH|acto el GTIoudEE —avTioTeoge l— Wit ouko-pdodre %ol widg
cUVTNEN TG Gy oMTig. TAxdun i Gvtivople, o O WTOPEL V&
wéig Suddker i ) abyyuoyn wod EEaxohovlst Vo EmixpaTel 6T Suya-
opévn veoehkvu) pog oxédm. ‘O KdaiBog Erot, povémhevpa xabiepw-
uévog G’ Ty EmiaThpy, propel va dmoxatosTadnxe cowBolks uig
oTy Goyalo ToTpide Tov, ARG EEaxohovBel var oTéuer Suyaouévos peg
670V Vol TV Véwy grhokdywy %ol oY) Sulaopévy oy o) Teey LTl
xbenre. Xopls va helmet, powdler mhvrwg ut mv &odeuby osyyaptob!2.

At first sight this passage seems to contain some truth. However,
this is open to question. More specifically, I agree that the School of Phi-
losophy of Thessaloniki University continues the inherited literary and
scholarly tradition of Solomian studies. But I would have some reserva-
tions about Dallas’s hint that the professors at the University of Athens
based their career upon the systematic presentation of Kalvos’s work
alone. That is unfair to such scholarly personalities as Zoras, Tomadakis
and Veis, who systematically studied and successfully discussed, forin-

11. See, inter alia, dnuosieduara Aivov Iokizy ds v6 1969, Thessaloniki 1969.
12. Yiannis Dallas, <O KdABog &7d v mpoomtixy) 700 xpbvov: 1) vexpopaveto ok 9)
Eravosirovpyto Ty Q3BW, “O IoAirng, n. 43 (June 1981), pp. 59-60.
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stance, various problems and topics concerning the poet of «"Ypuvog eig
o *Eeufeplewn. Neither is it credible in our days to accept the view that
a rigid «political» —or any other— division between «progressive» and
«conservative» Universities might exist in Greece.

The reasons for the particular interests of each of these Schools in
these two different poets are more practical and down to earth: In Thes-
saloniki Yiannis Apostolakis had established a thorough and sysbematic
appreciation of Solomos’s life and poetry as far back as the mid-1920s;
in Athens, Zoras gave priority to the investigation of Kalvos’s biography.
During these years Thessaloniki was a bastion of the demotic language,
Athens & bastion of katharevusa; but, if Solomos wrote in the panhellenic
demotic language and was the idol of the Demoticists, who considered
him as the starting-point of contemporary Greek Literature, Kalvos’s
linguistic form did not offer analogous arguments for the supporters of
katharepusa.

I would at this point suggest firmer reasons: The University of A-
thens continues a scholarly tradition which is the direct result of their
admiration for the unity of Hellenic Studies, for the unbroken continuity
of Hellenism, and, unquestionably, of a systematic attachment to the
grandeur of the classical world. Most of the «Athenian» scholars did not
view Modern Greek Literature as a particular academic discipline; they
systematically related and subordinated it to the previous periods of the
Greek Literature, and they studied it in the context of the continuity of
Greek Letters. All «Athenian» scholars were distinguished for their in-
volvement in almost every period of Greek Letters. Kalvos’s case therefore,
offered them a unique opportunity to relate their personal literary beliefs
with particular parts of his biography and poetry, as well as to make use
of well known methods of classical philology in the interpretation of the
texts; for instance, they preferred to stay very close to the interpretation
of the text itself, simply analysing its content and not paying attention
to its stylistic or aesthetic aspects. They placed special emphasis on the
biography of the literary figure with notable results. But they did not
apply contemporary theoretical frameworks. This is, up to a point, in
accord with the views of Dallas, presented earlier.

On the other hand, the University of Thessaloniki started to culti-
vate Mcdern Greek Letters as a separate academic diseipline somewhat
earlier and did not simply follow the principles of the older philological
tradition. For instance, they did not give priority to biographical research,
when dealing with the stylistic and aesthetic aspects of literary products.
At the same time, they produced critical editions of texts, adopting the

26
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role of philologists on many occasions. The combination of Thessaloniki’s
attachment to Demoticism, as well as the critical views of Apostolakis,
B. Kriaras and Linos Politis created a corresponding interest in Solomian
studies. The perspective of each literary and scholarly phenomenon is ba-
sically diachronic for the Athenian scholars, and synchronic for the in-
tellectuals of Thessaloniki University. Where the Athenian philologists
saw Kalvos as the connecting bridge between the glorious ancient past
and contemporary literary reality, the scholars of Salonica University
viewed Solomos as the starting point for Modern Greek Literature. Whe-
reas Tomadakis and Zoras made use of their knowledge of the Italian
language in order to comment on Kalvos’s life and work, Politis and Kria-
ras used their knowledge of that language principally to interpret Solo-
mos’s poetry. The preference of the former to study Kalvos’s —or even
Solomos’s— work in relation to the past contrasts with the tendency of
the latter to interpret the two bards in the context of Modern Greek Lite-
ragure.

However, certain questions arise. Did the enormous number of stu-
dies by academic critics contribute to the development of Kalvian and
Solomian studies and to the final appreciation of Kalvos’s and Solomos’s
life and poetry? Why did academic criticism focus so much on Solomos
and Kalvos? How great was the concern of these scholars for the poeiic
or aesthetic evaluation of their work? Which was the real contribution
of each of the two major Greek Universities to the study of Kalvos and
Solomos?

Before these questions can be answered, a distinction has to be made
between academic philological study and literary criticism. These two
fields seem to have been two distinct disciplines in the minds of some in-
tellectuals, even though they are very often taken as a single one by
others. In fact, a philological study is somewhat different from a piece
of literary criticism, in the sense that the first aims at the formulation of
conclusions as objectively as possible and normally employs established
philological methodologies, whilst the second has more to do with the
subjective views of the author on a literary issue. This does not mean, of
course, that a piece of literary criticism cannot follow a certain theoretical
framework; in other words, there is an obvious distinction but at the
same time a clear interrelation between these two fields. On certain oc-
casions gifted philologists and scholars can be gifted critics. Who can deny,
let us say, that Tomadakis’s essay on the political liberty of Kalvos’s
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1. George Andreiomenos, T'he reception of Kalos by modern Greek criticism: An
account of the bibliography (1818-1960), The University Birmingham: Centre for
Byzantine, Ottoman and Modern Greek Studies 1991, vols. I, II.



404 George Andreiomenos

cept on very few occasions. Perhaps, for most of them, the limits between
their own research and literary criticism were clearly defined; it is no ac-
cident that those articles which were closer to literary critique than aca-
demic study were written in demotic for a wider public, or were delivered
as speeches on public occasions. At times too, they even published stu-
dies in demotic (when they addressed them to a wider readership), whilst
most of their purely «philologicaly treatises were written in kathareousa;
even Veis is no exception to this rule'®. It is also worth noting that the
scholars of Salonica University wrote their studies on Kalvos and Solo-
mos only in demotic, a clear indication of the different spirit and linguistic
tradition of that University.

There is a great difference between the contributions of Athens Uni-
versity and Salonica University to the development of Kalvian and So-
lomian studies. This is confirmed not only by the contrasting number of
studies on Kalvos and Solomos from each University, but also by the dif-
ferent scholarly and literary traditions that they followed.

In conclusion, it can be said that the arduous and persistant attempts
of academic critics, coupled with their sholarly authority, gave a strong
new impetus to the investigation of Kalvos’s and Solomos’s life and work,
clarified a lot of unclear points in their biography, and revealed unknown
and unpublished texts of them. Together with the valuable studies on
both of them by other intellectuals and literary movements after 1930,
they made their own invaluable contribution to the final recognition and
appreciation especially of the poet of the Odes. And it was left wing cri-
ticism after World War II that gave a further impetus to the evolution
of Kalvian and Solomian studies, under a different perspective and theo-
retical framework!?. But this is a subject outside the scope of this short

paper.

16. Nikolaos Veis was highly regarded by left wing and liberal scholars; in 1950,
he was elected a member of the Greek Parliament, with Alexander Svolos’s Socialist
Party.

17. See G. J. B. Andreiomenos, «The politics of reception: Kalvos and the Greek
Lefty, Balkan Studies, vol. 31, (1990), pp. 239-257 and Aoyoreymxa megtodixd Tijs
dowoTegds xal Awoviorog ZoAwuos (1924-1967), Athens: «Silloges» 1998.
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MMEPIAHYH

ces

Ti&pyos *Avdpsiouévos, «Of mavemiorTnuionol xpLtikol xul ol veoddAnveg “Ehvi-

%ol momreg (1926-1960)».

v mapodex stofynoy deraletan #) mpdohndm Tob *Avdpée KdABov xal 7ol
Avowctov Tohwuod &md Todg Tavemiommlonods xpertikods Ty Dkocoprrdy
Siyoh&v *Abfvog xal Ocosatovixne, Tooxetpévon vor xotaderyoby of Stpoperi-
%£¢ oy ohaoTxEG Tapaddoels Tod of TeheuTalol dxohodBnouy ol 7 odolasTen
GLEBor:) Tous oY TPowNneY TGV %eABBY %ol colwwxdy cmouddy. Eri-
616, dvehbovral of Abyou Y& Todg 6molovg of veoehAnvioTEe TEY T TV GYo-
ABV Eminévtpwcay T0 Evdinpépoy Toug 6Ty uehéTn StpopeTindy Slewy THg
Lot xal 100 Epyov T&Y cuYxexplUévmY VeorAMveY GBxdvy mowmTdY, 670
dornpe 1926-1960.
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