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ABSTRACT

Nikos Kazantzakis had the advantage and honour of having a number of
biographies written about him, despite the fact that biography has not been
particularly developed as a genre in Greece. Four of these biographies were written by
women writers who were more or less intimately related to him: Galateia Kazantzaki,

Lili Zografou, Elli Alexiou and Eleni Kazantzaki.

If we take it for granted that there is no such thing as absolute objectivity and
that every text (including biographical accounts) should be considered as fiction since
a certain degree of reconstruction as well as personal involvement are involved, in this
dissertation I will attempt to judge the levels of objectivity achieved by each of these
four biographies according to a number of criteria which I shall elaborate. Further
remarks will be made on the extent to which these biographies are in agreement or

diverge from each other on several aspects concerning Kazantzakis.

In addition, bearing in mind that one aspect of Kazantzakis’ writings which
has been widely discussed - and at times even intensely criticized - is his relationship
with women as well as their representation in his texts, a secondary aspect of the
dissertation will be an exploration of Kazantzakis’ own relationships with women in
real life, as described by these four women writers combined with a close reading of
the portrayal of female characters in four of his major novels, which will allow us to
reach certain conclusions as to how justified it is to attach the indictment of misogyny

to Kazantzakis.
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INTRODUCTION

Nikos Kazantzakis (1883-1957) was an eminent Modern Greek writer,
universally known and recognized among western critics for the quality and range of
his writings. As one of the most widely read Greek writers and having acquired fame
mainly through his novel Zorba the Greek (1943), Kazantzakis is often referred to as
a ‘classic’ Modern Greek writer in the sense that the appeal of his writings and in
particular his novels is not confined to a specific era or people, but has endured over a

long period of time, inviting and surviving frequent rereadings'.

Kazantzakis has had the advantage and honour of having a number of
biographies written about him, four of which were by women writers, who happened
to be more or less intimately related to him. They are his first wife Galateia
Kazantzaki, Lili Zografou, Elli Alexiou and his second wife Eleni Kazantzaki. It is
worth noting that in Greece biography has not flourished as a genre and therefore no
biographical tradition exists. Very few Modern Greek writers or poets constitute an
exception to this rule, their biographies still tending to be written by foreign scholars
rather than Greek ones: the first example is Cavafy whose biography was provided by
Robert Liddell in 1974 and the second is Seferis whose biography was only written in
2003 by Roderick Beaton. Therefore, the case of Kazantzakis as a biographee of so

many writers, and Greek biographers at that, is something of a phenomenon.

The aim of the present dissertation is to undertake a comparative examination
of the four biographies in order to establish the degree of objectivity eventually
achieved by each of them. In addition, attention will be paid to matters such as the

sources that each of them uses (e.g. personal contacts and memories, testimonies from

! The most recently published one of them is Bien: 2007.



mutual friends, Kazantzakis’ own writings and letters etc) as well as to Kazantzakis’
own relationship with and attitude towards women, as described by these four,
eventually reaching conclusions as to how justified it actually is to attach a
‘misogynist’ label to him. A secondary aspect of the dissertation will be to make some
occasional comparisons between the four biographies, where they deal with the same
aspects of Kazantzakis’ life, so as to trace the extent to which they are in agreement

with or diverge from each other on these points.

As regards the structure of the thesis, it unfolds in four main chapters, one for
each biography, preceded by a brief introductory discussion of three main issues,
which could inform my examination of the biographies and place their analysis in a
wider and more theoretical framework. These issues concern biography and
objectivity, the representation of women in Kazantzakis® novels and lastly,
(auto)biography and fiction. A conclusion will follow based on the research questions

posed.

The chronological order according to which each of these four biographies
were written and published is as follows: First Galateia Kazantzaki, Nikos
Kazantzakis’ first wife, who in 1957 wrote the fictional biography AvOpwrmor xau
YrepavOpwmor (Men and Supermen) in which she describes Kazantzakis’ life and her
own as well as their life together, but in the form of a novel, using different names for
the characters but with clear enough allusions so that an informed reader is able to
make the connection between them and the real-life figures. By and large, Galateia
depicts Nikos Kazantzakis as a (super)man, whose aspirations and self-assigned tasks
were far from ordinary or destined for a ‘common mortal’; a man who was constantly
trying to reach the highest possible levels of intellectual, spiritual and physical purity

and integrity, even if this made him distant and cold towards other people. Galateia’s
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biography is the only one of the four examined here which was published while

Kazantzakis was still alive.

Next comes the biography by Lili Zografou Nikog Kolovt{éxns. Evog
tpoyikog (1960), which is an attempt to explore his personal life and his work by
adopting a somewhat psychoanalytic approach. In general Zografou is trying to make
the point that Kazantzakis’ own life was overshadowed and dominated by fear of his
father to such a degree that he developed psychological traumas and inner impasses
and this is why she describes him as ‘tragic’. Zografou draws her conclusions based
exclusively on his work and on Galateia’s fictional biography, as she had never met

Kazantzakis in person.

Then comes Elli Alexiou, Galateia Kazantzakis’ younger sister, with the book
Lo va yiver ueyalog. Broypapio tov Nikov Kolavi(axn (1966) in which she talks
about her sister’s life with Kazantzakis. She considers how this relationship was
perceived and dealt with by her family (Nikos and Galateia lived together for a period
of time without being married), incidents that she remembers when she had holidays
with her sister and Nikos, her admiration for his work as a writer but also her
unhappiness and dismay at Kazantzakis’ distinctive ambition and selfishness, chiefly

interested, as he was, in acquiring fame through his work and little else.

The last of the four biographies was originally written in French by Nikos
Kazantzakis’ second wife Eleni Kazantzaki and entitled: Nikos Kazantzakis: Le
Dissident (1968). It was then translated into Greek as: Nixog Kalovilaxng. O
aovupifocrtog. Bioypopio faciouévn oe ovékoota ypauuata ko keiueva too (1977). As
the Greek title suggests, this biography consists mainly of Kazantzakis’ letters to

Eleni but also to some other friends. It has been translated into many languages. Eleni



provides an on the whole positive and uncensorious account of Kazantzakis’
personality, individuality and frame of mind, even to the point of hinting that he might
have had some covert inclination to sainthood”. The intention of Eleni Kazantzaki in
writing her husband’s biography is to provide an intimate record of the work and

thoughts of one of modern literature’s major spiritual figures.

With this thesis I believe that I am contributing to the existing bibliography on
Kazantzakis in the sense that for the first time a detailed study of the Kazantzakis
biographies written by women is provided. To my knowledge, up to the present only
Georgia Farinou-Malamatari has written two papers on Kazantzakis and biography”.
Yet though in one of them (2008), a comparison of the biographies by the four women
writers is attempted, Farinou-Malamatari’s aim is not to draw any conclusions as to
which of them is more reliable nor does she make any reference to any theoretical
background concerning objectivity, subjectivity and relativism. Furthermore, it seems
that she is not concerned to discover whether any of these biographies show misogyny
on the part of Kazantzakis, by looking at either the way women are represented in his
texts or treated in real life. Needless to say Farinou-Malamatari’s paper offers only a
limited exploration such as the extent of an article allows. Moreover, Christina
Dounia’s paper on Kazantzakis concerns the relationship of (auto)biography and

fiction in his works and does not examine any of the biographies written about him®.

Another contribution I hope to make lies in the fact that I will be examining

the degree of objectivity achieved in these biographies after having established certain

2 “Kpoen téon yU aytoovvn; TIdg va eénynost koveig ™ cuviBeld Tov v’ apivel oydyyvoeTo. Vo, Tov
yvehoOve;” in Kazantzaki 1977: p. 463.
* The first entitled ‘Kazantzakis and biography’ in Kampos, 1998, vol. 6, pp. 19-34, in which Farinou-
Malamatari is demonstrating some common elements between the novels Zorba the Greek and Saint
Francis and another as yet unpublished (at the time it was used as a source) paper entitled ‘Téocepig
yovaikeg froypaeotdv tov Kalavtlaxn’, 2008.

C. Dounia. ‘Mg oAnBeia kot pavtoacia’: O Kalavt{akng avtofioypapodievog in Nikog Kalavilaxng:
To épyo kar n mpooAnyn tov, Crete, 2006, pp. 255-270.



criteria of objectivity - since absolute objectivity is impossible - according to which

their content should be judged.

Biography and Objectivity

The question under investigation in this part is whether a biography can
actually achieve objectivity and if so to what extent. To begin with, the term
biography connotes ‘a relatively full account of a person’s life, involving the attempt
to set forth character, temperament, and milieu, as well as the facts of the subject’s
activities and experiences’ (Abrams 1993: 14). Nowadays, objectivity is a highly
disputed concept in philosophy and other disciplines and its existence is often
questioned. The discrediting of objectivity is associated with a more general
theoretical problem as well as with the relatively recent movement of postmodernism:
the widely contested notion of objectivity has been strongly attacked by critics, most
of whom ‘whatever their differences, tend to share a common relativism about
knowledge and truth, which they reduce to collective belief, disciplinary and

community agreement and conventions of the language’ (Zagorin 2001: 384-5).

Relativism, which informs my theoretical approach to the genre of biography,
occupies more and more space in contemporary thought and philosophy; every text is
regarded as a construction and according to this framework, even history is
considered as fiction. Therefore, when discussing biography, one cannot talk about
absolute objectivity. Ideally we should just establish certain criteria according to
which we can classify a biography as more authentic, less fictional or less biased in
comparison with others. And the biography which meets more of the criteria than all

the others shall be deemed to have accomplished a higher level of objectivity.



According to the foregoing, every biography should be considered fictional:
either because it has been composed as fiction, as is the case with Galateia, that is to
say that it has been intended as fiction from the very beginning, or, because it is
considered as fiction with regard to the notion of objectivity. In other words, in the
latter case it is a matter of the approach and presentation of the material the
biographer has at their disposal. When composing a biography some elements of
reconstruction as well as a certain degree of selectivity are required. In other words,
no matter how hard a biographer may try or how good her/his intentions may be to
provide the reader with a biography of high standards of precision, thoroughness and
objectivity, they will unavoidably choose what to include, to stress certain points they
might deem more interesting than others, and possibly use their insight to make
judgements. As Hermione Lee observes in her recently published introduction to the
subject: ‘there is no such thing as an entirely objective treatment. We write from a
certain position, constructed by our own history, nationality, race, gender, class,

education, beliefs’ (Lee 2009: 12).

In addition, a certain degree of alteration is implied since the
biographer ‘must give a quasi-fictional, storyline shape to their material’ (Lee 2005:
2). In other words, it seems that biography constitutes - to a large extent - art, that is to
say the literary art of fiction, since it entails shaping and selection. Moreover, in his
preface to Robert Sencourt’s La vie de Meredith (1931) André Maurois defined a
great biography as a work ‘ou les deux soeurs enemies Erudition et Poésie s unissent
pour recréer I’image’ (Sencourt 1931: 7), while Lee points out that biography writing
encompasses a number of approaches and disciplines, often mutually contradictory:

‘History, sociology, gossip, fiction, literary criticism, psychoanalysis, documentary,



journalism, ethics, and philosophy are all scrambled up inside the genre’ (Lee 2005:

2).

With regard to the two kinds of ‘fictional’ biography mentioned above, the
former fictional by genre and the latter due to its reconstruction, Paul Murray Kendall
aptly observes that the ‘fictionalized biography simulates life but does not respect the
materials at hand, whereas the fact-crammed biography, from the magpie school of
scholarship-as-compilation, worships the materials at hand but does not simulate a
life. The one fails truth; the other fails art. Between the two lies the impossible craft of

true biography’ (Kendall 1965: 15).

At this point - and always within the framework of the genre of biography - let
me make reference to reliability in connection with objectivity. When a biography is
well-researched and well-documented, then plausibly the biography is bound to be
more reliable. This reliability, however, does not at the same time make a biography
more objective, as objectivity is rather associated with the way in which the
biographer interprets and 'decodes' the data that s/he has collected. In other words, of
course the biographer's sources need to be reliable as regards their content but what
really matters in terms of objectivity is the approach (i.e. above all personal

detachment and non-intervention) s’he adopts towards her/his material and subject.

Let us look into the four biographies under examination in this dissertation:
Galateia is writing fiction, Zografou bases herself exclusively on the subject’s
writings without having ever actually met him, Alexiou may at times appear
influenced by her sister’s relationship with Kazantzakis and finally Eleni seems to

intervene in her husband’s letters - on which her biography is based, as the title of her



book suggests’- by at times cutting whole parts of them, thus providing readers with

limited access to the subject’s immediate sources.

Therefore, having in mind all the above ideas and theoretical background on
biography, when could an account of a life be characterized as relatively objective?
Do any basic criteria exist according to which a biography can be considered to
comply with valid scientific cognitive standards, or is absolute chaos to be expected?
As Alan Shelston observes ‘the appeal to “truth” rather than “fiction” as the basis of a
narrative structure has always been one of the heaviest shots in the biographer’s
locker’ (Shelston 1977: 7-8), noting that ‘the biographer has always felt able to claim
that he is concerned with the “truth”: not truth as a philosophical aesthetic concept, as
James and Lawrence would have it, but truth in terms of demonstrable fact’ (Shelston

1977 6).

At this point let us attempt to provide some indicative criteria according to
which a biography could be regarded as having achieved a degree of objectivity. In
the first place, a biography should be well-researched and well-documented in terms
of the sources it uses. Secondly, the level of detachment and personal non-
involvement (both ideological and emotional) achieved are of major importance. A
third factor in judging a biography’s level of objectivity is how rounded it is, that is to
say whether the subject is examined through a single perspective or through multiple
perspectives; i.e. whether a balanced consideration of various sides of the subject has
been provided. Needless to say, the more perspectives, the more rounded the

biography and consequently the more credit for objectivity it gains.

> The English edition of Eleni’s book is entitled: Nikos Kazantzakis: A Biography based on his Letters
(translated from the French), Oxford 1968.



The representation of women in Kazantzakis’ novels

As mentioned above, one of the aims of the thesis is to examine whether it
emerges from any of the four biographies written by women that Kazantzakis was a
misogynist. In order to examine the allegations of misogyny it was deemed necessary
to provide a short section on the way he portrays women in his writings, and more
specifically in his four novels: Zorba the Greek (1943), Christ Recrucified (1948),
Freedom or Death (1950) and The Last Temptation (1951). In these women appear,
act and are depicted in a more remarkable way than in other of his texts not only in
terms of their function, but also as regards the space they occupy - both quantitative
and qualitative - in men’s thoughts and in general. In terms of methodology, I will
attempt to explore the representation of women compared to that of men by adopting
a somewhat psychoanalytical approach, thus perhaps opening up a new line of
academic enquiry for Kazantzakis scholars to explore in greater depth in the future.
This examination of Kazantzakis’ writings should provide interesting conclusions as a
result of comparing the way he portrays women and the way real women, i.e. the four
biographers, express themselves on their relationship and personal contacts (where

applicable) with him.

To begin with, after a close reading of these four novels, one can
discern a number of predominant female types within them: the femmes fatales who
are highly sexual and who often play the role of the prostitute [e.g. madame Hortense
and the widow Sourmelina in Zorba the Greek (1943), Katerina in Christ Recrucified
(1948), Eminé in Freedom or Death (1950) and Magdalene in The Last Temptation
(1951)], the women-wives, usually leading a depressed life by the side of their

powerful and authoritarian husbands [Katerina in Freedom or Death (1950), Mrs



Penelope and Panagiotaros’ wife in Christ Recrucified (1948) and Mary, Jesus’
mother in The Last Temptation (1951)] and the spinsters: old, underprivileged women
who have not enjoyed a sexual life and have offered their devotion habitually to their
brothers [Martha and Mary in The Last Temptation (1951), Vangelio, Chysanthi,
Maria (Kosmas’ sister) and the Foukaropoules (Aglaia, Thaleia and Frosyne) in
Freedom or Death (1950) - there are no spinsters found in Zorba the Greek (1943) or
Christ Recrucified (1948), at least among the main female figures].

At this point it is worth noting that in his analysis of Christ Recrucified, Peter
Bien, the leading scholar on Kazantzakis, refers to characters, both male and female,
and even attempts to rank their virtue ‘according to the degree of self-consciousness
that each possesses’ (Bien 1989a: 30). For example, the main female figure in this
novel, Katerina, belongs to the second of three categories of characters ‘whose
goodness is still chiefly instinctive but who also have small degree of self-

consciousness’ (Bien 1989a: 30).

As Jeremy Hawthorn points out, a character ‘is intimately bound up with
individualism: a character is unique; not just the property of a person but somehow
both the person and the sign or token of the person’ (Hawthorn 2001: 87). Throughout
each of these four novels, however, certain female roles and functions are established;
there is some kind of common and repeated routine that is reflected in the women’s
representations. For instance, most women-wives are confined to the domestic sphere,
whereas all the femmes fatales need to be extremely attractive and provide a source of
temptation to the men, and by the end of the novel they have to share a common fate,
i.e. death. These ‘necessities’ seem to be crucial for Kazantzakis, so that specific
messages are conveyed through specific functions. No personal distinctiveness or any

kind of unique quality is attributed to a woman and nothing particularly innovative,
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imaginative, inventive or creative is to be traced in their representation, which ends up

being more or less stereotypical.

By contrast, Kazantzakis succeeded in creating original and unique male
characters like Captain Mihalis or Alexis Zorbas, whose depiction is anything but
conventional, banal or foreseeable. Not to mention the fact that in all of these four
novels the protagonist is always a man and that in most of his famous and successful
novels like Zorba the Greek (1943) or Captain Mihalis [the Greek title for Freedom
or Death (1950)] the importance of the eponymous male character is apparent even in
the title. Needless to say not one of Kazantzakis’ novels uses a woman’s name for a

title nor do any of the titles even contain one.

The only time when a female protagonist is depicted in a positive way is,
according to Papacosta, in The Last Temptation (1951), and this is due to the fact that
Magdalene is not portrayed as so very different from a man; in other words, she has
accomplished such a degree of identification with Jesus, a man, that her value as a

woman is augmented (Papacosta 2002: 78-9).

In a further point on the representation of women, which could be associated
with the alleged misogyny, Bien points out the fact that: ‘Kazantzakis’ female
characters hinder the male’s progress’ (Bien 1989a: 95). And Angela Kastrinaki
(1998: 142) would seem to be of the same view as is Stamatis Filippidis (1997: 43). In
other words, it is argued that women pose a kind of metaphysical threat to men,
hindering them from carrying out their sacred assignments, and acting as the
incarnation of evil on earth. Even through men’s dreams and fantasies, Kazantzakis
gives the impression that women indeed make men diverge from their high

aspirations, and are nothing but temptations which ceaselessly persecute them. For

11



this reason, Kazantzakis presents men as finding peace and quiet only when the
woman they are interested in has died. At this point, Kastrinaki draws a parallel
between Kazantzakis and the Italian dramatist of the Décadence, Gabriele d’

Annunzio by pointing to an obsession with getting rid of the woman’s miasma

(Kastrinaki 1998: 145).

It is sufficiently well known that Kazantzakis’ sexuality was repressed due to
the strong personality of his father (cf. also Alexiou & Stefanakis 1977: 73-4) and it
might well be the case that all his personal impasses or ‘traumas’ are reflected in his
male characters. At this point, a psychoanalytic approach both to Kazantzakis himself
as well as to the main male characters in his novels could enlighten this research,
offering ‘food for thought’ on men’s sexuality. It is true, however, as Jen Harrison
aptly observes, that Kazantzakis’ ‘society elevates men and subordinates women,
ascribing woman’s value to her usefulness to men. [...]. Women are men’s sexual
partners, the mothers of their children, their confronters and home makers. And little
else’ (Harrison 2005: 125). Or in Bien’s words ‘in Kazantzakis’s view the male

creates civilization while the female merely creates the male’ (Bien 2007: 547).

In conclusion, given the time and place (usually the conservative Greek
countryside) in which the women act, their role is depicted more or less as might be
expected, or at least unsurprisingly. And maybe the women are not portrayed as being
as charismatic as men in terms of spirituality or high idealism. As Bien observes, ‘the
man is meant to be clever, scheming, brave, assertive, and domineering while the
ideal woman is submissive and demure’ (Bien 2007: 548). Yet the distance between
this and misogyny is significant, at least as far as the representation of women in his

novels is concerned. And to my knowledge no fully developed accusation has ever
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been made against Kazantzakis; there are simply rather superficial, generalized or

oversimplified points of view which have been much exaggerated.

(Auto)biography and fiction

As regards (auto)biography and fiction, it has to be mentioned that
Kazantzakis himself flirted with (auto)biography and rather confused the boundaries
between fiction and (auto)biography since he fictionalized his own life in his novel
Report to Greco (1961), which takes the form of an autobiography containing not
only personal experiences but also his intellectual and philosophical concerns,
something which he does in many of his works. The Report could not be
characterized as a conventional autobiography nor does the fact that it was composed
as a first person narration necessarily suggest that it constitutes an autobiographical
account. Dounia points out that the Report is a fictional autobiography in which
Kazantzakis arbitrarily alters or suppresses his own personal experiences in order to
meet the needs of the narration. He did something similar when composing the novel
Zorba the Greek (1943): based on a real person named Zorbas, Kazantzakis created
his fictional character and fictionalized experiences that he and Zorbas had shared,
that is to say autobiographical elements (Dounia 2006: 257). Moreover, Kazantzakis

himself in the Report admits:

“Eypapa kot kopdpmva, fuovy Bedg ki ékava 0,tt N0eka, petovoiova
mv tpaypatikdtnTa, v EnAada 0nwg Ba ‘Beka kot Oa ‘mpeme va ‘vat,
éoya a&edtdAvta aAnBeleg Kot WYELTLES, dEV LI PYAV T AANOE1EC Ko
YeLTIEG, O Q0N podokid Kot tnv EmAada, OTMG LoV Kovovopyovoe
10 KEPL LoV, AeDTEPQ, YOPIG vo Thp® Kovevog v ddewa. Ymhpyet
eaiveror po afefordmra mo olyovpn amd ™ PefordotnTor po n po
and ovtéc Pploketar éva mhTtopo MO oynAd oamd TO 166YEL0
KOTOOKEVOGHO TOV avOpdmov mov 10 Aéue aAnbewn’. (Kazantzakis
1961: 173-4)

13



Pantelis Prevelakis, one of Kazantzakis’ most intimate friends, who also wrote

a biography on him, points out that the Report to Greco is fiction rather than

autobiography; in it chronologies and events have been mixed up and poetry is
interwoven with truth. As Prevelakis states:

‘Eikoot kbmov pépeg dev ékapa mopd va dtafdalom v «Avagopd 6tov

I'cpéxor. O Kalavilakng éxet edd poBomomoet ™ Lo tov. «Iloinon

Kot aAnfeton. Avaxkdteye Tig xpovoroyiec, Efaie WOavikn TAEN GTOVG

ayaveg Tov, yapnke to Pio tov oo pov appovia. O, Tov oTEPNGE N

Conl 0L TO YAploe M oavrocio. H «Avoapopd» dev eivar pia

avtoPloypagio gival To ypovikd g Mdayng pe to Aaipova, n podikn
npoetopacio yio v «Odvccew»’.  (Prevelakis 1958: 277-8)

At this point it would be worth noting that ‘before Kazantzakis embarked on
his novelistic career, which began in 1941 with Biog xou Iloliteio. and ended in 1956
with O @rwyoding tov Oecod, he was already well versed in the art of biography’
(Farinou-Malamatari 1998: 22). More specifically, in 1940 ‘Kazantzakis
anonymously published biographies of ‘Colombus’, ‘Empress Elisabeth’,
‘Bernadotte’ and ‘Chateaubriand’ in (the newspaper) H KabOnuepivy, supplying a
fashionable demand for such literature in order to make a living’ (Farinou-Malamatari
1998: 20). In addition, examining two of his novels that are connected with
biography, Biog xai I[loirteio tov Aéén Zopura and O Prwyoding tov Ocod, Farinou-
Malamatari traces striking similarities between Romain Rolland’s novel Colas
Breugnon (1919), as perceived by Lukacs, and Kazantzakis’ Biog ka1 Iloliteio tov
AAEEn Zopume. (1943), ‘similarities which can be considered in the framework of the
interwar biographical form and in relation to Lukacs’s notion of Volkstiimlichkeit’
(Farinou-Malamatari 1998: 21-2), while in O ®wwyovins wov Ocod (1955)

Kazantzakis deals with the most popular Western saint, Francis of Assisi, one of

14



whose more recent biographies he translated into Greek in 1943 (Farinou-Malamatari
1998: 22). As regards Saint Francis one could point to a further connection between
this historical figure and some autobiographical elements relating to Kazantzakis,
some of which he attributes to characters in his novels (e.g. his dermatitis or his eye

disease).

GALATEIA KAZANTZAKI: FICTIONAL BIOGRAPHY

Galateia Kazantzaki (1881-1962)° was Nikos Kazantzakis® first wife and a
writer herself. They were married for 15 years (1911-1926) but they had known each
other a long time before their marriage. Galateia was the daughter of the erudite editor
Stylianos Alexiou and had received a good education in a French convent. However,
her knowledge was all the broader thanks to her father’s large collection of books as
well as to the intellectual milieu in which her family mixed, where she met
distinguished Cretan intellectuals, politicians and scientists. Galateia made a major
contribution to children’s literature and translated a number of Andersen’s fairytales
(Anagnostopoulos & Ziras 2007: 965-6). Her book AvOpwmor kou YmepavOpwmor
(1957) is a fictional biography of Kazantzakis and about their life together as a couple
and as writers. It consists of 18 chapters and 5 intermezzi, the content of which is not

connected with the main narrative.

The novel is about two young people, Danai and Alexandros, and describes

how a romance between them develops in Crete as well as their life together later in

® Quite often, as Kastrinaki notes (1997a: 442), 1886 is given as Galateia’s year of birth rather than
1881, which is the correct one. This is due to the fact that Galateia systematically tried to hide her real
age.
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Athens. Danai’s initial enormous admiration for the writer Alexandros turns to
disappointment and disillusion as she gets to experience everyday life with him; his
immense stature as a writer bore no relation to his boorish, insensitive and cowardly

behaviour as a man.

This fictional biography of Kazantzakis and autobiography of herself is the
last book written by Galateia, and therefore this account of her life with him could be
considered a work of her maturity. It was written after their separation and published
the same year that Kazantzakis died (1957). In the novel, through the character of
Alexandros, Galateia depicts Kazantzakis as an egocentric and cowardly companion
unable to meet the needs of a marriage or to become interested in anyone or anything
other than his own intellectual preoccupations and his writing. It was first published in
December 1957 but Kazantzakis had the chance to read it before he died (i.e. October
1957). It is actually reported that this indirect though impassioned critique of
Kazantzakis caused Eleni (his second wife) some frustration and she asked her
husband to remove the author’s right to use his surname (i.e. Galateia Kazantzaki
rather than Alexiou or Avgeri)’ while writing in such a demeaning way about him.
Kazantzakis, however, is said to have replied sharply that Galateia honoured his name

and that was the end of the discussion (Papamastorakis 2008: 64).

In this chapter the main question under investigation will be whether
Galateia’s book on Kazantzakis is more of a disguised biography than a novel. As
Farinou-Malamatari observes, the biographical model known in Europe as ‘new’ or
‘modern biography’, which flourished in Greece from the 1930s onwards, was given
the name pobiotopnuozixn froypagia, or the French equivalent vie romancée, and is a

representation in novelistic fashion of the life of a historic figure. ‘The vie romancée

7 Alexiou was her family name and Avgeris her second husband’s last name.
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is designed to combine the appeal of the novel with a vague claim to authenticity’

(Farinou-Malamatari 2008: 20).

Other points to be examined will be whether Galateia’s decision not to provide
a conventional biography of her husband but to write a covert, fictional one is due to
any specific motive; in other words, could her motive for embarking on her account of
her husband’s life determine - if not dictate - the form (i.e. fiction) in which she
eventually wrote it? In addition, is Kazantzakis indeed portrayed as a superman, as the
title of the novel suggests, or could Galateia be attributing this quality to herself
(through Danai), thus subverting the reader’s expectations? And lastly does she

consider Kazantzakis a misogynist?

Galateia depicts Kazantzakis as a man totally deprived of any human feeling:
emotional distance and a complete inability to deal with practical everyday life are
what characterize him. It is well known that Galateia was a lively, dynamic, liberal
woman and quite rebellious for her time. So it might be assumed that her account of
Kazantzakis was unfair to him - even scandalous. In this fictional account of her
relationship with Kazantzakis, it becomes apparent that the differences between the
couple were far from negligible: Galateia was a worldly and emotional human being,
distressed about her problematic relationship with her husband whereas Kazantzakis
is portrayed as tending to have his head in the clouds, finding inspiration only in

esoteric matters.

The direct and lively language of the novel presents people and facts in a
realistic way, with no attempt to idealize, providing a convincing representation of

intense psychological conflicts. But to what extent can this piece of literature,
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biographical as it may be, be regarded as an accurate account of Kazantzakis’ life and

work or should it rather be seen as a work of fiction full of bitterness and resentment?

Galateia and Nikos lived together as a couple for 16 years in total (1910-
1926, and were married for the last 15). Yet they only lived under the same roof for
few of those years because of Kazantzakis’ extensive travel abroad. Galateia was
certainly entitled to provide an account of his life, as personal contact with the subject
is of inestimable value when producing a biography. Her approach to the subject,
though studious and reflective, may at some points have been distorted or led to
exaggeration posing as literature. An attempt at narrative objectivity can be traced in
the fact that the narrator of the novel is omniscient; Galateia is describing the facts
(i.e. presenting her story) in a quite detached and careful way, avoiding becoming
emotionally involved and identifying with Danai. Nadel, nevertheless, points out:
‘Objective biography is logically and artistically impossible. “Observation is always
selective” as Karl Popper reminds us. Every observation, he explains, requires “a
chosen object, a definite task, an interest, a point of view, a problem” otherwise it is
valueless. [...]. The modern responsibility of the biographer is to “lay bare the facts of
the case, as he understands them™ (Nadel 1984: 10), an acknowledged subjectivity
which is surely all the greater if the biography is fictional, thus granting the artist

greater scope for going far beyond reality - whatever that is - and creating their own

version.

To what extent one can trust the narration or the thoughtfulness of the
interpretation is all the more questionable in cases when the narrator also plays an
active part in the biography and shapes the story using his/her participation. Nadel
continues that ‘the goal of the biographer who conceives of biography as literature is

the creation of life through art; by so doing, the biographer enlarges the life of his
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subject as well as that of the genre’ (Nadel 1984: 157) and talking about fiction and
myth in biography she observes that ‘biography is essentially a demythologizing
form. Consistently, it functions to correct, restate or reinterpret false or distorted
accounts of the subject’ (Nadel 1984: 176). Paul Murray Kendall points out that ‘in
fictionalized biography the seductive influence of the “literary element” is all too
apparent. Just as the compiler of biographical information risks no involvement, the
fictionizer admits no limits to it. [...]. The result is usually a flaccid compound of fact

and fancy, ill-mated, a sort of mutant’ (Kendall 1965: 127-8).

As far as Galateia is concerned, what might have seemed distorted to her was
the great admiration that Kazantzakis seemed to enjoy as a writer, whereas she did not
think that Kazantzakis deserved such high regard either as a writer or as a man.
Moreover, as has been noted, the novel AvOpwror kou YrepavBpwmor poses a number
of questions with regard to the correlation between artist and man: can a notable
writer be a humble person? How human can a distinguished intellectual be? After all,
is it possible that excelted intellectuals have an aversion for ‘healthy’ human nature?
Titika Dimitroulia suggests that even the peculiar structure of the intermezzi in
Galateia’s novel constitute a kind of ‘otpatevpévn aiobntiky’, representing the
solitude of the intellectuals as something unnatural, irregular or strange (Dimitroulia

2007).

At this point an unavoidable question arises: if Galateia’s book was to be
classified in a literary category, to which genre would it be allocated: fiction or
biography? Would a reader who read this book without knowing beforehand that it
was a fictional biography of Kazantzakis be able to recognize that the events

described are factual? Or would s/he merely consider it the story of two fictional

19



characters, Danai and Alexandros? In no part of the book is the name of Kazantzakis

explicitly mentioned or even hinted at.

As far as I am concerned, most readers would see it as fiction. Galateia
presents all the events without exposing actual people or making it easy for mere
readers of literature with no particular interest in biography or fiction as genres to
discern the biographical allusions. Everything is depicted in a concealed manner
hidden behind the veil of fiction. This camouflage can also be noted in the title itself;
there Galateia uses the plural to refer to men and supermen in general, which gives an
even greater air of vagueness, abstraction and elusiveness to the whole work. As
stated above, had one known nothing of Galateia’s life with Kazantzakis and its
similarities with that of the characters in her book, it would be fairly hard to make

those connections and conclude that the book was a ‘fictional biography’.

Besides, as is known from Galateia’s other writings, she often depicts
difficulties in the relationship of a couple. More specifically, Kastrinaki refers to
Galateia’s two novels Ridi Pagliaccio (1909) and to Kokrxivy {wn (1912), which -
according to Kastrinaki - are more or less autobiographical stories that have been
processed through the dramatic prism of aesthetic. In addition, her novel H @wzeivy
00 Aveyvaorn (1912) also concerns the transition of village girl to townswoman (cf.
Danai’s transition from life in Crete to Athens). In this, as in Avfpwmor xau
YrepavOpwmor (1957), she once again projects the idea of the extraordinary
individual, who, due to his education and culture, condemns human vanity. The idea
of splendid isolation is put forward as an ideal, but the young heroine, Foteini, is
deemed unfit to ‘bear the weight’ of living up to the expectations of this extraordinary

individual (Kastrinaki 1997b: 95-7).
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From all the above it becomes quite obvious that Galateia did not wish to
expose specific people (maybe including herself) by disclosing their real identity and
therefore this seems to have been why she chose to express herself through fiction. In
other words, her motive (i.e. anonymity) dictated the genre and form of her writing,
i.e. fiction. A further motive for this choice might be traced in her own words about
her ex-husband: ‘To pvBiotopnua eivar to Aoyoteyvikd €idog mov £xel onuepa
népaor. M’ avtd ekppaletal topa n (1. Koatamidomke Aowmdv 1’ avtd’(Kazantzaki
1957: 264), suggesting that Kazantzakis started to take an interest in and write novels
himself - albeit at an advanced age - because this genre was becoming more and more
popular at the time, as it was best suited to describing real life. Therefore, it seems
that Galateia herself could not only convey her ideas better through this new and
increasingly popular literary genre, thus adding to her own success as a writer, but it
would also allow her to retain the mask of an author, protecting to some extent her
personal life and the fame of her ex-husband who was quite well known at the time of

the publishing.

Dismissive as she was towards Kazantzakis, it remains a fact that, even though
they had led separate lives since 1926, Galateia kept her first husband’s surname,
even when she was married to Markos Avgeris, and continued to sign her literary
works and articles with it. Moreover, as Anastassis Vistonitis notices, although
Galateia passes judgments on Kazantzakis’ works, pointing out their lack of
originality, she does not fail to ‘open’ her novel in a most Kazantzakeian way, even to
the point of imitating the beginning of Freedom or Death (Vistonitis 2007). The fact
that Galateia’s fictional biography ends up exposing the unfortunate circumstances of
her marriage is something that could plausibly call into question her respectable

intention of giving an objective account of her life with Kazantzakis. Nadel points out
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that ‘as biography acknowledges its duality of record and narration, it becomes a more
vigorous and self-conscious literary form. But part of this consciousness is its
understanding the fundamental paradox of biography, that it can gain completeness

only by selectivity’ (Nadel 1984: 206).

Galateia’s book covers the whole of Kazantzakis’ life; she even describes the
house where he was born and provides information on his parents before they had any
children. About his father, she comments ‘BaplOokiwtos. AvOpomodidyng.
2KOUVTOVPANG. Ae idel, de yeld, o€ ouiyel pe kavéva. Kartt Alyeg kovBévieg, doeg
yperdlovian ota Tape-dmae Tov pe tovg ywpldtes’ (Kazantzaki 1957: 9-10) but she
does not go to such lengths as to associate his father’s singular personality with
everything in her husband’s introvert and cold nature. She continues the narration
with Kazantzakis’ own birth and his portrayal as a young boy, both from a physical
and an intellectual point of view (cf. Kazantzaki 1957: 17). This makes sense since
she knew him from a young age and they both grew up in the same place. She goes on
to talk about his studies, his acquaintance with her, their shared life together, their
marriage and divorce, his acquaintance with his second wife and in general she covers
his life up to the time of her novel, when he had married another woman and had built

a house in Aigina.

Galateia is concerned with Kazantzakis mostly as a writer. By and large, she
thinks of his work as an empty, cold creation and points out that whatever
Kazantzakis wrote was the result of an intellectual process; feelings had nothing to do
with it: ‘O, éypaye, 10’ QTIOGE pe TO KEQPAA TOL. Agv avappvce amd v Kapdd
tov’ (Kazantzaki 1957: 46). In addition, Galateia notices that Kazantzakis’ texts in
general are full of second-hand themes; little - if any - originality or creativity is

found in them and what is more, they bear no relevance to contemporary life.
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Furthermore, Galateia highlights the fact that the main ideas in his books, which are
worship of the superhuman hero and the constant struggle between good and evil,
seem to repeat themselves. In short, Galateia, who fell in love with Kazantzakis in his
capacity as a promising writer, felt immense dismay when she noticed no thematic

progress in his writings.

But even as a person, Kazantzakis is not depicted in a more positive way;
deprived of any ordinary human feeling, withdrawn and self-absorbed, he could not
stand any negative criticism (Kazantzaki 1957: 106-7). Galateia, however, used to
express herself forthrightly, stating her arguments against him and his work, which
made their relationship even thornier. In her fictional biography, Galateia assures
herself that she was definitely not the kind of woman to suit him; Alexandros would
be better suited to a woman who was either naive or witful. But Galateia herself was
neither. And regarding his attitude towards women Galateia seems to strongly
question his explicit statement that woman is superior to man: ‘H yvvaiko otékel
yila oxoromdtio ynAdtepa omd pog (evv. dvopeg)’, which in her opinion was made

rather to impress or to show off his intellectual superiority (Kazantzaki 1957: 125).

In Galateia’s description, however, Kazantzakis is not depicted as a
misogynist; there is no specific behaviour or incidents reported in which he displays a
particular dislike of women or her. Neglectful of his wife, selfish, arrogant or
inconsiderate of other people’s - and especially Galateia’s - feelings would be a better
way of describing his behaviour towards women. Besides, misogyny suggests a hatred
of, a positive revulsion against women which is usually manifested through
aggressive, hostile or even cruel behaviour them as well as through derogatory
comments against them. Kazantzakis appears to express none of the above in

Galateia’s book; he does not appear to humiliate women or to undervalue their
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opinion. Maybe his personality was so strong that it seemed very remote in the
presence of women, but obviously there is an immense difference between being a
woman-hater or acting like one and being perceived as a heartless and difficult man

because of the huge impact one makes or may be determined to make.

Concerning her relationship with him in their marriage, Galateia seems
convinced that Kazantzakis would never ask her for a divorce because she was a good
and useful housekeeper and was able to take care of everyday practical matters
successfully, with which, as already mentioned, Kazantzakis had no connection
whatsoever. Also, she is convinced that no woman would make any difference to him;

he just cannot love anyone (Kazantzaki 1957: 202).

His father’s oppression is a further point stressed in Galateia’s fictional
biography. It is worth mentioning that Kazantzakis married Galateia in the church of a
remote cemetery in Crete for fear of his father, who would not have approved of the
marriage. Consequently, it seems quite plausible that Galateia had bitter memories of
this special occasion in her life and the cowardly way her husband had behaved. The
way Kazantzakis kept his distance within the marriage is also obvious from the fact
that his shared life with his wife represented just four years out of a total of fifteen.
Apparently, travelling and gathering material for his books was more important and
pleasant to him than marital life. Even when Galateia was once in really bad health
suffering from neurasthenia, Kazantzakis said outright that this would in no way
prevent him from going away on his scheduled journey: ‘Av vouileic mwc 6o pov

eumodioelg to taiol pov yeméoar’ (Kazantzaki 1957: 205).

Galateia thinks of Kazantzakis as a superman - in a rather negative sense -

who, removed from ordinary concerns, continues his vain and empty dialogue with
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the gods that he himself has created to no purpose. She presents him as a person
whose concerns lay above normal human ones; as an individual whose way of living
was prescribed by the discipline he imposed on himself in order to be creative; as a
man completely independent and liberated from values or conventions, except the
ones he himself deemed valid. Moreover, Nietzsche had posited the Ubermensch as a
goal humanity should set for itself in his book Also sprach Zarathustra (1883).
According to Nietzsche, man’s nature is something which ought to be transcended;
the world is meaningless, nothing but a nihilistic void, which should be transcended
by man through perseverance. In examining the French sources which informed the
young Kazantzakis’ understanding of Nietzsche, Gunnar de Boel also refers to a
‘superhuman authority’: ‘what is common among Kazantzakis, Lichtenberger and
Nietzsche are the main points: the belief in a goal, fixed by a superhuman authority,
the belief that there is a unity in the universe, of which man is a part, even a
collaborator [...]. Evidently’, de Boel concludes, ‘Kazantzakis must have liked the
notion of a divine particle (or at least a divine spark) within every human being, for he
incorporated it later within his own philosophical framework, in Aoxnnixy’ (Boel

2008: 117-9).

In addition, talking about Nietzsche’s aestheticism, Alexander Nehamas
argues that ‘Nietzsche looks at the world in general as if it were a sort of artwork; in
particular, he looks at it as if it were a literary text. And he arrives at many of his
views of the world and the things within it [...] by generalizing to them ideas and
principles that apply almost intuitively to the literary situation, to the creation and
interpretation of literary texts and characters’ (Nehamas 1985: 3). Nevertheless,
Vistonitis points out that Kazantzakis’ relationship with Nietzsche and his work was

far more complicated than Galateia could ever imagine or describe (Vistonitis 2007).
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Lastly, Farinou-Malamatari attempts a comparison between the ‘superman’ as
it is understood in the case of Alexandros/Kazantzakis (i.e. a person with
metaphysical/existential concerns) and the play Man and Superman. A Comedy and a
Philosophy (1903) of George Bernand Shaw, which features an inversion of the
legend of Don Juan and the ironic dramatization of the Nietzschean superman. Shaw’s
play is a reference to the archetypal superman; its main character considers himself an
untamable revolutionary, above the normal concerns of humanity. In this play hope
for the future depends on a combination of intellectual conquests and political
progress (in a socialist framework), which, according to Farinou-Malamatari, suggests
a reversal of the roles: Danai/Galateia is the superman and Alexandros/Kazantzakis,
despite his metaphysical concerns - yet unfixed political viewpoint - , is limited to the

role of a mere man (Farinou-Malamatari 2008: 5).

As far as the biographical approach to a person through fiction is concerned,
Jeremy Hawthorn warns that such an approach i.e. ‘reading works with explicit
reference to the life, personality, and opinions of the author seems straightforward
enough, yet it is fraught with problems and has involved many sharp debates. In a
piece entitled ‘The Spirit of Place’, D.H. Lawrence advised: “Never trust the artist.
Trust the tale”, and generations of critics have pointed out that novelists can be very
bad guides to their own work’ (Hawthorn 2001: 141-2). Suman Gupta also recognizes
and introduces a further problematic as regards the interpretation of literary
biography, and this concerns its reception by the reader himself. In other words, in the
decoding of a literary biography, apart from literature (i.e. fiction) itself, ‘every
literary biography would be autobiographical: the process of reading is inevitably
colored by particular personal, cultural, political experiences and so forth’ (Gupta

1993: 693). Kendall, on the other hand, positively and firmly concludes that ‘the
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practice of modern biography, a double simulation conjointly fostered by science and
literature, has not produced towering masterpieces [...]. But this dually-simulative
mode of composition, growing in accomplishment and in authority, is probably
creating the most sustained pitch of biographical excellence that the world has yet
enjoyed’ (Kendall 1965: 152), while Shelston argues that fiction, as novelists claim,
could actually provide the highest form of truth by its freedom to select (Shelston

1977: 14).

In conclusion, Galateia’s account of Kazantzakis, though containing
biographical elements, remains fiction. Loyal to the title of her book, Galateia
provides a portrayal of her ex-husband as a superman in the Nietzschean sense with
all the shortcomings this could entail for a wife. However, at no point does she
suggest that Kazantzakis manifested - or would ever be able to manifest -

misogynistic attitudes or practices of any kind.

LILI ZOGRAFOU: BIOGRAPHY AND SEXUALITY

Lili Zografou (1922-1998) was a novelist, essayist and political activist. She
was born in Crete in 1922 and studied literature in Greece and France (Sorbonne). Her
father, Andreas Zografos, published the Herakleio daily newspaper Anorthosis
(‘Recovery’) and so Zografou was quite well acquainted with progressive ideas and
the intellectual environment of her time from a young age. After the German
occupation, she worked as a journalist in well-known newspapers and travelled
extensively in Europe and the East. Often provocative, the main characteristic of her

style is the satire against structures of power (patriarchy, Church etc) and their
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interweaving. She has also translated political, pedagogical and psychosociological
texts (e.g. Che Guevara, Ivan Illich) (Ziras & Kontakis 2007: 786). Most of her 24
books are political in nature, emphasizing ‘the status of women in Greek society, the
horror of the Axis occupation of Greece (1941-44), and the equal horror of the 1967-
74 dictatorship’ (Bien 1998). Her first book Agapi (‘Love’) was published in 1949,
but it is actually her biography of Kazantzakis, Nixog Kalavt{dxns. Evog tpoyixog

(1960), that established her as a recognized writer eleven years later.

In her book Niko¢c Koalaviiaxns. Evac tpoyikog (1960)8, Lili Zografou
attempts a demystifying, psychoanalytic approach to Kazantzakis above all as a man
but also as a writer. Zografou focuses on his father’s oppression and domination of
him and points out that this paternal power moulded and determined Kazantzakis’
personality and character to a considerable extent. His father seems to have been
particularly demanding and tough on him and Kazantzakis himself seems to have kept

on trying to meet these high aspirations so as not to disappoint him.

In this chapter the chief questions under examination will be whether
Zografou provides a well-grounded and well-documented psychoanalytic approach
and explanation of Kazantzakis’ life and writings with regard to the relationship with
his father; whether it emerges from her book that Kazantzakis was indeed as tragic as

the title suggests and finally whether the paternal oppression led to misogyny.

Zografou views Kazantzakis exclusively with reference to his father; the

exploration of his character as a whole is not examined in connection with any other

¥ The references to Zografou are from the 1989 (5™) edition of her book. There are no differences
between the text of the first edition (1960) and that of the fifth (1989); in the latter the only addition is a
note at the end of the book, which was originally added to the 1977 (2") edition, in which Zografou
states that no matter how many years have passed from the first edition of her biography, she would
still change nothing in it, and refers to distinguished personalities who approve of her view of
Kazantzakis as expressed in her book. Citations in English from Zografou (where the original Greek
text is not quoted) are my own translation from Greek.
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person in his life and therefore no overall evaluation of his relationships is given. To
her mind the father figure was the first and only person in his life - apart from any
philosophical or religious role model - to have made such a big impact on him.
Zografou attempts to justify her point of view by referring to Kazantzakis’ own work
as evidence that what he had experienced with regard to his father appears in his
work. According to her, Kazantzakis was the unfortunate child of a heartless father
who deprived him of spontaneity and affection, and effectively castrated him. This
resulted in Kazantzakis having the social and sexual shyness of a child, which he
made up for by his intense desire for knowledge and his insatiable ambition; his
‘hunger’ for life was more than adequately satisfied through the knowledge he gained

from books (cf. also Farinou-Malamatari 2008: 20).

As Richard Altick argues, ‘modern techniques of psychological analysis have
made it possible to apply the data of an author’s emotional life to a reading of his
works’ (Altick 1979: 406). Edward Mendelson also points out that ‘recent literary
biographers perceive their subjects as complex sets of internal psychological relations,
which cast up signs of themselves in the form of literary works’ (Mendelson 1978:
20). Moreover, Virginia Woolf had invited a psychoanalytic approach to literature
long before. As she proclaims, ‘every secret of a writer’s soul, experience of his life

and quality of his mind, is written large in his work’ (Panken 1987: 7).

Henceforth, Zografou notices that in almost all of Kazantzakis’ texts there is a
conflict between father and son. More specifically, she refers to the play Melissa
(1937) and to the novel Freedom or Death (1950) as characteristic examples of
depicting the drama of family life. As regards Christ Recrucified (1948), in which
Kazantzakis confesses that in his life he has feared no man other than his father,

Kazantzakis still sees in every father an enemy of the son. However, as Zografou
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rightly observes, it would be unfair to suggest that in this work Patriarcheas is an
oppressive father, too demanding or tough on his son. On the contrary, Patriarcheas
wishes for Michelis a settled and convenient life with a wife and a large property; it is
Michelis himself who voluntarily renounces all these conveniences and abjures
earthly possessions under no paternal or other external pressure. But, according to
Zografou, this arbitrary hatred that Michelis shows for his father confirms her point of
view that Kazantzakis felt so much paternal pressure that it was impossible for him

not to regard every father as the enemy of their son (Zografou 1989: 38-9).

She also notices that in his work Buddha (1932) the conflict between father
and son is again apparent and reaches such a point that the son finds himself facing a
dilemma as to whether or not he should kill his father. The fear of the father can also
be traced in the tragedy Kouros (1949) while in Melissa (1937) the son appears to
hate the father because he looks like him: Lykofron cries out at his father ‘I don’t

want to look at my face because it looks like you!” (cited in Zografou 1989: 83).

As mentioned above, Zografou is interested in Kazantzakis not only as a
writer but also as a man and makes an effort to interpret his writings by shedding light
on his personal life and attempting a kind of psychoanalytic approach. She does not
follow Kazantzakis’ life in detail from the very beginning and her first reference to
him is not before 1897, when Kazantzakis and his family move to Naxos. The
narration starts when the writer is aged 14 and is being educated in a Catholic
monastery. Zografou does not follow a strict chronological order but rather observes
the progress in Kazantzakis’ life and thinking through his writings: she uses phrases
such as ‘Kazantzakis held firm to his beliefs until his death’, thus making an indirect
connection between his intellectual development - if any - over time and his age, and

thus covering as much of his life as possible. The focus is nevertheless on his youth
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and to what extent his personality was formed as a result of his father’s influence, and

on Kazantzakis’ attitude towards women.

Zografou does not appear to think highly of Kazantzakis as a man. The
puritanical figure of his father in the context of a traditional, Cretan, Christian family
seems to have led to Kazantzakis developing a certain degree of coldness,
introversion and reserve as far as his relationship with women is concerned.
Kazantzakis tries to find a way out through philosophy and Buddhism in which the
ascetic element is predominant, any earthly pleasure is excluded and the role of the
woman is confined to that of a passive and submissive companion who observes the
holiness and grandeur of this ascetic form of life (cf. also Alexiou & Stefanakis 1977:
74). Zografou directly connects the father’s formative influence on his childhood
with Kazantzakis’ later adult life and seems to suggest that it is this ‘shadow’ of his
father over him which led to his repressed sexuality; Kazantzakis would not act with
the boldness or determination of ‘normal’ men, he would not easily take initiatives
(for example to marry Galateia) or in general act in an independent way. The pressure
his father exerted on him to live up to Cretan values and expectations was so intense
for Kazantzakis that his father’s death seems to have been a great relief, finally

liberating him from paternal authority.

Talking about psychoanalytic approaches with regard to biography,
Mendelson observes that ‘biography has taken its theory of human nature essentially
from Freud’ (Mendelson 1978: 25). However, Kendall points out that ‘biography
demands synthesis, not analysis; the life being lived, not the speculative chatter of the
biographer’ (Kendall 1965: 74) and warns that even though the biographer need not
be a psychoanalyst or a student of psychoanalysis to profit from the science, her/his

relationship with psychology ‘had better be platonic; she is an invaluable friend but as
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a mistress, a femme fatale’ (Kendall 1965: 122). As Schorer has observed, ‘a
biographer, like any other civilized man, should know about the developments of
modern psychology, but I do not think he should write as if he were a psychoanalyst’
(cited in Kendall 1965: 121). Zografou, however, though attempting a psychoanalytic
approach, makes no reference to Freud - or to any other theorist connected with
psychoanalysis - to support her point of view. She seems to lack theoretical
psychological background and to be guided mainly by her intuition based exclusively
on Kazantzakis’ texts and Galateia’s fictional biography Avfpwmor kou YrepavOpwmor
(1957). Her analysis as a whole, therefore, convincing as it may seem, ends up being
rather unscholarly and oversimplified; no particular psychological insight is provided

nor any adequate or well-grounded interpretation.

Zografou’s book on Kazantzakis cannot therefore be regarded as a
psychobiography, as M. H. Abrams defines it, since it does not give the impression
that it is ‘an account of the life of an author that focuses on the subject’s
psychological development, relying for evidence both on external sources and on the
author’s own writings’ (Abrams 1993: 266). A psychobiography also stresses ‘the role
of the unconscious and disguised motives in forming the author’s personality, and is
usually written in accordance with a version, or a revision, of the Freudian theory of

the stages of psychological development’ (Abrams 1993: 266).

Zografou continues to argue that Kazantzakis was a sexually immature man,
with a morbid and unsatisfied nature; to her, Kazantzakis seems to be an adolescent
for whom some passionate fantasies about women seem to be enough, which, as she
contends, creates a contradictory effect on his work. Despite all the wisdom he will
acquire, in the knowledge of love he will remain ‘stuck’ and immature and will

merely make do with the passionate and audacious images of his fantasy. This is why
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in all his works we will discover a typical contradiction: while his descriptions are
positively hyperbolic, creating quasi pathologically erotic imagery, the symptoms of
arousal that torture his heroes (e.g. Manolios, Captain Mihalis, Basil etc) are entirely
adolescent (Zografou 1989: 76). In other words, his characters are subjected to his
own limitations. In each new book, he expands the procession of disappointed or
disenchanted souls who, like him, have trudged up the steep path of the Ascetic, only
at some point to reach a peak where Kazantzakis stands, staring at the abyss. An abyss
‘uwropévn’ by terrifying phantoms, inexplicable remorse and ambitions, morbid
dreams, fears and repressed desires (Zografou 1989: 287). This immaturity and
limited sexual experience on the part of Kazantzakis incline Zografou to adopt a
rather contemptuous attitude towards him as a man. Even in the preface of her book,
Zografou states how shocked she was to hear that Kazantzakis addressed his wife
Eleni in the plural: ‘Eivor adbvotov va mo to Tt aicBdvOnka. Aev aviéyw v’

avamodoyvpilovrat ot dvBpwmor’ (Zografou 1989: 9).

But even as a writer, Kazantzakis does not seem to be highly regarded by
Zografou. She does not think that he was a born or gifted writer; all his fame and
success are exclusively due to his enormous hard work. As she observes, Kazantzakis
is an exceptional case of a man, who managed, through his rare diligence, to yield
100% more than his natural ability would suggest (Zografou 1989: 182). The
justification that Zografou provides for Kazantzakis’ commercial success abroad is
striking: in 1959 his work is considered successful as the ‘ultimate token’ of Western
decadence with a gloss of primitivism, whereas in 1977 it was ‘mopaioyoteyvia’
(Farinou-Malamatari 2008: 19). As regards his ambition, Zografou remarks that for
years cowardice went hand in hand with megalomania, shyness with the greediest and

most scorching ambition that ever fired the human breast. Never has there been a man
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more famished for fame, power, success and deafening applause than this lovable

timid man (Zografou 1989: 58).

Zografou seems to have acquired a thorough mastery of the material (i.e.
Kazantzakis’ works) and to have formed a very concrete, mostly critical opinion of
each of them. She does conclude that Kazantzakis’ idiosyncrasy and behaviour
towards women has been marked by his father’s oppression and this is what she
actually discusses when referring to his texts. For example, when she examines Ogig
xar kpivo (1906), she suggests that the writer’s morbid fantasy is due to sexual
deprivation which in turn should be attributed to his father’s rigidity (Zografou 1989:
68). But this is Zografou’s own conclusion and it seems likely to have been shaped by
the feminist ideas with which she was quite familiar and to which she inclined. In
other words, her argument that the shadow cast by his father resulted in Kazantzakis’
suppressed sexuality - and might lead to his being characterized as tragic -, plausible
as it may be, is not documented in the texts she cites or perhaps I should say Zografou
simply does not go into enough depth when examining these texts for a reader to
gather that there is an association between his father’s and his own attitude towards

women.

As mentioned above, basically it is only Melissa that is somewhat more
adequately explored. On this Zografou adds that for the issue of conflict between
father and son the author could draw on his own personal experience. Zografou
connects the writer’s ‘handicap’ - whatever this might mean - with the trauma he
suffered at the hands of his father, the results of which are obvious in his life and

work.
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Zografou continues her critique of Kazantzakis by pointing out that the fact
that he was ‘handicapped’ in the conquest of women led him to adopt asceticism as a
way of life. This ‘weakness’ of his is associated by and large by Zografou with the
paternal oppression Kazantzakis had experienced. Giorgos Stefanakis also suggests
that the fear of his father created a kind of emotional alienation from his close circle,
from society, from love, from people in general and this explains the fact that
Kazantzakis loved solitude and developed an inclination to escape reality by escaping
from Greece (Alexiou & Stefanakis 1977: 73). Some people who have studied
Kazantzakis have even gone so far as to talk of actual castration in his case. For
instance, loannis Vranou (1979: 30) suggests that Kazantzakis’ castration was due to
a kick from his father. This piece of information remained unverified at the time his
book was published but it was provided, Vranou claims, by a reliable source.

In other words, Kazantzakis was forced to take the direction and make the
‘choice’ he did but it was not a voluntary self-denial or sacrifice of the flesh; what he
could not conquer he presented as evil and stayed away from it. Moreover, Zografou
contends that there is a strong contradiction between asceticism and ambition and she
quotes his own words from a letter of his to Eleni: ‘When I die, some biographer of
mine will write [...] that I was an ascetic nature, with few desires, a man who could
easily live in abandonment and poverty. And no one will know that if I ended up an
“ascetic” it is because no chance was actually given to me to live my real nature [...]°

(Kazantzaki 1977: 438)°.

With regard to his work - both fiction and drama - again Zografou claims that
Kazantzakis repeats himself all the time, in particular as far as his novels are

concerned. She does not discern any original thinking or innovative judgments in his

° My own translation from Greek.
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work after Aoxnmixn (1927). Kazantzakis had formed some fundamental views based
mainly on his philosophical readings and all his subsequent writings seem to follow
these initial ideas: in other words, Kazantzakis lacks creativity and imagination and
from a certain point onwards he merely repeats himself. Furthermore, Zografou
claims that no spontaneity, naturalness or impulsiveness is to be found in
Kazantzakis® work, which focuses on its impressive verbal richness: ‘Ed®m ot Aé&glg,
dimha ta emiBeta, mapokdt® ot Wéeg. Ma 1 aAnbeto, T0 awbBdpunTo, Tovbeva! Ola

Buclacpéva 6Tov AYoyo EPacTiKd Kt eVTLT®Glokd TAovto’ (Zografou 1989: 195-6).

As regards Kazantzakis’ attitude towards women, Zografou maintains that he
considers them either as evil, as forbidden fruit or as objects to be subjugated in the
service of Man. In support of this view she refers to Buddha in which Kazantzakis
says that the only thing that a woman needs is ‘mpootayr|’ and that a man wastes his
energy by getting in touch with her (Zografou 1989: 90-1). Such notions could well
be characterized as misogynistic; Kazantzakis explicitly expresses them, though only
in this work, which should make a reader pretty sceptical as to whether to entirely
endorse the view that Kazantzakis was indeed a misogynist. Besides, neither of his
wives (i.e. Galateia and Eleni) who by the way happened to have had personal contact
with him and did not just judge him through his writings (i.e. literary forms of art)
hint that Kazantzakis acted in a demeaning, misogynistic manner towards them'’. As
Leon Edel argues, ‘the biographer who works from life has an extraordinary
advantage over the biographer who works from the document [...]. He has seen his
man in the flesh, he has been aware of a three-dimensional being [...] he has heard the

voice and seen the gesture (and even in our age no recording, no cinema picture can

' Galateia does but only once, and this in her fictional biography of Kazantzakis. As regards Alexiou,
as we shall see in a subsequent chapter, she maintains that misogyny characterizes more or less all of
Kazantzakis’ works.
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provide a substitute for that)’ (Edel 1957: 19). At this point let us also recall the words
of Johnson to Boswell that ‘nobody can write the life of a man, but those who have

eat and drunk and lived in social intercourse with him’ (Boswell 2008: 474).

On the other hand, of course, let us not forget that in early biographical writing
centuries might elapse between the life of the subject and the writing of their
biography, thus excluding any possibility of acquaintance between biographer and
subject (e.g. Plutarch was writing about Greek leaders who lived 400 years before
him, Lives of some medieval saints or cases in which the biographer was
commissioned by the family of the subject to provide a biography as much as a
generation or more later) (cf. Lee 2009: 11). Nowadays, however, as Hermione Lee
asserts, ‘personal knowledge of or connection to the subject is not necessarily seen as
an advantage or a requirement. The biographer who is asked to write the Life by the
subject or by the subject’s relations may find the authorization a heavy burden’ (Lee

2009: 11-12).

Discussing the distinction between the genre of biography and that of literary
criticism, Jack Kolbert admits that the fusion is unavoidable when the subjects of the
biographies are literary creators. As he points out, ‘one should not discuss the life of a
writer unless one also speaks of the acts of the writer; and these acts are realized
mainly through literary production’ (Kolbert 1967: 47); besides, according to
Maurois, ‘la véritable mesure d’un écrivain, ¢’est son oeuvre’ (cited in Kolbert 1967:
46), whereas Joseph Kronick argues that ‘to be able to recapture the infinite in the
individual, the biographer assumes there is an organic relation between words and
meaning. Consequently, to tell the life of the writer is to repeat the life contained in
the works’ (Kronick 1984: 118). What is more, it is highly unlikely that Zografou, an

active feminist, would write a biography on a man without being influenced by

37



contemporary feminist theories professing that literature is a part of reality and that it
actually reflects the real (i.e. Kazantzakis’ writings reflect his reality). As Ruth
Robbins points out, ‘Feminist theories assume that Literature is not some transcendent
space in which the contingencies of everyday life are somehow elided or absent. [...].
Texts, feminist theories argue, are always produced out of a specific reality, and they

bear the marks of their time, place and mode of production’ (Robbins 2001: 48).

With regard to Kazantzakis’ tender and affectionate letters to his wives,
Zografou still seems to have doubts about the degree of their sincerity and reliability:
‘Would it be so difficult for a writer and a cultivated man to compose marvelous
letters?’, she thinks to herself (Zografou 1989: 103). Bien also observes: ‘equally
provocative is Zografou’s treatment of Kazantzakis’s various relationships with
women. The only way he could respond to Galatea’s [sic] affection, Zografou claims,
was by writing sexual fantasies, by travelling obsessively in order to escape his wife,
and by expressing himself tenderly in letters since he could not do so in person. [...].
But what Kazantzakis really wanted was a good typist. This he found in his second

wife, Eleni, who added self-effacing devotion to her secretarial skills’ (Bien 1998).

Zografou does succeed nevertheless in creating an interesting - though once
again intuitive - speculation on his life and writings, suggesting that to a degree author
and work can actually be identified. The fact that she adopts a critical standpoint
towards him, rejecting him both as a writer and man - no matter how sorry she may
feel for him because of the ‘tragic’ element of his father - may be due to the fact that
she herself is a writer. As Ira Nadel points out ‘more than any others, writers,
especially novelists, are susceptible to the conditions Freud describes when they turn
to biography. In their accounts of others, mostly of other writers, the author’s choice,

treatment and analysis of subject tends to follow a pattern of idealization, revision and
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rejection” (Nadel 1984: 119). The tragic image, however, that is attributed to
Kazantzakis in the title of her book is maintained and stressed throughout the whole
biography and always in connection with his father, which provides consistency

between title and content.

Regarding the reliability and objectivity of Zografou’s portrayal of
Kazantzakis, as has already been mentioned above, Zografou and Kazantzakis had
never met in person. Zografou seems to have been influenced mainly by Kazantzakis’
own writings as well as by the novel of his first wife, Galateia Avfpwmor xa
YrepovOpwmor, which is to a considerable extent biographical. Even so, as she points
out at the end of her book, people of indisputable prestige such as the politician
George Papandreou, or people who had unquestionably been closer to him like his
first wife Galateia seem to totally endorse the content of the book even though it is
more critical than acclamatory of Kazantzakis. She quotes George Papandreou telling
her father that he would not remove or add one word to his daughter’s book if he were
to write it (Zografou 1989: 315). Galateia in her turn seemed quite surprised that
Zografou had managed to give such an accurate account of her ex-husband, given that

she had never met him (Zografou 1989: 316).

These two statements of acknowledgement validate, to her mind, her depiction
of Kazantzakis but anyway, as she affirms, she would not change anything even if she
had not been applauded by such important people (Zografou 1989: 316). Zografou
seems sufficiently confident that in her book she has approached Kazantzakis as a
man and writer as best she can and does not feel that she needs to add or change

anything in more recent editions of the book no matter how many years have passed.
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In conclusion, Zografou associates the whole of Kazantzakis’ life and
work with his father, suggesting that the shadow of the latter resulted in his
suppressed sexuality, which is also stamped on his work. As she argues, ‘n vroécotaom
tov efaptnOnke mavta amd to ovdotnuo tov matépa’ (Zografou 1989: 148). In
addition, she claims that Kazantzakis endorsed misogynistic views, though she fails to
sufficiently document this thesis, either by referring to an adequate number of texts or
by citing sufficient and concrete instances of misogyny from Kazantzakis’ real life.
Hence the introspective, ‘spiritual’ biography that Zografou attempts fails to acquire
the stamp of validity, especially since it seems to disregard modern scientific
psychoanalysis (whether Freudian or that attempted by Lacan in connection with

literature) as a frame of reference.

It is true, however, that if the biographer ‘applies himself too intently to
psychology, he runs the danger, unless he subdues his knowledge to his literary
purpose, of producing a clinical exposition of a subject instead of the Life of a Man’
(Kendall 1965: 121). And ‘if one is to examine a work through the prism of external
evidence, intuition is as necessary as judgment, and ingenuity is to be shunned, for the
critical task is not to solve but to see’ (Barzun 1975: 489). As Farinou-Malamatari
observes, Zografou starts her biography pretty much as Emile Ludwig did in the so-
called ‘intuitive biographies’ (though without displaying the spirit of sympathetic
understanding towards her subject that Ludwig did): she starts from a piece of
information, from a characteristic and then searches in the writer’s works for anything
that could serve as corroboration of the initial intuition. In the case of Kazantzakis, the
‘key’ to his life is considered the ‘maiming’ of his personality and his repressed
hostility towards his father, which is juxtaposed to the motif of an omnipotent, virile

superego, such as is God himself (Farinou-Malamatari 2008: 24-5).
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Lewis Mumford pointed out long ago that it is the effort made in interpreting
the subject that matters regardless of any mistakes made in this process: ‘The new
subject of biography has both surface and depth. The biographer who is not aware of
this unconscious element, who does not seek to penetrate it, or, worst of all, who
deliberately ignores all the special data it heaps up, is guilty of ignorance or childish
cowardice; [...]. It is better to make mistakes in interpreting the inner life than to
make the infinitely greater mistake of ignoring its existence and its import’ (Mumford
1934: 4). Of course, let us not forget that psychoanalytical criticism as a method has
received major criticisms, to the point that Peter Brooks talks about ‘imperialism’ in
the case of psychology claiming to interpret literature (Brooks 1994: 35) as well as
that this kind of criticism has been ‘unresponsive to its subtleties and uniqueness’ and
that it ‘has to adapt to a world of poststructuralist doubt in which many believe that
there is no longer anything at all outside the text’ (Goring, Hawthorn & Mitchell

2001: 180).

Nevertheless, viewing Kazantzakis exclusively through the prism of his
father, crucial as the paternal figure in his life may have been, suggests a rather short-
sighted and limited perspective, which may well be associated with the role of
Zografou’s own feminist convictions in providing incentives for subsequent
generations to avoid his example. As Goring, Hawthorn and Mitchell have observed,
‘since the 1980s psychoanalytical theory has typically entered Literary Studies in
company with feminism [...] and many feminist literary-critical appropriations of
psychoanalysis have been concerned with issues of gender formation, repression, and
sexuality’ (Goring, Hawthorn & Mitchell 2001: 179). Let us not forget the dedication
at the very beginning of Zografou’s book ‘ctnv x6pn pov Kot 6> 6A0VG TOVG VEOLS TNG

veviag G (Zografou 1989: 7), which provoked Eleni’s completely contrasting
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dedication in her own biography ‘€ife 1 {on kot 0 Bdvatog Tov Nikov Kalavtlakn va
BonBnoet Toug véoug v’ akolovOncovy T avpla TG EATIONG TOVS Ko TEPA AT TV
anelmoio’ in which heroic pessimism is praised and commended. Eleni Kazantzaki
seems to respond to the allegations of nihilism made about Kazantzakis not only in
her dedication, but also towards the end of her book. Characteristically, she points out
that those who have studied Kazantzakis superficially or not at all, or who in reality
believe in nothing, call him a nihilist but his work, life and letters prove the opposite

(Kazantzaki 1977: 549).

As Bien noted, ‘whether Zografou’s one-sided book is libel or literary
criticism is open to debate. Clearly, however, it influenced an entire generation
against Kazantzakis, probably because its exaggerations are often so brilliantly true.
How ironic that this impassioned woman is likely to be remembered not so much for

her own creative work as for a destructive critique of another writer’ (Bien 1998).

ELLI ALEXIOU: BIOGRAPHY AND DESTINY

Elli Alexiou (1894-1988) was Galateia Kazantzakis’ younger sister and a
writer herself. She obtained her diploma to work as a teacher in Herakleio (1913) and
later, after receiving a scholarship from the French government, she took courses at
the University of the Sorbonne (1945) and became acquainted with French literary
figures like Luis Aragon and Paul Eluard. Having been brought up in a literary family
and having met with famous people with progressive ideas since an early age, Alexiou
adopted a leftist ideology, which even led to her self-imposed exile (1949) in Eastern

Europe (in Romania and Eastern Germany). She returned to Greece in 1962 in order
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to attend her sister’s funeral, and it was only in 1965 that Alexiou regained her Greek
nationality. Apart from the biography on Kazantzakis, Alexiou wrote a number of
novels, reviews and articles in many magazines and papers, and translated Gorki,
Sartre and numerous essays and novels from Russian and French. She also worked in
education for a total of 42 years, both in Greece and abroad (Mitsakis & Theofani

2007: 62-3, Papageorgiou 1992: 168-171).

In her biography of Kazantzakis ['ia va yiver ueyaliog. Bioypagpio tov Nikov
Kalaveloxn (1966)'", Elli shares her experiences and reflections on her brother-in-
law, both as a writer and as a man, at the same time providing the reader with rich

photographic material, abstracts of his works, his speeches and his letters.

The aim of this chapter is to examine whether Alexiou saw Kazantzakis as
someone predestined to become a distinguished writer, to excel in letters and acquire
worldwide fame or, as the title of her book suggests, if she thought Kazantzakis had to
put a great deal of effort (mental but also physical since he would work endless hours)
in order to achieve this ‘greatness’, uniqueness and exceptionality. In addition,
observations will be made as to whether her viewpoint on Kazantzakis was in any
way negatively biased due to her sister’s personal experience and intimate

relationship with him, and as to whether she considered him a misogynist.

Alexiou’s book consists of 104 brief chapters in several of which some points
are repeated. Her biography, though loosely following a chronological order of

events, also contains some chapters which merely express her own point of view on

" In this dissertation I have used the most recent 2004 (7") edition of Alexiou’s biography. There are
no differences between the first (1966) and the last (2004) edition other than the addition of a 15-page
Annexe at the end of the book with more material (letters, photos, information) on Kazantzakis which
had been already added in the 1973 (2") edition. All later editions of the biography (i.e. from the 3™ to
the 7™) are accurate reprintings of the first edition.
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certain issues concerning Kazantzakis, such as his fear of his father, a comparison

between Galateia’s and Eleni’s personalities, Kazantzakis’ political ideology etc.

In the Introduction to her book, Alexiou states that her motivation in writing
this biography was the pressing need inside her to share the precious experience she
had had with this great writer before she dies. She is well aware that her aspirations
for the biography she is composing cannot be compared to those of Henri Troyat or
Romain Roland, but does not fail to point out, however, that even biographies written
by people with no special background or education in the genre, like Marie Curie’s
daughter, Eva, do succeed in familiarizing us with the figure portrayed in a warm and

truthful way. This is what she herself will be attempting (Alexiou 2004: 7-9).

In the Introduction Alexiou attempts to give the impression that her biography
is as reliable and objective as possible; she considers herself entitled to provide a
biography of Kazantzakis since she had lived close to him from an early age and, as
she states, the family environment of her youth was full of him: “E{noa dimAa otov
Kalavtlaxn amd modi. To 0épa «Nikog» ftav To mpotapyiko, Tov 6oV GuVOHTOPYTO
dpopo, yEULE TNV OWKOYEVEWIKN MOV OATHOCEOOIPO TOV TOWOKAOV KOl VEOVIK®OV
rpovov’(Alexiou 2004: 7). Furthermore, Alexiou confesses that she has tried not to
allow her feelings to interfere with the writing of the biography, which eventually -
according to her - she did manage to achieve, since death, as she points out, creates a
distance and proves passions vain (Alexiou 2004: 9). All these declarations made in
the preface give her biography a sense of detachment, which is indeed largely

justified.

Alexiou’s narrative unfolds in an uncomplicated and straightforward fashion.

Her account is something of a confession, in particular in the chapters that concern the
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first years of Kazantzakis and Galateia’s relationship and marriage. Her observation
seems to be sharp and her narration flows in a lively and direct way, revealing
personal shared experiences with the subject. The fact that she was much younger
than the subject, whom she admittedly admires, combined with her eagerness to
reveal as much as possible and as directly as possible may well have resulted in her
assuming the role of a ‘naive’ observer, in a way which helps convey and stress
exceptionality and greatness in otherwise routine everyday moments while at the
same time retaining a sense of realism. In other words, Alexiou’s admiration for
Kazantzakis seen through her eyes as a young girl facilitates the approach to him and
presentation of him as someone great, approach which is nevertheless not fictional,
hyperbolic, made-up or excessively idealised, but which is based by and large on
reality. Her case seems quite similar to that of Frate Leone in Saint Francis (Farinou-

Malamatari 2008: 31).

What is more, Alexiou is a dramatic narrator: she is involved in the story she
narrates, which sometimes, as it could be argued, affects the accuracy of the
presentation. As William Dowling also observes, a certain artlessness, simplicity or
naivety in the biographical narrative can appear attractive, even virtuous, qualities and
become a guarantee of fidelity or truthfulness, or in Walton’s words like an “artless
pencil, guided by the hand of truth” (Dowling 1978: 86). Ira Nadel adds that ‘the
majority of dramatized, participatory narrators are also naive and, in the course of
their telling, progress from innocence to experience, from ignorance to knowledge of
their subject’ (Nadel 1984: 172). At this point, Farinou-Malamatari aptly observes
that there is an evolution in the perspective that Alexiou adopts: Her perspective as a
young girl predominates at the time of Nikos’ and Galateia’s divorce, at the very

beginning of her writing career as well as in her early steps in political engagement.
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Later on, however, Alexiou deals with Kazantzakis from her perspective as a mature
and accomplished writer and a fully developed and confident personality (Farinou-
Malamatari 2008: 31). Alexiou, the previously naive girl, even reaches the point of
discussing things with/ directly addressing her ‘great’ subject while composing his
biography, a practice also adopted by his wife Eleni at various points throughout her

book.

As mentioned above, Alexiou’s biography is a vivid narrative of Kazantzakis’
life consisting mainly of recollections of the encounters they had. However self-
indulgent or amateurish Alexiou’s method of compiling and presenting things might
seem, the degree of insight and literary artistry accomplished is quite high. As Lewis
Mumford puts it, while the biographer must aim at clearness and accuracy, s’he must
likewise acknowledge data which introduce an obscurity or a number of unresolved
contradictions into the final portrait. As he argues, ‘a biography which loses internal
unity by reason of these unassimilable facts may be in closer accord with the
actualities of life than a tidy narrative cut in one piece’ (Mumford 1934: 6). Besides,
as Eric Jacobs points out ‘personal contact is of inestimable value to a biographer,
putting the authorized variety at serious advantage over the unauthorized’ (Jacobs
1996: 135). This immediate and direct knowledge of the subject may nevertheless
have a number of drawbacks such as the fact that this knowledge cannot always
extend to the whole of the subject’s life and as a result only the periods of shared
experience are projected; in addition, it can provide a synchronic, fragmentary
portrayal of the subject rather than a complete account of the evolution of their
personality; it could also have an advantage in terms of dramatization of events
through dialogue but be found wanting as a narrative whole ( Farinou-Malamatari

2008: 30).
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Alexiou’s biography covers almost the whole of Kazantzakis’ life from the
early years when he was an adolescent in Crete and Alexiou would observe him with
his friends until the very end of it, providing information even on his funeral in Crete,
which is not mentioned or discussed in any of the other biographies composed after
his death (e.g. Eleni’s or Zografou’s). Though Alexiou refers to Kazantzakis’
childhood, her main focus is on his adult life. Regarding this practice (i.e. focusing on
the mature life of the subject) Lee observes that ‘until the 20" century, little detail was
given about the childhood of the subject, unless to give anecdotes which pointed
towards their behaviour in later life’ (Lee 2009: 8). Moreover, let us recall that, in
Aristotle’s time, a biographical study focused on the individual’s maturity, so that his
essence was fully apprehended as his personality would have been complete; any
reference to the subject’s childhood and youth is intended to serve as a forecast of
traits of the mature individual (Misch 1950: 291). So was this the case in Alexiou’s

narrative on Kazantzakis?

The main point of her book, as one would expect from the title of the
biography, is to show how ambitious, strong-minded and determined to become
someone important Kazantzakis was and his firm attitude in this respect, to the point
of regarding his writings as the first priority in his life, ignoring his wife or other
people around him. Through Alexiou’s narrative Kazantzakis is depicted as a taciturn,
hard-working artist who led an ascetic life, incredibly fond of travelling and engaged

in profound philosophical explorations and investigations.

At some point in her biography, as already mentioned, Alexiou argues that
Kazantzakis was a ‘prédestiné’ for fame, someone destined to achieve greatness
(Alexiou 2004: 92). Nevertheless, no particulars or detailed line of argument are given

in support of this view. As stated above, Alexiou’s biography consists of 104 short
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chapters with diverse content, all referring to the man or writer Kazantzakis.
However, only one of them is entitled ‘Prédestiné’, which is actually what one would
expect to be analysed in some depth judging from the book’s title. And yet not even in
this chapter consisting of no more than four pages in total, does Alexiou follow a clear
line of argument in support of her view. In this chapter she points out Kazantzakis’
commitment to his aims, his determination to acquire fame and his strong will to

honour his family and generation, which in effect run counter to the notion of destiny.

In an attempt to sustain her view about destiny, Alexiou initially refers to the
high marks Kazantzakis would achieve from a young age; he also managed to finish
high school with distinction and the principal honoured him by assigning him to
compose and deliver the valedictory speech. Through this speech, according to
Alexiou, it became apparent that Kazantzakis had a gift for writing, which later he
could further develop. She continues the list of his ‘deeds’ by highlighting the fact
that he finished Law School in 1906 with distinction and by referring to his interesting
dissertation completed in Paris. Alexiou admires and praises his efficiency and draws
attention to the fact that he was not familiar with failure. According to her, this
explains his psychological immaturity and inexperience in confronting the first
negative reviews of his work when he was initially occupied with writing: his reaction

was to become furious (Alexiou 2004: 92-5).

But all this, i.e. the fact that Kazantzakis achieved high grades and excelled
even from his very early years, does not prove that he was destined to distinguish
himself in life. On the contrary, no matter how talented, clever or knowledgeable
Kazantzakis might have been by nature, Alexiou herself points out his strong
determination to succeed: ‘Av diaxpiOnke oto dadeyxtd MEPPAALOV TTOL giya KW €YD

mv Kokn poipo va (now, sivor ywti 1 otoyompoonAwon Tov dgv MTav
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otiayt)’ (Alexiou 2004: 92). In other words, his greatness was the result of his own
determined efforts to this end. Therefore, it seems that Alexiou rather confuses the
sense of the word predestiny; what she means in reality seems to be nothing more
than someone gifted by nature. But what she actually reveals about Kazantzakis was
not so much his inherent aptitudes as his struggles to distinguish himself which,
according to her, reached the point of his disregarding anything concerning his
everyday or personal life. In this sense, strong determination and effort to achieve
greatness on the one hand and destiny on the other do not seem to be compatible or at
the same time plausible. As Kendall puts it, ‘[...] when we enter upon the life of a
great man, we put aside what we happen to know about him, and if the biographer is
skillful at his business, we are willing, indeed we are anxious, to begin with the child
and live a life along with him into greatness. Maurois is quite right: no statesmen or
athletes or warriors are born - only babies. If Edel insists on reminding us what our
subject is going to be, how can we plausibly lose ourselves in any moment when he

is?” (Kendall 1965: 135).

But what is actually meant by greatness? According to Carlyle the Great Man
comes in three main types: the Poet, the Prophet and God. The Great Man can sink
into the mystery of the universe, perceive unseen sides of it, see further and be ahead
of his time; thanks to his sharpness of mind and strong intuition he comes closer to the
secrets of the Universe and his poetic work functions like a kind of revelation'?. As
regards biography, Carlyle assumed that it was a part of history. More specifically he
associated the lives of great men - in the sense of highly influential individuals - with
historical developments. As he maintained, ‘the History of the World is the Biography

of Great Men’ (Carlyle 1898: 13).

2 For more on Carlyle, biography and hero-worship cf. Drabble 1995: 172-3, Stapleton 1983: 143-5,
Gillie 1977: 430 and Casper 1999: 209.
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Coming back to Alexiou’s biography, not only is the title of the book itself
contradictory, but also her own ‘argument’ about greatness and destiny in
Kazantzakis’ case proves inconsistent, incoherent and thus erroneous. If Kazantzakis
was a ‘prédestiné’ for fame, there is a contradiction in the title of Alexiou’s biography
o va yiver ueydlog; the latter implies some progression of gradually becoming
‘ueydiog’ whereas the meaning of the term ‘prédestiné’ is static, fixed and not
dynamic, implying historical determinism. Again, with reference to Carlyle’s
definition of a ‘great man’ as someone who tries to surpass human limits and achieve
supremacy no matter how hopeless or unpromising his claim might be, Farinou-
Malamatari points out that this activity constitutes a crucial commitment by the
individual to the concept of free will and a rejection of the notion of destiny.
Therefore, she concludes, greatness and predestination cannot coexist (Farinou-
Malamatari 2008: 33). K. M. Harris also points out that everyone ‘can claim as a
birthright boundless freedom for self-realization. Self-denial means renouncing self-
satisfaction in favor of infinite expansion of the ideal self [...], to assert freedom
against necessity, to try to overcome human limitations, and to attempt to seize

omnipotence, however hopeless the aspiration’ (Harris 1978: 67).

One plausible interpretation of what Alexiou means when referring to
Kazantzakis’ greatness could be how determined he actually was to consciously deny
his human nature in order to transcend it by living and working as an ascetic; all this
self-denial and ‘sacrifice’ on his part could indeed result in greatness as it could for
any man acting thus. At this point one could not fail to notice that, when writing about
Kazantzakis, Alexiou tends to employ titles alluding to a sense of glory, greatness or
destiny: let us recall another book written by her and Stefanakis Nixog Kalavt{daxng:

LevwnOnie yio t 00éa (1983).

50



In terms of accuracy and objectivity, Alexiou gives the impression that she has
done some proper - if not meticulous - research and has attempted to check pieces of
information she has received from witnesses, especially when referring to events at
which she was not present. Though her thoughts on Kazantzakis as a brother-in-law
may have been embittered owing to her sister’s unsuccessful marriage, Alexiou
appears to present events as impartially as possible. Her love for Kazantzakis is
spontaneous, fraternal and genuine and her admiration of his work enormous. By
referring to disagreeable incidents in his life with Galateia and implying how much
her sister might have been hurt or might have been unhappy in her life with her
husband, Alexiou does not intend to reduce Kazantzakis’ importance as a literary
figure and intellectual, as Zografou did. She deeply respects the magnitude of his
works and tries to keep her distance from both him and her sister, both as an

individual and as a writer.

Even when referring to her own sister, Alexiou points out her uncompromising
nature; tolerance was not one of her virtues and she could not easily accept points of
view different from her own. In addition, Alexiou does not hesitate to confess that
Galateia would talk to Kazantzakis in a blunt way; she would pitilessly criticize his
works and ask him to create and establish new literary characters instead of being
obsessed with old ones. But at the same time Alexiou is quick to explain that it was
just in her sister’s character to express herself so openly, boldly and freely to
everyone: her family, Varnalis or Avgeris'">. She was not so abrupt just towards her
husband. Furthermore, Alexiou tries to justify Galateia’s demeaning attitude towards

Kazantzakis by referring to what was at the time the recent history of Greece. More

" Both Kostas Varnalis (1883-1974) and Markos Avgeris (nom de plume of George Papadopoulos,
1884-1973) were literary figures and close friends of Nikos Kazantzakis, Elli Alexiou and Galateia.
Avgeris became Galateia’s second husband after her separation from Kazantzakis.
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specifically, the years after the occupation and the post-war years were hard for
Greece, a time when thousands of people were prosecuted, tortured to death or died in
exile, people who had proved their heroism in practice at a time when the only thing
Kazantzakis did was to show a progressive, atheistic superficiality. This was

something that Galateia just could not take (Alexiou 2004: 187-8).

If Alexiou is in any way critical of or shows resentment towards Kazantzakis
in her book, this was due to his attitude towards Galateia on a personal level. It seems
that Alexiou cannot forgive him for stopping an old friend of his marrying Galateia
after they had been broken up for a while. Manolis Georgiadis, a brilliant, well
educated and well-off man, according to Alexiou, was in love with Galateia and
started dating her after she had broken up with Kazantzakis and the latter had left for
Paris. In Paris, as soon as he found out about this, Kazantzakis fervently intervened to
prevent this marriage, a move - according to Alexiou - indicative of Kazantzakis’
enormous selfishness, as it was not his love for Galateia but merely his hurt ego that
urged him to destroy her happiness. Kazantzakis could just not accept that after the
leading role he had played in Galateia’s life, he would return from Paris to find
himself disconnected and the order of things disrupted (Alexiou 2004: 33). And all
this for what? At this point it seems that Alexiou is inclined to feel sympathy for her
sister’s life; she does not omit to stress her sister’s good looks and the fact that she
had a beautiful, young body, a body which - she confidently states - stayed untouched

for twenty-six years in total by the side of this man (Alexiou 2004: 192).

As far as Kazantzakis’ attitude to women is concerned, Alexiou has devoted
one chapter of her book to this and entitled it “The Woman’. In this she argues that
Kazantzakis would classify women among the weak and that in all his works, from

the very first till the last, he would treat them as second rate human beings. Alexiou
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claims that in all his works the role of the woman is limited to serving as sex objects
for men; women never appear to carry any important message in the plot nor to be
attributed any mentality. Alexiou continues that Kazantzakis uses the female
characters in any way and for as long as he desires and then he either drops them or
‘sacrifices’ them, as is most commonly the case. Alexiou finishes the chapter by
pointing out that Kazantzakis defines women as parasites (Alexiou 2004: 115-7).
Referring to Zorba’s belief that the woman is not a human, the result of his reasoning
that: every human wants to be free, the woman does not want to be free, therefore the
woman is not a human, Gina Politi also concludes that the woman in this text [Zorba
the Greek (1943)] is regarded as an object and defined as a possession, for instance
the wife of X, the field of X etc. Yet, this value system, which is reproduced in Zorba,
though it harks back to a much earlier stage of social evolution and thus implies a
certain misogyny, seems to be in accordance with the authenticity she identifies in the
book as regards some elements in Greek society as late as the early twentieth century

(Politi 2001: 39-42).

As already mentioned, according to Alexiou, Kazantzakis does not think
highly of women or of their destiny in life; his attitude towards them appears rather
demeaning, and definitely not compatible with that of a gentle, sensitive and
cultivated person and artist. His inconsiderate attitude is pointed out once again by
Alexiou, this time not with reference to the female characters in his books but to
incidents from real life. More specifically, Galateia, who suffered from neurasthenia
and needed him, never received his psychological support, but on the contrary she
was left alone back home while Kazantzakis travelled abroad for years (Alexiou 2004:
191). Alexiou also mentions an incident between his second wife Eleni and

Kazantzakis that took place in their house in Paris and at which Alexiou happened to
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be present: The phone was ringing and he would not answer; instead he kept calling
Eleni, who was in the kitchen, probably busy with something else, to answer it. When
she came to answer the phone, he said rudely that he was glad that such incidents took
place in the presence of other people (meaning Alexiou) so that they realized what
kind of person he was living with! Eleni was frustrated but said nothing in reply

(Alexiou 2004: 199).

But does Alexiou adequately and convincingly back up her view that
Kazantzakis viewed and treated women both in his texts and in real life with contempt
and disrespect, as something unworthy of note? As far as I am concerned, though she
states categorically that in all his works women are treated as second-class human
beings (Alexiou 2004: 115), she fails to provide sufficient documentation in support
of her view. She refers rather generally - though disinterestedly - to only four of his
works: Protomastoras, Freedom or Death, Zorba the Greek and his Odyssey. Again
the reference to the treatment of women in his texts covers no more than two pages in
her book (i.e. pp. 115-6) - actually no more than two paragraphs - though the fact that
she does not go to much effort to prove her point of view might suggest that she is
totally familiar with, confident and convinced of Kazantzakis’ attitude to women, so
she does not feel the need to prove anything, but takes it for granted that that was just
the way he was. As regards the women in his life, one could argue that he may not
have valued his two wives as much as he should, but this was not owing to any
misogynistic feelings or mentality but rather to his incredible selfishness; Kazantzakis
put himself, his own needs and goals above everything else (including women) come

what may.

All this burning ambition to achieve greatness might well have actually

resulted from the pressure exerted by his father, who always demanded that his son
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excel in everything and prove himself worthy of his ancestors and his homeland.
Alexiou, like Eleni, mentions the delight and sense of freedom that Kazantzakis felt
upon the death of his father: ‘Kénnke 10 pootikd adpato okowi mov |’ €0eve pe v
VIOTOYN KOl HE TO @OPO... okiomnke TO OOLAOYAPTL, MUOLV TOPL EAEVTEPOG,
ameEAEVTEPOG... XN (oM éva povéya dvBpomo @ofndnka, tov motépa pov. Topa
nowov va oPnbm;’ (cited in Alexiou 2004: 210). As he himself had admitted, his fear
of his father outweighed all the love and respect he could feel for him. In effect, his
pursuit of writing was the result of his fear of his father; otherwise he could have been
a great fighter or become more actively involved with practical aspects of life.
Kazantzakis confesses that his own blood had been reduced to ink due to his father:
“To aipo pov to eiye Katavinoet peddvi...” (cited in Alexiou 2004: 209). Alexiou
sympathizes with Kazantzakis for the repression caused by his father but avoids being
as judgmental and critical as Zografou who mercilessly attributes his ‘tragic’ adult life
to his inability to stand up to his father and take control of his life. Alexiou, however,
points out Kazantzakis’ inconceivable submission to his father and the fact that he
‘KATAeePE VoL AmodEGUEVTEL NOKA, OIKOVOUIKE, VO YAVTMGEL OO TNV TUPUVVIKT] TOV
Katamieon, va Bpel Tov €0td TOL, HOvo peTd o Bdvato Tov matépa Tov, to 1934.

Oco avtog Lovoe, ackovoe endve Tov dapovikn enidopaon’ (Alexiou 2004: 38).

As regards his work, it is worth mentioning that Alexiou, unlike her sister
Galateia and Zografou, does not think that Kazantzakis imitates other philosophers or
uses their ideas unaltered, without at least trying to develop them or elaborate on
them. She admits that Kazantzakis was a cultivated and well-educated writer whose
range of reading was wide and who may have been influenced by philosophical or
ideological trends (Alexiou 2004: 145). In any case, the latter may have constituted

the basis for the development of his own ideas. It would be against his own nature,
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she remarks, to appropriate to himself ideas belonging to someone else. Besides, she
observes, Kazantzakis had his own style, idiomatic Cretan vocabulary and content
characterized by profound ideas that rendered his works distinctive, unique and

unrepeatable (Alexiou 2004: 145).

Obviously Alexiou values Kazantzakis as a writer immensely, maybe even
more than his second wife Eleni. Moreover, Alexiou’s biography is the only one of
the four to dedicate seven chapters on his literary techniques and to share her personal
views on them with her readers. As she observes, his technique presupposes great
wisdom and background, as well as several innate aptitudes, and shows an awareness
of modern theory on writing techniques. As she points out, his own technique
develops gradually over time, as he writes and rewrites his works so that they

eventually become highly-crafted and sophisticated (Alexiou 2004: 325).

Moreover, for Alexiou, Kazantzakis’ life as a person is totally identified and in
full correspondence with his fictional work: ‘O Kalavt{dxng Bpiokdtav kot gav
avlpwmog oe wAnpn tavtion ue to épyo tov. Eite tov Lovoeg, gite tov ddPalec, v
01 evtdmwon amoxoples. O, Eapvialel oto €pyo tov, Eapvialel kot ot Comn
Tov...[...]. Kot t0 mo a&onpdseyto n {®1] Tov, to Propévo Epyo Tov ival 1000VVANO
0€ TPMTOTLTLO, YOUGTO, KOl OKANPOTHTA, UE TO £PYO TOV TO GLYYPOEKO’ (Alexiou
2004: 145)'*. As Farinou-Malamatari notes, here we have a romantic concept of the
poetic creation: the man channels his passions into his work and therefore it is from
his own work that one should seek the biography. Or to put it differently: one could
think of the poet’s life as a piece of art, a novel, a poem or drama, that is to say that
the poet should not be perceived as a normal human, as the subject of his life but

rather as the poet of his own life (Farinou-Malamatari 2008: 34). Besides, Carlyle

14 . .
Alexiou’s own emphasis.
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believed that there could be no truer representation of the poet than that provided in
his own writings and therefore ‘the Biography of great men, especially of great Poets,
that is, of men in the highest degree noble-minded and wise, might become one of the

most dignified and valuable species of composition’ (cited in Altick 1979: 101).

Alexiou finishes her biography by citing a long list of reviews of Kazantzakis’
work provided by prominent figures of literature or politics, which is indicative of the
thorough way she seems to have researched the subject. This orderly documentation

of hers reminds us also of Eleni.

At this point it has to be mentioned that there are very few reviews of
Alexiou’s book, one of which is that by Vasos Varikas who finds that the loyal fans of
the ‘legend’ called Kazantzakis would be unreasonably shocked at the disappointing
image Alexiou provides of him. He does acknowledge the fact that Alexiou writes
without emotion and with undoubted frankness and points out that in any poet or
writer, man and work are two completely different things; a writer’s personal life
should not influence us in forming or changing our opinion of their work (Varikas
1980: 98-9)"°. In general, even the very few online reviews of Alexiou’s biography'®
acknowledge by and large her narrative strength as well as the fact that she manages

to present her point of view largely without any strong feeling.

In conclusion, though at times influenced by her sister’s relationship with
Kazantzakis, Alexiou manages to provide a quite detached and unbiased account of
his life. Her material is extensive and the examples of personal contact with him

ample. However, in none of them does she succeed in showing the writer’s greatness

" Vasos Varikas’ review was firstly published in the newspaper To Bijua tic Kopraiic on 25.12.1966.
' T am referring mainly to reviews by publishers (e.g. Kastaniotis), literature-orientated Greek sites,
readers’comments in forums as well as to one or two reviews which appeared in the Communist
newspaper Rizospastis, the ideology of which Alexiou endorsed.
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to be the result of destiny. According to her Kazantzakis was meant to achieve
greatness, yet in her narration she constantly points out the great efforts he made and
his determination to become someone to be remembered. As regards misogyny,
although she does not specifically attribute this quality to him, she seems perfectly
convinced that Kazantzakis considered women inferior and treated them as such in all

his works, but never provides adequate evidence in support of this view.

ELENI KAZANTZAKI: AN UNRELIABLE BIOGRAPHY?

Eleni Kazantzaki (née Samiou, 1903-2004) was Nikos Kazantzakis’ second
wife, a writer and a journalist. They met in May 1924 when she was 21 and he was 41
and got married in 1945, after a 21-year relationship. At 655 pages Eleni’s book Nixog
Kalovtiaxng. O aovufifactog. Bioypopio Lociouévi o€ aveékooTa ypouiaTo. Kol
keiuevé tov (1977)" is the longest existing biography of Kazantzakis. Eleni lived in
close contact with Kazantzakis as his partner for longer than any other woman and
was his wife at the time of his death, which makes her biography the one with the
most authority. Therefore, Eleni’s book aspires to be the fullest (as far as length is
concerned), most precise and most valid account of Kazantzakis’ life and at the same

time, a more or less direct reply to all that had been written in the meantime on her

' Her biography was originally published in French in 1968 and was entitled Le Dissident: Biographie
de Nikos Kazantzaki, Paris 1968. It is worth noting that the biography was translated into English and
published in the UK and the USA in the same year (i.e. 1968), which is indicative of a certain
mobilization in its promotion and circulation at an international level. The biography was later
translated into German, Spanish, Greek, Hungarian and Romanian.

For the needs of the present dissertation I have used the Greek 1977 edition, as it was in Greek that
Kazantzakis composed his letters (even if at times he may use French, English or other languages in
some short phrases in some of his letters) and therefore the Greek edition brought me more directly to
the original language used in the records of the subject. I have, however, consulted the English and
French editions as well, and noticed no major differences in the conveyance of meaning; though the
Greek edition, published nine years after the initial one, has been enriched with more photographic
material on Kazantzakis. I will therefore occasionally be citing Eleni and/or Kazantzakis in Greek, as I
find that this best conveys their thoughts.

58



husband’s life, especially as far as the other three women writers are concerned (cf.
Farinou-Malamatari 2008: 14). It should be mentioned, however, that apart from the
three biographies composed by Galateia, Alexiou and Zografou, in the meantime (i.e.
before Eleni wrote her own biography) two more biographies had been published on
Kazantzakis; that of Nikiforos Vrettakos: Nikog Kalovt{axns: H aywvia tov kot 1o
épyo tov (1960) and that of Aziz Izzet: Nikos Kazantzaki: Biographie (1965), while
Prevelakis had also provided a kind of bio-critical study on Kazantzakis: O moitig
kot 7o moinua s Odvooerag (1958).

The aim of this chapter is to examine whether Eleni, though basing herself on
her husband’s own personal records (i.e. letters), manages to provide a reliable
account of him, or whether she tends rather to idealize his portrait by embellishing or
exaggerating situations in order to create a kind of ‘myth’ around his name. In
addition, I will attempt to trace wherein her (un)reliability lies (i.e. is she lying, hiding
facts, interfering with the subject’s documents whenever she considers this prudent, or
merely projecting her husband’s positive qualities and glossing over negative ones,
thus composing a hagiography on him?) and at the same time to cross-check elements
in her biography with other sources provided on Kazantzakis. Some other points to be
explored are whether it indeed emerges from her portrayal of him that her husband
was uncompromising, as the title of her book suggests, and if any mention is made of

misogyny.

From the very beginning of the biography, Eleni herself states the aim of her
book; the motivation that urged her to write about her husband was not to interpret the
writer Kazantzakis but just to let his voice be heard and to leave him to talk freely
with the people he loved (Kazantzaki 1977: 8). A little later on she explains that she

would never have got involved in the writing of a book on Kazantzakis had he not
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himself asked her to do so and even left a draft with the structure (i.e. the titles of the
chapters) of the book to be written. Eleni remembers her husband asking her to write a
book on him after his death, as she would be the only person to know him so well.
After much hesitation, since she was well aware how much courage and
determination this would take, she confesses that she was finally convinced to do so
only after she had found among her husband’s papers a half-written page, a half-
started outline entitled ‘Eleni’s book’ («To Bipiio g EA[évng»]) (Kazantzaki 1977:
14). So now she found herself composing a biography, which she regarded as a very
challenging task compared to other forms of writing such as novels, possibly implying
that Galateia’s book on Kazantzakis, a novel, was quite a painless and undemanding
job compared to hers. In short, Eleni appears to have written this biography out of

respect for her husband’s wishes and by no means out of personal ambition.

Eleni’s biography is based on a wealth of material including a considerable
number of personal letters, photos and abstracts of Kazantzakis’ works, shared
experiences, travels, diaries and memories of him. Thus she ended up compiling what
might be called an ‘accumulative biography’ (Farinou-Malamatari 2008: 10, Kendall
1965: 14). Cuddon’s point about biography: ‘almost any form of material is germane
to the biographer’s purpose: the subject’s own writings (especially diaries and letters),
his laundry bills, official archives, memoirs of contemporaries, the memories of living
witnesses, personal knowledge, other books on the subject, photographs and
paintings’ (Cuddon 1977: 78) applies perfectly in the case of Eleni’s biography. At
the same time Eleni exploits the importance of the locale (Kendall 1965: 150), that is
to say the setting(s) in which the subject spent his life, the places at which they both

shared moments, Kazantzakis’ manuscripts and in general all ‘these enduring
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ambiences, atmospheric and substantial’ from which ‘the biographer elicits both aid

and comfort, information and, name to be named, inspiration’ (Kendall 1965: 150).

Eleni’s biography covers - albeit briefly - all of Kazantzakis’ life. She starts
her story from the year 1924, the year they met, and it is only nineteen pages later that
she starts talking about the early years of Kazantzakis’ life, thereafter following a
chronological order. For the early years, 1883-1902, she writes no more than a page.
In general, she tends to reveal Kazantzakis’ life year by year (especially after the year
they met and were together as a couple) unless her information on him is limited or no
remarkable events are to be traced, in which case she describes her husband’s life in a
less expansive way, taking several years at once (e.g. 1883-1902, 1902-1906, 1910-

1913 etc).

As in the other three biographies by women, Kazantzakis is portrayed here as
a very hard-working and conscientious writer; he used to devote long hours to his
demanding texts, reading them, writing, correcting and rewriting them many times
until a satisfactory result had been accomplished. This whole vigorous process,
however, is considered as most challenging, creative and productive, and to him, it

accounts for the intensity with which he is occupied with his writings.

Eleni goes on to point out some of the more positive qualities of her husband’s
personality: his pride and superior vision of life, his tolerance and generosity.
Kazantzakis would give his books away rather than sell them, and when he did so he
would be ashamed to ask for his rights as a writer (Kazantzaki 1977: 463). And in
1948, when Kazantzakis decided to hand in his resignation to UNESCO, Eleni

thought to herself that it was a pity he had quit, as with six more months’ salary they
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could have bought a couple of flats in Paris and solved their financial problems for

good (Kazantzaki 1977: 550).

Moreover, Eleni does not omit to underline the promptness of her husband to
sign the intellectual property rights for his translation of the //iad and Odyssey over to
Kakridis’ children (Kazantzaki 1977: 635). In addition, close to the end of his life and
while in Freiburg, Kazantzakis did not accept the Peace Committee of Beijing’s offer
to cover his hospital fees; the offer itself and the friendship of the Chinese people
seem to have touched and affected Kazantzakis more than any amount of money
could have. Eleni also points out Kazantzakis’ free spirit, controversial views and
open-mindedness, all displayed in his attitude towards politics, to the point that, as
Eleni notices, the right wing suspect and accuse him of being a paid communist from
Moscow, while the left did not approve of him because he was a mystic, and the
leaders of the Communist Party even accused him of being an agent of the

Intelligence Services (Kazantzaki 1977: 477).

Regarding his attitude to religion, Kazantzakis proves himself once again
independent minded, causing a number of reactions and misunderstandings even on
the part of the Pope himself. But Kazantzakis, as Eleni hastens to affirm, never
meant it to be so. She points out what he wrote about his novel The Last Temptation:
‘KatdmAnén pov kdvel mavta 1 6TEVOKEPAAA Kol 1 6TEVOKAPOE TV avlpdnov: va
éva BiAio mov to Eypaya pe Pabdid Opnokevtikn Eapon, Le eAoYEPT aydmn Yo TO
Xp1o16, Kt 0 avtimpoocmnog Tov Xpiotov, o Ildmag, dev kataAaPaiver timota, o€
vidOel Tov yploTiavikd £pmta Tov Ypdetnke kol to kotadikdlel!’(Kazantzaki 1977:

613).
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The duty that Kazantzakis feels towards his ancestors and which seems to
have marked his life and course of action is also highlighted in Eleni’s biography.
His task is to honour Greece and especially Crete where he comes from through his
works; he takes great pride in having been born a Greek and the intellectual
superiority of Greece, which at the same time creates responsibility, is highlighted
even in his very last letters: ‘[Ipénet, aAnfeia, va ‘poote TEPHPAVOL Y10 T COUTTMOOT)
avt va yevvnBoovpe ‘EAnvec. Kot cuvdpa va vioBovpe, kdbe otypn, oe kabe pog
AMdyo, oe «kdBe ypouun Kot oOTiY0O WOV YpAPOVUE, TOG EYOLUE  UEYAAN

evbvvn’(Kazantzaki 1977: 558).

By this point it has become quite apparent that for Eleni Kazantzakis had
every possible human virtue, every desirable quality and that anyone who disliked any
characteristic of her husband’s personality, just did not love him or failed to perceive

his high idealism.

But does Eleni always manage to provide an objective enough account of her
husband’s life through such a description? Judging by her own words, Eleni intends to
be as detached and neutral as possible. As she affirms, ‘Aev mpoonabd va Eouniidcm
TOV dACKAAO KOl GUVIPOPO Hov. M1te va tov povpicm. Agv NTov Tavto €0KOAO V’
avamvéelg v mopopévn avaco tov’ (Kazantzaki 1977: 354). Nevertheless,
throughout her book, Eleni appears as an affectionate and compassionate partner and
wife, always there to stand by the side of her husband and support him rather than as
an objective observer of his life; she justifies him in almost every matter and her
admiration reaches the point of considering him some sort of a wise saint full of
patience and endurance, loyal to his principles, beliefs and values, consistently trying
to fulfil a superior goal. Moreover, she believes that she has gained maturity by

sharing her life with this man. As she admits, ‘Aydnnca avtoév 10 YaprtOUEVO GOPO
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avopa kol vouilo mog wpipaca dimAa tov, 660 pOv TO emETpeme M VoM HOV’
(Kazantzaki 1977: 354). At this point one could make an association: Eleni, as already
mentioned, was much younger than Kazantzakis and she admittedly admired him. The
fact that her father'® died when she was still very young might well have resulted in

her seeking a paternal figure as a role model in Kazantzakis.

In her attempt to achieve detachment, Eleni makes use of documentary
material concerning her husband such as his own letters. Those written sources,
however, are not presented in their complete, ‘uncensored’ form; on the contrary, the
reader is confined to carefully chosen, limited parts of them. As Farinou-Malamatari
also notices, Eleni cuts anything of a private or practical character, thus choosing to
project the public and official element over the everyday, which adds to the image of
a grand figure and uncompromising man, as the title of her book suggests, and she
adopts more or less intentionally a vague, omissive, literary style of writing - maybe
in an attempt to imitate Kazantzakis’ own language and style -, which adds to the

mystery concerning their private life (Farinou-Malamatari 2008: 14-5).

Eleni seems to adopt the ‘orthodox Victorian position that some facets of a
man’s life are nobody’s concerns but their own’ (Altick 1965: 169). As Altick points
out, ‘where the truth was unpleasant - where it would shed discredit upon the subject
himself, or irritate the reader’s sensibilities - it had to be suppressed, or glossed over
with elaborate circumlocution, or, if worse came to worst, admitted and then

eloquently (and, if necessary, sophistically) extenuated’ (Altick 1965: 152).

In other words, being the authorized biographer of Kazantzakis, Eleni finds

herself busy with the care of her husband’s figure and - above all - his reputation. She

18 Eleni’s father was Konstantinos Samios, a Professor at the National Technical University, Greece
(Kazantzaki 1977: 23).
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is well aware that his fame will revive in public consciousness and therefore, in order
to establish or further preserve the respectability of this grand intellectual, she
dedicates herself to putting forward the best possible picture of her husband, even to
the point of hagiography: ‘Kpvon téon yu’ ayocvvn; Ilog va eénynoet kaveig
ocvuvnBeld Tov v’ aenvel aydyyvota va tov yeaovve;’ (Kazantzaki 1977: 463). The fact
that Eleni tends to project a divinized figure of Kazantzakis is also shown in another
paper of hers (Kazantzaki 1983: 50) in which she refers to the dermatitis from which
he suffered in 1922 while in Vienna. Women were very beautiful and tempting there,
she points out, and Kazantzakis’ body was struggling with his intellect so as to keep
away from them. Eleni refers to the well-known psychoanalyst Dr Steckel’s diagnosis
of this ‘illness as a “sexuality mask” occurring very seldom and happening almost
only to some ascetics’ (Kazantzaki 1983: 50). As a result, through her narrative,
discretion is preserved; no inappropriate or very personal revelations are made and at

the same time Kazantzakis’ name and honour are defended.

With her biography Eleni was also providing a model for virtuous behaviour
and/or spiritual aspirations. Biographies of this kind (cf. also Zorba the Greek or Saint
Francis) are structured in such a manner as to meet the aims of ‘monumentalizing, i.e.
venerating (synchronically) and of perpetuating (diachronically) the memory of an
elder or a teacher’ (Farinou-Malamatari 1998: 28). The case reminds us also of the
practice in nineteenth-century biography according to which the biographer would
even sacrifice historical realism to the requirements of the subject’s ideal portrait,
since the time’s ‘commemorative urge was, as always in hagiography, inseparable
from the didactic: the biographer dedicated himself not merely to honoring a luminous
memory, but also to turning his subject’s character and achievements into an

exemplum’ (Altick 1965: 147). The notion that a depiction of an exemplary life could
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serve as a precious lesson for others had also been impressed upon Maurois who
actually ‘considered that one of the vital functions of biography was to convey to
large numbers of readers some of the loftiest examples of human achievements,
examples which he hoped would motivate others to live better lives’ (Kolbert 1967:

50).

Nowadays, composing a biography with Victorian discretion - or even
hypocrisy - may sound unthinkable. As Lee points out, contemporary readers of
Western biography generally feel that there should be no censorship or idealization,
attributing great value to its honesty and its ‘thorough-going investigativeness’ (Lee
2009: 9). On the other hand, it is held that a biography written to inspire new
generations through their example ‘does honor to any age, and to disparage it simply
because it often is bad history is to depreciate its motives and its influence for good’

(Altick 1965: 148).

Therefore, the illusion of intimacy that should be developed between the
subject and the reader is broken due to Eleni’s cautious selectivity and careful
arrangement of his correspondence. It could be considered axiomatic that the letters of
a man contain his life; that, indeed, a reproduction of them constitutes the most honest
record of his life that we can become acquainted with (cf. Altick 1965: 193-5). But
thanks to Eleni’s intervention and control over Kazantzakis’ letters, no particular (let
alone inappropriate) revelation is made and therefore a candid portrait of the subject is
not achieved. She seemed on the contrary to adopt the ‘critical doctrine that the poet
and the man were separable, the one open to, the other exempt from, public curiosity’
(Altick 1965: 154). And as Thomas Carlyle put it, ‘rich as we are in biography, a

well-written life is almost as rare as a well-spent one’ (cited in Altick 1965: 185).
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Eleni’s method of composing her husband’s biography is therefore rather
biased, exaggerated, uncritical and therefore does not assess her subject’s qualities
realistically, since she is too strongly influenced by her feelings. Things are presented
in an idealized, embellished fashion and harmoniously assembled to constitute the
myth of the uncompromising Kazantzakis. Yet all this ‘harmony’ and cautiousness in
the presentation of the material eventually fails to provide either an objective or even
a convincing account of the writer’s life. A characteristic example of this treatment
can be seen in the following: ‘[...] t6col GvBpwmot pionoav tov Niko pe 1060 TaH0G
[...] ywrti timota, xopd avamodid dev Katdeepve vo OPpdoel TV Yoy Tov.
Avepndoaptoc, elebBepog MOAMOPKNUEVOG, KATAPEPVE VO OTEKEL 0pBOG Kot TEMKA,
VoTEPA OO GUVIOUOV ay®dva, Vo, YeEAGEL amdAvTa AvTtpouévoc-Aevtepog! [...] Ztig
kpioyeg mpeg NEepe va Ppickel 10 6OOTO AOYO, TOV TOGO OMPOGOOKNTO, [...], va
KAVEL TN GOOTN YEPOVOia, TO 6®OTO YAdL OV € aPOTAMie. Alynote, Néepe v’
aALGlel Kot To Mo TPAoTLYO PETAALO Kol va To kdvel xpvoder (Kazantzaki 1977:
317). Besides, she herself admits that she could not help being angry at the
accusations made against her husband, especially when these concerned his wish to be
nominated for the Nobel Prize: ‘Ey® 01dfala dhec avtéc Tic kaxieg kot Bopuwva’
(Kazantzaki 1977: 543), and refers to the English writer Colin Wilson’s book The
Strength to Dream (1962) in which he argues that if Kazantzakis had written in
Russian or his last name had been Kazantzovski, he would definitely have been more
widely accepted and admired (Kazantzaki 1977: 543-4). As regards the genre of
biography, it has to be mentioned, however, that this was not Eleni’s first biography;

she was familiar with the genre since she had composed a biography of Gandhi'’.

' Eleni Samios. La sainte vie de Mahatma Gandhi, Paris 1934. She also provided a study on Panait
Istrati: Eleni Samios. La verdadera tragedia de Panait Istrati, Sandiago 1938. Among her other
writings is a travel book on China: China, a Short Journey in the Big Country (n.d.).
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Regarding Eleni’s biography, Farinou-Malamatari points out the importance
that Eleni attributes to the very last moments of Kazantzakis’ life, the death-bed scene
and the blessing he gave her; more specifically, Eleni asks him for his blessing a few
minutes before he dies and there follows a laying on of hands. In this way, Eleni
evolves from Kazantzakis’ confidant in his lifetime to an ‘ordained’ missionary of the
great man after his death, continuing the path that he had marked out and dedicating

herself to the spreading of his work (Farinou-Malamatari 2008: 16-8).

In my attempt to check the objectivity of Eleni’s account of Kazantzakis I
compared her version of events with other sources which dealt with the same subject
(mainly Prevelakis). The conclusion I have reached is that Eleni is not lying or
falsifying facts (e.g. about Kazantzakis’ travels and his impressions en route or his
religious/political/philosophical points of view); it seems that Kazantzakis shared his
views in the same way and on the same matters both with Eleni and Prevelakis
through his letters. Subsequently, what seems to undermine her reliability is the fact
that she tends to exaggerate the positive side of her subject and to ‘demonstrate the
dignity of the subject through the excellence of his work’ (Mendelson 1978: 19), even
by interfering with his own records, avoiding, unlike Galateia in her fictional
biography, any reference to the way he would treat practical matters as a partner,

husband or housemate, things which could possibly harm his public image.

At this point it has to be mentioned that finding reviews of Eleni’s biography,
which comment on the reliability and objectivity of her version, has not been an easy
task. At the end of the 1998 edition, which is an accurate reprinting of the 1977 one,
Patroklos Stavrou indicatively refers to the outstanding impression that her biography
had made in France, UK, USA, Germany and Spain. He cites dithyrambic reviews

from the French newspapers Le Monde (23.11.1968), Nouvelles Littéraires
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(7.1.1968), as well as from the Tribune de Geneve (18.3.1968), the Tokyo newspaper
The Japan Times (30.10.1968), the Swiss Le Peuple (28.2.1969) and the German
Tages Anzeiger (October 1972). In all of them the tribute that Eleni has paid to her
husband’s memory is acknowledged and praised; according to these critics, it seems
that we, as mere readers, should be deeply indebted to this lady who - through this
book - has managed to set before us this intellectual giant, helping us further penetrate
his life and work. In other words, Eleni’s biography was regarded at an international

level as a work equivalent in value to the great man and writer Kazantzakis.

In particular as far as the Le Monde review was concerned, it is highly
favourable towards - if not eulogistic of - Eleni’s biography, even finding that its title
in French Le Dissident is in full agreement with the content of Kazantzakis’ life, as
presented through his chosen published correspondence: ‘on trouvera en tout cas dans
le choix publié¢ par sa femme une émouvante confirmation de cette liberté¢ de pensée,
de cette ferveur du coeur et aussi de cette intrasigeance morale dont Kazantzakis fit
preuve toute sa vie. Le titre exprime a merveille ce que fut le voyageur, le penseur,
I’écrivain et I’ami a travers toute sa vie : un homme en perpétuelle dissidence contre
les injustices, les hypocrisies, les lachetés, les compromissions, dont tant d’autres,

autour de lui, se sont accommodés’ (Lacarriére 1968 : 4)*° .

In conclusion, Eleni depicts Kazantzakis as a writer/man with a number of
positive qualities. Her role is that of a devoted wife who looks back with delight - and
maybe adoration - at the moments she spent with a grand intellectual; she feels

blessed to have shared her life with such a special person and is deeply saddened by

20 Unfortunately T have not been able to check the rest of the reviews cited by Stavrou in the
newspapers they were originally published because in Birmingham University Library no hard or
online copies of these newspapers are available. I was only able to find a microfilm copy of Le
Monde’s review of Eleni’s book.
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his death. Moreover, it is well known that she had been an invaluable assistant to
Kazantzakis, as she would work tirelessly in order to promote his work

internationally.

In her eyes Kazantzakis is uncompromising (as the title of her book suggests),
an idealist, someone exceptional and certainly beyond the ordinary. However, only
once in her (anything but short) book does Eleni attach the attribute ‘acopfipoactog’
to him (Kazantzaki 1977: 442). This quality, though, is not sufficiently justified with
arguments. Even if Kazantzakis’ philosophy of life might have been represented as
such (i.e. uncompromising), he himself in real life is portrayed as wishing to succeed
in terms that his father/society would understand, even to the point of excessive
ambition. Moreover, it seems more convincing and appropriate that a ‘genuinely
uncompromising’ person should feel satisfied merely by serving a wider human or
worthy cause; gaining recognition for this service would be welcome but definitely
not sought for. Of course, Kazantzakis’ work deserved and achieved worldwide
acknowledgement, but in addition immense effort (involving pain, energy and time)
was taken by Kazantzakis and his two wives - especially Eleni - to ensure that he

became famous.

As mentioned above, Eleni’s biography lacks objectivity and detachment: It is
indeed based on Kazantzakis’ letters, as the title of the book suggests, which are
nevertheless not presented in their full form (nor are they - to the best of my
knowledge - anywhere publicly available or accessible, unlike the letters belonging to
Galateia who eagerly put them at the disposal of the Kazantzakis museum), which
makes the reliability of this biography all the more suspect. Eleni takes the liberty of
revising or cutting wherever prudent and in general manipulates his documents before

publishing them, thus not letting the man speak for himself. Alexiou also mentions an
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incident when she asked for access to Kazantzakis’ personal records and Eleni refused

to give her even one of Kazantzakis’ letters (Alexiou 2004: 116).

Eleni covers a number of facets of her husband’s personality such as his
character, his job, his attitude towards politics, religion, homeland etc. but all in a
very brief way. No specific mention is made of his attitude to women which might
suggest that he was a misogynist. On the contrary, it appears that Kazantzakis tended
to be influenced by certain women in his life (such as Rachel Lipstein) or admired
them. In general, Eleni provides us with a descriptive rather than critical biography of
her husband (even though she was a writer and a journalist herself), staying loyal to

the ‘mission’ she was assigned by this notable person.

CONCLUSION

In this dissertation I have examined four biographies of Kazantzakis written

by women and after comparing them I have reached the following conclusions.

As regards the criteria established in the introduction, according to which the
objectivity of a biography can be judged, it turns out that in terms of personal
detachment, both from an ideological and emotional point of view, Alexiou’s
biography is probably the most objective one; as his wives, both Galateia and Eleni
were involved in the life of Kazantzakis, which unavoidably - if not obviously -
generates a degree of either negative or positive engagement, while Zografou is

influenced by her leftist and feminist ideologies in her approach to the subject.
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In terms of the best research and documentation, though Eleni’s biography
might have claimed the first place since she insists that her biography is based on the
subject’s most intimate records - namely the most immediate and reliable sources one
could have - she ends up giving the reader merely an illusion of intimacy, as she
intervenes by cutting whole sections of the letters. Galateia is writing fiction, and
consequently of Alexiou and Zografou it is rather the latter’s biography which should
get the credit for best research and documentation because she is the only one of the
four (or rather of the three since Galateia is writing fiction) to have formed a concrete,
critical and insightful opinion on her subject and to follow a clear, coherent and

consistent line of argument which supports her view on Kazantzakis as a ‘tragic’ man.

Lastly, Alexiou’s biography can be deemed the most rounded: she approaches
Kazantzakis from multiple perspectives (e.g. from her own point of view and her
sister’s close relationship with him starting from a young age and continuing in
maturity, as a man, particularly as a writer, as a political and/or religious figure etc)
and not merely through the prism of his relationship with his father and based
exclusively on his writings, as is the case with Zografou. Eleni tends to focus on
Kazantzakis as a writer (indeed as a great intellectual) whereas Galateia is concerned
with him as a man and a writer (i.e. still not covering as many sides of his personality

as her sister) and she does this through the genre of fiction.

Taking an overall view of all four biographies, it seems to me that they
can be divided into two groups in terms of their similarities in the way they approach
their subject. In the first group are Galateia and Zografou, who believe that
Kazantzakis as a writer is not identified with Kazantzakis the man. Both are
judgmental of his works, which they present as rather dépassé with nothing new to

offer, especially as regards the role models which society really needs. On the
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contrary, both biographies present Kazantzakis as constantly repeating himself and
things already uttered before him by others. Finally, both these biographies are - by
comparison with the other two - quite coherent, attempting to demonstrate what they
have announced in the titles of their respective books (i.e. Kazantzakis was a

superman or a tragic man).

Alexiou and Eleni’s biographies belong in the second group. They have many
similarities even as regards their content. Apart from the numerous small chapters
they each have, they both provide the reader with photos, documents, letters, speeches
and in general with personal records concerning the subject. In addition, both Alexiou
and Eleni tend to believe that Kazantzakis’ life and work were in total harmony, and
both writers have a rather positive approach to him and avoid being judgmental.
Nevertheless, for the most part, both women are more descriptive than critical and
analytical, not strictly sticking to or being able to demonstrate what they have
announced in the titles of their biographies: neither greatness as a result of destiny nor
non-compromise are critically examined and/or proved as characteristics of the
subject. However, the close relationship which each one had with the subject (as was
the case with Galateia of course) and which they share with the reader certainly gives
them a considerable degree of intimacy and some ‘valuable’ information, even if in

practice this is useless and concerns mundane details of his everyday life.

As regards Kazantzakis and misogyny, even if this indictment has been made
by some, none of the biographies demonstrate it to any extent in practice. To begin
with, Eleni makes no reference to misogyny whatsoever; the fact, however, that
Kazantzakis addressed her in the formal, plural vocative form clearly suggests a
degree of distance in a relationship between a man and woman, especially a husband

and wife. Galateia does not mention anything which could be seen as misogynistic in
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her husband’s treatment of her; she does point out though that Kazantzakis was not
sufficiently supportive (mostly in emotional terms) or compassionate enough towards

her, always placing his own needs first.

In her intuitive biography based exclusively on the subject’s writings,
Zografou concludes that Kazantzakis had misogynistic views, but she does not
provide adequate proof in support of her thesis by referring to enough of his works in
detail and is rather biased and influenced by her own feminist, liberal and leftist
convictions. Alexiou also appears to consider that Kazantzakis' ideas were
misogynistic but again, as in the case of Zografou, she does not provide sufficient
documentation to support her view but tends to make generalized declarations and
superficial references to a limited number of his writings. Even the incidents to which
she refers (e.g. when Kazantzakis left Galateia home alone suffering from
neurastheneia and travelled abroad, or when he demanded that Eleni answer the phone
while she was busy and he was not) do not suggest misogyny in its wider sense (i.e.

humiliation, verbal or physical violence) but rather indifference and selfishness.

But also, after having examined four of his major and most widely read
novels, it does not seem to me that Kazantzakis portrays women in a misogynistic
way. Of course, he may not have a very high opinion of their nature or mentality, thus
rendering them subordinate, and may consider them (especially the group of femmes
fatales) merely as temptations for men, who are thus ‘required’ to kill them at the end
of each novel so that they can commit themselves undisturbed to their sacred
assignments. But still in my view the fact that the male characters in Kazantzakis’
fiction are depicted as attributing such value to women, allowing themselves to be
distracted by the latter, rather implies that these women are actually highly valued: the

extreme way (i.e. murder) in which men react, due to their repressed sexuality which
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has caused them serious mental breakdowns and anxieties, could be interpreted as the
result of the extreme power that women appear to have over men and their
psychology. Thus in no sense is their power devalued nor is it denied that they ‘need’
to be murdered - the only possible way in which men, the ‘stronger’ sex, could deal

with them.
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