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ABSTRACT

The aim of this thesis is to examine Psycharis’s Greek novels by focusing on
his modes of writing and the ideas manifested in them.

Psycharis saw his role as that of an intellectual aiming to reform Greek culture
and he fought consistently for the establishment of the demotic — as he understood it —
as the language of literature. Yet his novels serve as a filter not only for his views on
language and literature, but also for other social and philosophical issues of relevance
to his time, and even to contemporary readers.

I have defined three major arcas for examination: the didacticism of the
novels, expressed in the themes and in the narrative techniques employed by the
author; the overall recurring cultural views presented in them, and the preoccupation
with the importance of fiction, the role of literature and of the prose writer.

The novels will be examined in chronological order and I shall address each of
the three major areas explained above in turn, emphasising the most prominent one in
each case. The objective of this thesis is to make Psycharis’s Greek novels better
known and to indicate the role that he played in the development of Modern Greek
prose and culture.
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INTRODUCTION

This thesis will examine Yannis Psycharis’s Greek novels with the aim of
exploring their didacticism and presenting the author’s views on language, literature,
and other social and philosophical issues. Psycharis was a charismatic ‘man of letters’
of his era, well informed about scientific advances and cultural developments in
Europe, who saw his role as that of an intellectual aiming to reform Greek culture. He
considered his novels a means to promote his views on Greek society and he placed
great importance on the function of writing literature, so that this activity is often
reflected in the texts themselves, implicitly or explicitly, giving them their self-
referential aspect. 1 shall also examine this aspect in my thesis and discuss to what
extent it enhances the novels’ didacticism. I will include a discussion of the French
novels only where an identical narrative or a recurring point in both Greek and French
novels needs to be addressed.

Psycharis was a prolific writer, whose work covers about half a century and
addresses two different readerships, the Greek and the French. His novels reflect his
experiences and ambivalent sentiments as a Greek of the Diaspora, living and
working in Paris, and in particular, his two-fold role as a linguist and as a writer of
fiction. As pointed out by Golfis in his review in Noumas, after the author’s death:
“IAlv xaveic efetdon OA0 10 OLYYPAPIKO TOL £pyo, To Yorhikd Tov PiPiic.
EMOTNUOVIKG, QIAOLOYIK(A, AOYOTEXVIK(, GULALOYEC OTiY®WV OE YOAAMIK( KOl 1TOAIKT

YAOGO®, P KatdrAnEn o otadn eumpdc oo peydho Tov dyko” (1929, 787: 20).

'"Where | give a quotation from a newspaper or journal, 1 will give the year of publication, and then the
issue number (when there is one) or the exact date, followed by page number. A point to keep in mind
is that Psycharis’s spelling is idiosyncratic; 1 have left the quotations in their original spelling but for
technical reasons I used the monotonic system.

All other passages in Greek are also in monotonic except the quoted passages in Ancient Greek where |
have kept traditional breathings and accents.



The period in Psycharis’s career studied in this thesis takes as starting point the
date of publication of 7o Talid: uov in 1888, his first fictional work, and ends with
his death in 1929. Thus the study covers the period 1888 to 1929, which includes all
of his fiction writing and the publication of the novels. However, as far as I know, all
Psycharis’s Greek novels were written during the years 1888 to 1914.% Yet the author
continued writing in French and he even published the French version of his novel
Zwn ki Ayamn otn Movadid (1904) in 1922 with the title Le Solitaire du Pacifique.
The two novellas Ta dvo Tpiavragpvila tov Xapov were published in serial form in
Noumas in 1921, even though they were written much earlier, in 1899 (see below and
Chapter Six). The novel Le Crime de Lazarina (1926) is the last extensive fictional
work published by the author in either Greek or French. Towards the end of his life
Psycharis wrote some short plays of no great aesthetic value but it is significant that
he continued writing throughout his life.

Apart from his literary work in Greek and in French, Psycharis wrote critical
essays and studies on other writers, poems, plays and short stories. Furthermore, most
of the author’s views about literature are expressed both in his essays and in his
creative work, blurring the distinction between critical and fictional discourse. It is
important for methodological reasons to point out that any attempt to include all the
different aspects of the author’s work would result in a superficial analysis, hindering

an understanding of its meaning and value. Therefore, since Psycharis’s central ideas

*The publication of 7o Taidt pov in 1888 was a landmark for the Greek ‘language question’, for Greek
literature, and for the author’s aims as a literary writer. It revealed the author’s ambitions for the
development of Greek culture and it was never surpassed by his subsequent literary work. As Glinos
points out in the introduction to the second edition of the novel Ayvy, even if Psycharis had never
written anything else after 7o Taiét uov, his fame and significance for Greek literature would have
been assured (Glinos 1930; 29-30).

* Psycharis finished writing in 1914 the unpublished novel H Nikn tov ITévov kai e Apémng, to which
I will refer in Chapter Six of this thesis.



concerned a reform of Greek language and literature, I shall concentrate on the
manifestation of these ideas in his Greek novels.

This thesis examines Psycharis’s published Greek novels and analyses briefly
the unpublished novel H Nikn tov ITovov kai s Ayamng (kept in the Benaki Library,
as manuscript no. 18677). It must be mentioned, however, that it is difficult to be
conclusive about Psycharis’s unpublished fictional output. For example,
announcements on the covers of his books for future publications were not always
reliable but gave suggestions of what the author wanted to do, an indication of his
expansive personality. Rigas Golfis in his article in Noumas written after the author’s
death: “O Yvoyapnc: n Zon, to Pavépopa kat to ‘Epyo tov”, mentions an unpublished
historical novel and other literary texts: *“ Ma peydio pépog tov £pyon Tov £xgt peivet
atomwto, xubbg o ‘Aryeviic Axpitag’ Snpotikd, 1otopikd puhotépnue, 1
‘Tpappoatikn’ o emotpovikd épyo ™ (ong Tov, Kot Ghia 1aQopa LOYOTEYVIKG,
nov Ba TvnmBovve amd tov ekdoTikd oiko Tov EAgvtepovdaxm, exympnpévae ¢° avtov
amd 1o cvyypagéa” (1929, 787: 19). Psycharis also refers to some of his unpublished
poetry kept in manuscript form in his library (subsequently donated to Emmanuel
Benakis) in Zolotas 1928: 840 & 841n. The unpublished novel H Nixn tov [lovov xou
¢ Ayamng raises therefore, the question of whether there is still more literary
material that has yet to be discovered.

One of the problems encountered in this study has been the lack of a
comprehensive and accurate bibliography of all of the author’s work. Furthermore,
what makes an examination of the author’s literary work difficult is the absence of a
critical edition of all his fiction, a problem aggravated by the state of the author’s
library in the Benaki Library. While there can be no doubt as to the excellent

intentions of all the library’s employees, the catalogues need to be updated



electronically. There is scope for better preservation of the manuscripts and other
valuable material, and even the fear that some texts may have been lost. For
information regarding publication details which I was not able to corroborate
personally, I rely on the work of other scholars such as Kriaras’s book on Psycharis
(1981), and Constandoulaki-Chantzou’s unpublished doctoral thesis on Psycharis’s
French novels (1981). The anonymous bibliography in the periodical Neoellinikos
Logos (1980, 27: 116-125) is useful but contains some inaccuracies, and the more
accurate bibliography by Valetas in Nea Estia (1980, 107 (1260-61): 106-29) is not
conclusive.' Useful information is also provided in Moser 1988 regarding critical
studies reviewing Psycharis’s work, though with some inaccuracies in the dates.
Despite the problems encountered, however, the analysis of Psycharis’s novels and
other texts, offers many possibilities, which are certainly not exhausted in the present

thesis.

Psycharis was born in 1854 in Odessa, to a multilingual, cosmopolitan family
speaking Russian, French, and the formal Greek (katharevousa) of his time (Kriaras
1981: 32). His mother died when he was still a baby and he moved to live with his
maternal grandmother in Marseille and then to Paris. He spent some of his childhood
years (from six to nine years of age), however, in Constantinople and it was there that
he learned to speak Greek from the servants in his house (Psichari 1930: 1262-3). His
schooling took place in Paris though, where he was taught Ancient Greek and Latin,
and he read in particular the Latin philosopher and tragedian Seneca whose notion of

‘hard work’, influenced his aspirations (Kriaras 1981: 35). Psycharis’s first academic

'See also Valetas's ‘Kprrioypagio® in Aiolika Grammata (1979, 9 (53): 298-315). Mastrodimitris
mentions a French bibliography by Germaine Rouillard. “Notice Biographique et Bibliographique de
Jean Psichari. Imprimerie Administrative, Melun 1930 (1983: 283).



interests revolved around Latin literature, and he often mentioned his Latin teacher,
Eugene Benoist, whose lessons he took in order to prepare for his ‘agrégation’, and
with whose encouragement he published his first work, the edition of Terence’s
Adelphi in 1881 (ibid: 37).

In 1882 Psycharis also met Gaston Paris and Ernest Renan.” It was in particular
his meeting with Renan that would help him find his destiny in work and in life, as he
married Renan’s eldest daughter, Noémi, shortly after. He had four children with
Noémi: Ernest (1883), Henrictte (1884), Michel (1887), and Cornélie (1893).
However, in 1913 he divorced Noémi and married Iréne Baume (see Tomadakis’s
introduction in Psycharis 1991: 11). According to Kriaras, Renan was to give him the
incentive and the impetus to develop his true capabilities (op.cit.: 62). He would direct
Psycharis’s interests away from French classicism towards something completely new
and unexplored, the field of Modern Greek literature. This was to open to him a very
fertile area for exploration.ﬁ Furthermore, one of Renan’s concerns in his own work,
the reconciling of ‘science’ with ‘poetry” was to become a recurring theme in
Psycharis’s work as well.” As Psycharis explained in 1925, in his book on Renan,

Ernest Renan: Jugements et Souvenirs:

Javais seulement, par I’effet du hasard, la bonne
fortune de commencer, de n’avoir pour ainsi
parler, pas de prédécesseur dans la grammaire
historique et surtout dans la prose littéraire vivante
de la Gréce moderne. J'avais eu la chance inouie
de tomber, a travers les siécles, sur le moment

*In dedicating Quelques Travaux de Linguistique, de Philologie, et de Littérature Helléniques, to his
teachers, he singles out Gaston Paris (1930, vol. 1 — although the prospective second volume did not
materialise).

SAs Psycharis explains in the preface of Quelques Travaux de Linguistique, de Philologie, et de
Littérature Helléniques: “Je me dirigeai du pas allégre [...] vers une terre plus inconnue que la terre
latine: c'était la terre natale, la terre maternelle, la divine Hellade, je ne parle pas seulement de
I"ancienne, mais surtout de la moderne” (Psichari 1930: i).

"This is a theme that the author analyses in his article “La Science et les Destinées Nouvelles de la
Poésie”, Nouvelle Revue (1884, 26: 790-818).



précis ou il y avait encore une langue, une grande
langue — le grec — a fixer sous sa forme littéraire.
Je devenais une date. J'étais donc ainsi sur de
durer, ne fut-ce qu’a titre de document. Dans mes
réves de chaire de littérature frangaise, de romans
francais annuels, je n’aurais jamais été qu’une
faible unité entre plusieurs milliers d’autres. Les
romans que je devais faire, je les fis en grec
moderne, et ce furent les premiers exécutés dans le
grec vivant de nos jours, tels, pour ne citer que
mes adaptations frangaises, Jalousie, Le Réve de
Yanniri, Le Solitaire du Pacifique, etc., etc. Mes
études philosophiques sur Boileau et les
Grotesques, je les remplagai par I’étude des
origines historiques du grec moderne. Malgré tout,
¢’était plus neuf [...] je renongais avec une grande
aisance aux succes parisiens, si ¢phémeres; je me
sentais naitre au ceeur une  pérennité
mathématique. Mon ceuvre grecque qui est
grecque profondément, tout en étant, par son fond
de culture, profondément frangaise, c’est tout de
méme un lot qui n’est pas celui de tout le monde.
Vive I'Hellade et vive la Gaule! (Psichari 1925a:
246-7).

Thanks to the encouragement of his father-in-law, and his own experience, Psycharis
understood the importance of the language of ordinary people and believed that the
time had come for Greek literature to be written in that language. In 1885, he was
appointed Maitre de Conférences in the Ecole Pratique des Hautes Ftudes, in the
Chair of Medieval and Modern Greek literature. A year later in 1886, Psycharis left
Paris on his first journey to Greece — one of the few times he left what was by now
his home city - to conduct linguistic research, and this journey which included visits
to Constantinople, Chios and Athens, was the inspiration for the narrative 7o Tucior
wov (1888). In 1904, he succeeded Legrand in the Ecole des Langues Orientales
Vivantes, where all his own teachers had taught: Renan, Taine, Egger, Havet, Gaston
Paris (Constandoulaki-Chantzou 1981: 69-70).

Even before conducting his linguistic research in Greece, and providing an

example of the demotic in prose with 7o Tacior uov, the author had expressed his



views on Greek language and literature in his Essais de Grammaire Historigue Néo-
Grecque I and 11, 1886-1889, where he recorded his vision of a prose work which

would pave the way for Modern Greek writers:

[...] la langue moderne® [...] devrait étre enfin franchement
parlée et écrite. Puisse ce voeu trouver en Gréce quelque
écho! On croit, en général, arriver a I'unité dans le style et a
la création d’une langue littéraire commune a tous les Grecs,
en se servant de la langue ancienne, plus ou moins mélangée
de formes modernes. C’est une erreur. Tant qu’on n’aura pas
résolument pris le parti décrire la langue faussement appelée
vulgaire ou populaire, I'unité que I'on réve ne sera jamais
réalisée; une norme manquera toujours et la porte restera
continuellement ouverte a ['arbitraire et a la fantaisie
individuelle (1886: XVIII, the emphasis as it is in the text).

It was precisely this vision and the hope of a new Greek literature that sustained his
work throughout his life. His aim was to enrich the Greek literature of his time with
prose texts written in the demotic — the language of people used in everyday
conversation — and to encourage other writers to follow suit. Furthermore, his aim
was to establish the demotic as a national language in Greece, giving people an added
sense of national consciousness. As Alexandros Argyriou had aptly remarked in his
article about the significance of To Taciot uov: “*Me “To Ta&id pov’ Yo Tpd™ Popd
(x1 evod eixe ayvonBel o £ykaipo mopaderypo Tov LoAmpov) Eumaive To TPOPANpa ™g
ebvikiic  yAbooag ot omotég  Pdoelg, ouvodevopevo Oyt UOVO  HE  pua
EMYEPNUATOAOYIC GAAG KOl HE TN CUYKEKPIUEVT] EQOUPHOYT TNG, 1] OMOin PavEPLVE
Kt Tig SuvatdTTeg pag £101 Wopévng yYAwooikrg avtinyng” (1980: 2).

Belonging, as he did, to two different countries, with different cultures, social

and linguistic contexts, Psycharis made use of both cultures and tried to leave his

¥Psycharis defines demotic as a ‘modern’ language, sometimes referred to — erroneously according to
the author — as ‘vulgar’ or ‘popular’.



mark as a literary writer. However, his main ambition was to be distinguished as a
Greek prose writer. This was not only because he wanted to promote the language of
ordinary people in Greek prose but also because he felt that there was scope for him
to contribute to the development of Modern Greek literature, as opposed to French
literature, where he claimed that all the ‘places’ of prominence in the literary field
had already been taken: “les grandes places sont prises par Chateaubriand, Hugo,
Musset, Lamartine, Renan, Balzac — celui-ci beaucoup moins; car au fond Stendhal le
dépasse de maintes coudées, mais Stendhal est inconnu [...]" (see Constandulaki-
Chantzou 1981: 357). Moreover, as the author eloquently suggested: * [...] écrire en
grec, c’est tromper la mort, le moyen de survivre dans un pays de gloires
accummulées comme le nétre!” (Psichari 1895a: xiv).

[t was very difficult though to become an accomplished writer in either country.
A lot of the time, his inevitable dual stance and the fragmentation of his energy,
created problems for the reception of his work which was a source of bitterness to the
author (see Chapter Four of this thesis regarding the very ‘lukewarm” reception of
Tovepo tov Iavvipy, for example). Psycharis kept these doubts in his heart, which
must have had lasting repercussions, and he expressed ambivalence about his identity
retrospectively, through his character Andreas, who is his alter-ego in the novel 4yvs
(1913): “Ma, mopakai®d, yati aptog Poude, vo kovforndnke ot Opaykud; MNati
ToVAGY0TO, 0oV KovPuinbnke ma, va unv £inoe oa Ppaykog, vapewve YyoxoPada
10V Popdg; Anhadi) 00te cmotd Popd va tov ng dev taipale. O idog avikavovoe

va 1o tpoodiopion, Ppaykoc sivay, sivan Poputog” (Psycharis 1912-3: 17).°

*Psycharis’s work is full of contradictions, statements and aphorisms that are supported in one work
and denied in another.



1. The novels of Psycharis

As pointed out above, I have chosen to examine Psycharis’s Greek novels
because it is in these novels that we find expressed his ideas about Greece, the
language of the people, the literature that was written, and that according to him
should be written, and other important information about his efforts to define the
‘Greek character’.'” In other words, the novels tend to clarify the author’s own
identity and role in relation to the Greek people, as well as seeking to familiarise his
Greek readers with the scientific advances of his era.

The French novels, on the other hand, addressed a different cultural context and
had slightly different objectives.'' Even though some of his ideas regarding the Greek
language problem and the direction that Greek culture should take also appear in his
French works, there is not the same intensity and repetition as in the Greek texts. In
his French novels, Psycharis seems to have felt almost obliged to introduce the
French reading public to what Greek culture was all about. Thus in his novel Le Réve
de Yanniri (1897), he keeps citing proverbs learnt from the old housekeeper of his
family-home and from his relatives — as in the Greek text. In L 'Epreuve (1899) also,
the characters travel to Corfu and the narrator creates a picturesque description of the

island as if to advertise it to the French readers:

Elle est douce et riante, en effet, la belle ile de Corfou.
Ailleurs, dans les iles de cette méme mer lonienne, des sites
parfois plus sauvages, des rochers a pic, des monts abrupts,
des terres désolées par les convulsions sismiques, des places
désertes, et des maisons en ruine donnent au cceur qui

"As is pointed out, indicatively, in his unpublished Greek novel by the narrator: “Me mijpe avotpyiko.
Méoa pécu 6Tov £aptd Hov, otomePfodd Hov TNYE TO MATL POV Kot Katahdfove mwg epEve Tov 610
YUohoyovoe 0 adepeoc. Alla meEpoTOTIKG Kt (AAa mpdowna. AXA™ o Pwuog évag givar mavton™
(Psycharis 1914: 15).

"'Furthermore, as the author admitted, his first choice was to write Greek prose, and then French: “[...]
Jai pu étre et j’espére que je suis toujours poéte frangais, prosateur grec, puis prosateur frangais
encore, philologue et littérateur, professeur austére et conférencier mondain” (Psichari 1925b: 6).
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souffre je ne sais quelle consolation triste, lui marquent leur
sympathie, sont avec lui de connivence. A Corfou, tout est
paisible, heureux et vert [...] 1l semble que la le soleil, a
force de briller toujours, engourdisse sous ses rayons toutes
ces foréts qui s’étagent le long des collines. [...] 1] faisait
encore trés chaud a la fin d’octobre ou ils arrivérent, et cette
chaleur vaporeuse et lassée mettait un grand voile de
sommeil et d’oubli sur toutes choses (Psichari 1899b: 124-
25).

The author offers information to his readers in the same novel regarding the political
situation of the island, explaining when it had been ceded to the Greek state, unlike
the nearby mainland province of Epirus which was not yet liberated: “[...] [i]l y avait
trois ans a peine que Corfou, avec ses six soeurs, venait d’étre rendue a la Gréce, en
face de la triste Epire, qui ne connait pas encore la liberté” (127).

In French literature, Psycharis was following specific literary modes that were
set by other novelists; in Greek literature, he was the initiator — despite the fact that
the novels have left no trace in the Greek literary canon. In his French novels,
Psycharis followed the trends in psychological and social analysis, symbolism, and
the propagation of political and religious beliefs (Robinson 1988: 54). Let us examine
briefly the main points put forward in the French novels. In La Croyante (1899), the
author wanted to convey the atmosphere of questioning of moral and religious issues
that arose in French society during the period of the ‘Dreyfus Affair’." He linked the
turbulent climate of the period with specific religious concerns that were close to his
own way of thinking. Accordingly, he made the character Pierre Eyli — who is
probably based on Renan — reject the idea of religion as salvation and propose a more
tangible form of religion based on scientific credence and on human capabilities. As
is suggested by the character: “[dJu moment qu'un soupgon peut exister, il est plus

prudent de rejeter I'appui suspect. Quel mensonge ne finit point par apparaitre? La

"I will discuss the ‘Dreyfus Affair’ below and also in Chapter Four of this thesis.
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seule chose qui demeure, c’est 'univers et ce sont ses lois, I'homme et les lois
humaines. La donc est le salut™ (Psichari 1899a: 165).

In L’ Epreuve (1899), the author attempted a very careful psychological analysis
of his characters, trying to portray the behaviour of a father and the motives behind
his destruction of his daughter’s love affair. He defined the notion of paternal
obligation, and rendered successfully the theme of wasted love and youth: “Sa
jeunesse avait ét¢ immolée a un caprice, a une fantaisie. Et nul au monde ne pouvait
plus lui rendre ni sa jeunesse ni son amour™ (Psichari 1899b: 251). The ending of the
novel is similar to the ending of the novella Tov @duny ta Tpiavrapviia (1899)
(discussed in Chapter Six). The similarities with the Greek novella suggest that the
author had the same theme in his mind at that time.

In Seur Anselmine (1919) Psycharis inaugurated a new period in his literary
writing, more autobiographical and self-examining. This novel has similarities with
the Greek novel Ayvyy (1913), portraying the main character thinking about what he
had achieved up to that point and how circumstances had intervened, forcing his life
to take a specific direction. The tone was even more sombre than in the Greek novel,
though, not only because several years had passed in the interim but also because the
war had cost the author the lives of his two sons, and he was preparing
psychologically for his own ‘departure’. The author/narrator of the novel openly
addresses his dead elder son while presenting alongside his father-in-law, and
comparing their qualities and different beliefs of the two in the chapter entitled: “Les
Deux Ernest”. In invoking his son the tone is very sentimental and touching: “O cher
enfant, pour qui mon amour ne trouve point d’expression suffisante, 6 mon Ernest, je
ne mentirai certainement pas au fond de ma pensée — tu le sais, tois qui me connus —

mais ce me sera, dans ma douleur inconsolable, une volupté sans pareille de
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m’agenouiller devant Toi, de te servir de toute mon ame, de me conformer a ta pensée
[...]" (Psichari 1919: ]55).13 He confessed his faith to his dead son, whom he
sanctified, but it also seems he wanted to confess to readers, through his characters.
that he had tried to live his life with a frank, open attitude, staying faithful to his
principles even at the expense of his popularity: “En faisant son mea culpa, il
reconnait avoir eu un grand défaut: la vanité. Croyant détenir toujours la vérité, il
avait toujours exprimé son opinion sans ambages, particuliérement aux personnes
haut placées. Il n’avait jamais renoncé a ses principes” (229).

Psycharis’s subsequent novel in French, Typesses (1923), was a study of the
behaviour of the two sexes, an effort to understand how relations between couples
operate, and a description of the psychology of women. The author dedicated it to his
second wife and characterised it as “ roman de psychologie sexuelle™ in his dedication
(9, the emphasis as in the text). He repeated in this novel one of the themes he had
associated with the behaviour of women in the Greek novels Ta dvo Adéppia (1911)
and the unpublished /7 Nikny rov Iévov kou e Ayarns (1914): the idea that the
woman who truly loves would even help her man in his affairs with other women.
Certainly, understanding the psychology of women was one of the author’s favourite
preoccupations, and the female presence had a prominent role in all his novels, Greek
and French, either as an artistic or as an erotic image.

The last novel Le Crime de Lazarina (1926), was undoubtedly inspired by the
Asia Minor Disaster, although set in an earlier if equally poignant period of Greek
history, in 1897, suggesting the loss of an ideal that Psycharis had held close to his

heart since the writing of To Tacidt Mov: national unity and linguistic uniformity. In

B[ often refer to this two-fold position (author and narrator) in Psycharis’s novels because it is difficult
not to recognise the author in the narrative voice. Furthermore, as will be explained below, in some of
the novels the author identifies with one or more of his characters. There is also a partial identification
of the author with the readers, as in Ta dvo Tpiavrapuiia tov Xapoo, Chapter Six, and Apvy, Chapter
Eight.
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his last published novel, the author returned to favourite themes from his youth, and
implicitly promoted his own nationalistic stance and patriotic feelings.'* The author
used a variation on the Oedipus myth and the atmosphere around the time of the Fall
of Constantinople, to create an allegorical story that aimed to define the ‘Greek soul’
and the ‘Turkish soul’ respectively. He placed above the conflict, however, the
symbol of the child-poet, who chased the enemies away, an image which has some
resonance with the chasing of the Turks from Constantinople by the giant brother of
the narrator in 7o Tadior Mov: “Au méme instant, un chant qui fit tressaillir jusqu’aux
moelles les Turcs victorieux, un chant de guerre chanté de la voix la plus pure, la plus
chaude et la plus perlée, retentit des hautes fenétres du konak. C’était le doux poéte
enfant, ¢’était Constantin qui chantait ainsi [...]” (Psichari 1926: 255).

Psycharis also translated his novels Toveipo tov INavvipn (1897) and Zw#n ka
Ayamn otn Mova&ia (1904) into French as Le Réve de Yanniri (1897) and Le Solitaire
du Pacifique (1922) respectively, despite the difficulties inherent in the business of
translation, perhaps because he considered that their themes would be of interest to
both readerships."® As he explained in the prologue to his ‘Theater of Ideas’ regarding
the difficulties of translation:*Xto debtepo 10 pépog [tov Overpov tov Navvipn] |...]
KGOe op oV TAEL EVa TPOCOTO KATL VoL KT}, KGT varogacion |...] apyvael péca
ToV £va €id0g povOLOYO, OV e pIAEl M O WOMTAG Ha TO TPOGOTO TO 1610 [...] O

TPOMOG GPTOC LI VO POTAG KOL piot HOVaX0G oov vamokpiveosat, eitay iown iow o

"“As was pointed out by the narrator of To Taéid: Mov: “6,11 TOLEWG VoL KGN 0 GTPATOS Y10 T PUOIKE
ovopa, BEhel 1 YAGGoA v TO KU Yl Ta 6OVOPQ Ta VOEPG: TPENEL Kat Ta VO TOVG Vi TaV TOAD T10
paxpid, va népovy mibtepo 16mo” (Psycharis 1993: 201). Let us not forget the inscription the author
chose for his grave: “1 look across from my tomb at Asia until one day we go back to reclaim our *City’
(Constantinople)” (my translation).

" According to my research, Psycharis published Le Solitaire du Pacifique in 1922. Although Valetas’s
bibliographical references mention an edition of 1907, | was not able to verify this information by my
own research or from the references of other scholars. As mentioned in Constandoulaki-Chantzou’s
thesis, the newspaper Mercure de France was going to publish the French version of the novel Zwsj xi
Ayamn oty Movacia that Psycharis was translating then from the Greek, from 15" August to 15"
September 1921, before its publication in book form by the publishing house Albin Michel (1981:
257).



14

Tp6TOg 0 pwpaitkos. Na toHTo dev PrdPecH TOTE MOV VU PHETUPPAG® TO [ 1avvipy.
Zto yadhkd Oev £pyetan [...]” (Psycharis 1901: 40). It is significant, however, that
despite the differences in the mode of expression in the two languages, and contrary
to what one would expect from his proclamations that “writing in Greek offers more
possibilities whereas in French all the places of prominence had been taken” (as
mentioned above), the author wanted to make his work known to both readerships.
Apart from these two novels, Psycharis also wrote his short stories: Zovi (1891),"
O Mayoc (1892), O Movaagipnc (1892)", To Aayrviidt tov I'tyn (1911) in both
languages."®

Psycharis kept a few of the remarks pertaining to the Greek language question
and Greek society even in the French texts, where they also appear as digressions
from the main plot. For example, the French novella Jalousie (1891) also presents
some of the author’s views on the state of the Greek language and its literature: “Mais
ne me pousse pas toujours a prendre part a la lutte. J’avais jadis deux ou trois idées
sur notre jeune littérature; peut-&tre en aurais-je tiré quelque parti” (in Psichari 1893a:

315)."” Even though the reference is more condensed than in the Greek text Zoviia

"Published in Estia (1891, 12: 177-84 & 14: 209-15) and in Péda kar Mijia A" (Psycharis 1902b: 180-
221), the French Jalousie was published in Cadeau de Noces (Psichari 1893a: 233-319).

"Published in Estia (1892, 8: 113-15) and in Péda ke Miia A" (op. cit: 224-30), the French version
L Etranger was published in Cadeau de Noces (op. cit.: 217).

"Zoviia is translated as Jalousie; it appeared in Nouvelle Revue from 1* October to 1% November
1891, as is mentioned in its book form — it was printed in Paris, in 1892, only in one hundred copies
(see Psichari 1895b: 5). It appeared together with the French translation of O Moveapipyg,
'L 'Erranger ', and another French novella, ‘Cadeau de Noces', in Psycharis’s Cadeau de Noces, a book
comprising the three novellas entitled by the latter (see previous footnotes). L 'Etranger appeared as
well in the periodical Revue Blanche (1893b, 17: 190-96). O Mayoc is translated as Micropolis and
included in Autour de la Gréce (Psichari 1895a: 233-44). To Aayrviidr oo [dyn is translated as
L 'Anneau de Gyges: Trimythie. 1t is a typed text with some handwritten corrections by the author,
completed in 1920. The text is kept in the Benaki Library, no. 18145, and it has not been published.
The author mentions also in the prologue to his short stories: Zrov Toxio tov Hiatavov (1911) that he
had translated the story “Ta Tkoviapikie” into French, and that the same story was also translated into
English by a poetess called Amy Skovgaard-Pedersen (Psycharis 1911: 5-6). | was unable to locate
either text, as there is no specific mention of the journal or the dates of publication. However, there is a
Dutch translation of Psycharis’s short stories, dated [919, as mentioned in Stavropoulou’s
bibliographical references for translations of Modern Greek literary texts (Stavropoulou 1986: 231).
"%La lutte” refers to the linguistic debates of the period.
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(1891, 14: 214) the objectives are clearly the same, that is to present the linguistic
issue and his views to readers. Overall, we can say that in the French novels there is
the usual generalising tone that is characteristic of the ideological novel. They present
some similar ideas to the Greek ones; however, in the Greek novels the judgments are
more specific, and the generalisations more overt, which make the narratives more

clearly didactic.

2. The cultural context in Greece and in France and its impact on Psycharis’s
work (1888-1929)

The period in which Psycharis writes (from the end of the 1880s to the end of
the 1920s) was characterised by political controversies, tragic defeats in war, military
interventions and dictatorships, and the prominence of social and racial issues. Yet
this social reality was only partly reflected in his novels. His Greek fiction, in
particular the novels, does not follow any specific trend apart from aiming to create a
tradition of novels written in the demotic. In the author’s critical essays and in his
novels there is a frequent emphasis on the idea that modern Greek literature was in
need of development and therefore his own novels were paving the way: “[...| Exeurta
cvlhoyiomnke v EALGde mov Oy povo Tovg GTiXoVg £XEL AVAYKT), TOL £XE1 AVAYKT)
kot Ta eCd, mov £xer avaykm pa yhdooo™ (Psycharis 1907b: 10).

The main literary production in Greece at the time when Psycharis’s fiction
appeared was the ‘ethographic’ narrative, which typified behavioural characteristics

and geographical places that represented what was thought of as Greek.?” For a prose-

*As is pointed out by Moullas in the Sokolis Introduction: “[nfoypagia onpaivel] [ylevikdg perém
(kat meprypaot)) avBporivoy nBOV. Alypoviky 6TV ovsia TNg, 1 TEPLYPUPY] KLTY) ATOKTA 1S1UITEPO
Bapog, 6mwg cival endpevo, o€ ‘PEaMOTIKES’ emoyEs (6TMOV Ta MPWTEIR AVijKOLY GTNV TaPATHPTCN)
YOPIc TavTmE va yavel TV nowthio kat v moivedpwomtd " (1998: 168), and he continues by
defining the Greek ‘ethography’: “H nfoypagia, xatd kavéva Ba dnidver kat 0o coprapadniaover [...]
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writer, writing in Greece in the last decades of the nineteenth and even at the
beginning of the twentieth century, there were certain conventions to follow, which
Psycharis often tried to circumvent in order to promote effectively his own agenda.
As Beaton points out “the common denominator of almost all the fiction published in
Greek during the last two decades of the nineteenth century [was] the detailed
depiction of a small, more or less contemporary, traditional community in its physical
setting” (1994: 72).

Psycharis’s fiction by contrast, pointed above all to the power and experience of
the individual. In most of his novels, there is an educated bourgeois as the main
character, either a professor or a writer — in any case an intellectual — who is
exceptionally talented, and who transforms the lives of ordinary people with his
skills. It was important for Psycharis to promote the role of the artist who had specific
objectives regarding Greek language and culture, to reinforce the significance of his
own work. The author assigns, however, a very specific function to the rural
community, which is related to its language, since his aspirations regarding the
renewal of Greek literature were centred on the question of language. Therefore,
when there is a type of mirroring in his novels, it aims to reflect the everyday life of
Greece in relation to the spoken language of ordinary people. Psycharis places
himself overall in a ‘realist tradition” in both his Greek and French novels, and
aspects of some of his Greek novels do not deviate from the ‘ethographic’ mode, in
particular Ta Avo Adépgia, because he wanted to define “Greek behaviour’ in them

but also to convey the thoughts of his characters in a vivid way.”’ He remained

TOAD 0 GVYKEKPIHEVH Tpdypara: TV eAAnvikt) braBpo, Tovg avlpdnivoug THmovg g, T0 duynua,
TO TPUYHATIKO KUl GOYYPOVO YEYOVOS, TO YEVIKO, TO GUVNOIGUEVO Kt TO EravOAupBavopusevo, oYt To
onGvio Kot o povadikd” (ibid: 169).

*'One significant reaction of the period to the ‘ethographic’ narrative and the extreme style of
naturalism, appeared in the pages of the periodical 7echni (1.11.1898-12.10.1899). It involved
Nietzsche's philosophy, which found some response in Greek literature, as it inspired writers to a more
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faithful to a “dogma of truth’ in most of his novels, as admitted also in his dedication
of L’Epreuve to Colonel Picquart: “Les romanciers au cceur tendre aiment a punir le
vice et a recompenser la vertu. Faut-il faire comme cux? Il faut faire comme la vie”
(1899b: xii). This was a firm belief from the beginning of his career and it remained
almost unaltered throughout his life. It is significant that the author concluded the first
volume of his Essais de Grammaire Historiqgue Néo-Grecque by pointing out that:
“[...] on nous persuadera difficilement que la vérité, quelle qu’elle puisse étre, n’est
pas le but supréme de la vie des individus aussi bien que des nations, et que les
fictions les plus brillantes égaleront jamais les splendeurs de la réalité (Psichari 1886:
288).%

As a result of his conviction that there was no developed prose fiction at that
time in Greece, Psycharis stressed his connection to the French ideological and
literary climate, and viewed his own novels in parallel with those of his French
counterparts. He referred, for example to his novel 7a dvo Tpiavrapviia tov Xapov,
as a historical and positivist example of literature, even though this is not shown to be
the case when one reads the novel (1921, 722: 83). He also compared his novel

Toveipo tov Tavvipn with French novels of the period, complaining in his

active role, even on a national level. However, Psycharis never subscribed to those progressive
tendencies, perhaps because he feared that the focus would be shifted away from the linguistic issue to
other areas of national interest. As is pointed out by Gounelas: “H Téyvy ayovilotay evavtiov tov
TATPUOTIKOD ciobNpatog Kat ¢ exAaikevong g Aoyotexviag. Ot dvo avTég TUGEG TNG EMOYNG Yt
t0Ug Tpoodevtikovg G Téyvps odnyodoav avtictoxa oto ‘nloypupicd Pavkdinua’ (v
efdavikevon m™mg Lwng tov ywpwov, onwe ) Ppiokovue o pepikd £pya Tov Apocivi Kat TOU
Egoraliwtn) kat ¢ évav Kamowo peodopd mov eiye teheiog nbwo-dduyTikd yupuxktipa (To
Loyoteyvikd, mapadeiypoatog xapn, épya tov Wuydapn)” (Gounelas 1984: 78). It is interesting that
Psycharis felt sufficiently threatened by the new ideology to attempt to ridicule the idea of the “Super
Man™ in his play O Kvpovingc (1901) while proposing also the significance of the democratic system in
his play O lovavéxog (1901) (Gounelas 1984: 81). Furthermore, Psycharis never abandoned the
principles, at least, of positivist-naturalist writing, in particular the adherence to a system, which suited
his personality.

“However, To Talidt uov, is the most notable exception not only to the application of the rules of
‘truth’ in fiction (verisimilitude) but also to the conventions of the bourgeois novel as it emphasises its
connection with an oral tradition. It is important to stress again the contradictions between the author’s
proclamations and the mode of writing in his novels.
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correspondence with Eftaliotis that it had not received the critical attention that it
deserved: “Tldg dev £xer dpaon 10 popdvilo; Ilag de aivovviar ta ApdoORR 0md
Kelvo Tov kavouv K1 Oyt amd Keivo mov yuyoroyd; Ma kal cav sitave Tt mepaler; Asg
tov Balzac kot to Zola ko o Flaubert, kot to Bourget, ou 0ékeic. Na npdéowna mov
ctwafphvouv 1o YEpl TOVG EVM WAdel kar pnropéfer o pubistopoypipoc. O
Navvipng opwg; TiAdyog;” (Karatzas 1988: 135).

It is true that Psycharis was influenced primarily by the philosophical and
literary trends that were current in France at the time, and in particular by the
philosophy of Hippolyte Taine. As Kriaras mentions: “O Wvydpng maidi mg emoyng
tov, Oavpaler amepopioTo TV EMOTAUY KoL TO UTOTEAECHATE TG Oa peivel
aoVYKIVITOS amd TG VEES PLAOCOPIKES Thoelg mov mpofarlovy petd 1o 1890, ta
Knpoypate dnladny tov @rhoco@wv Boutroux ko Bergson [...] evd [Aowdv] v
Katevbovor| Tov mpog T veoehhnvikn mvevpatikn (o1 v opeilel ot emidpaocm Tov
Pevav, mv £181k0Tep] TVEVHATIKT] TOV SAUOPO®OGT] TN YPWOTE GTO ‘CUOTNHOTIKG'
ehocopo Tev” (2000: 45). In 1864 with his Introduction a |’ Histoire de la
Littérature Anglaise, Taine suggested that the purpose of a national literature is to
define the psychology of the people to which it belongs (Lemaitre 1982: 315).

The literary theory of Taine, summed up in the well-known formula that the
conditions of ‘race’, ‘milieu’, and *‘moment’ determine the capabilities of an artist and
a literary phenomenon, was influential for the majority of the literary critics and
writers active at the end of the nineteenth century and was filtered in particular in the
work of Ernest Renan (ibid: 317). Based on the positivist theory, Renan exalted the
historical conception of art and of the individual, and he turned the spotlight away
from the individual to the collective (ibid: 319); echoes of these ideas are to be found

in Psycharis’s To Taciot uov, in his references to the collective Greek soul: “[...] ey®
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tironig dev eipat- n €0vik Yoy kGt onuaiver Tpoorddnca va duw woOL Ko OV TU
Exel pEoa ™G 0T M Yoyn, Kot WAGVTOG Y péva, GuAroylodpal toug Giloug”
(Psycharis 1993: 39). Taine’s influence had also contributed to Zola’s ideology as can
be attested in Thérése Raquin (1868), where the author used his [i.e. Taine’s] views
on physiology to investigate the sexual and criminal instincts of his characters. The
Rougon-Macquart cycle that ensued, confirmed Zola’s systematic appraisal of human
actions according to the principles set by Taine: ‘race’ or heredity, ‘milieu’ or
environment, and ‘moment’ or (immediate) circumstances giving to the actions and
motives of characters a sense of determinism. Psycharis consistently adhered to a
‘system’ in his linguistic analysis and in his novels which have specific objectives to
achieve, and the influence on him of Zola’s Naturalism is obvious in the novels Zws
k1 Ayamn oty Mova&ia and H Appwotn dovia (1907), as will be explained in Chapters
Five and Six respectively.

By 1899, Zola was embroiled in the Dreyfus affair, “which had divided French
opinion throughout the closing years of the century” (Mehlman 1994: 824). Psycharis
also participated actively in the furore that followed the conviction of Dreyfus for
treason, coming out in support of Zola, exemplifying his own democratic beliefs and
radical, fearless stance. The turbulent period of the *Affair’ established not only the
importance of ‘truth’, as objective empirical evidence, but demonstrated also the ease
with which the manufactured ploys of adversaries could pass for worthy instruments
for a cause (ibid: 825). There was thus a preoccupation with the flexible boundaries
between ‘truth’ and ‘fiction’ in French society.” It was apparent that the positivist

radical movement wanted to expose those who had condemned Dreyfus by

“The forces fighting for Dreyfus’s innocence managed to bring finally a climate of democratic
renewal that lasted at least until the outbreak of war in 1914 (Kriaras 1981: 327).
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manipulating the notions of ‘truth’ and ‘obligation’ and, therefore, to alter such
flawed conceptions. Psycharis also became a member and later a vice-president of the
‘Ligue des Droits de I'Homme’, and kept in touch with Zola while the latter was in
exile (Kriaras 1981: 326). Characteristically, he dedicated his novels La Croyante
(1899) to Emile Zola, and L Epreuve (1899) to Colonel Picquart, who was also
involved in the case and had been imprisoned for his ideas: “Ami grand et cher [wrote
Psycharis in September 1898] je vous offre ce que j’ai sous la main. Ce n’est pas
grand’ chose. Acceptez-le cependant. Je tiens a ce petit livre pour deux raisons, parce
que je 1’ai €crit en des jours sombres et parce que je vous I’avez lu, sur un exemplaire
d’épreuves, tandis que vous étiez en prison” (Psichari 1899b: 1). Significantly, in an
article presented in Noumas a few years after the ‘case’, Psycharis also made an
association between the Dreyfus Affair and the linguistic battle in Greece, ending up
condemning the position taken by Vikelas’s Asssociation (X0AAhoyog mpog Auddociv
Qeeiipov Bipriov) because of a disagreement regarding the correct form of language
for writing literature (see 1905a, 144: 1-2). A change in Psycharis’s ideological
position is noted after the war of 1914, however, when the author lost his sons and his
fighting spirit and turned to Catholicism as a tribute to his first son’s (Emest’s)
conviction. In that respect, he renounced his strict adherence to the scientific spirit
and scientific principles, and, interestingly, he became close to Barrés, who had been
an adversary in the years of the ‘Dreyfus Affair’, in the camp of the anti-Dreyfusards
and against the ‘Ligue des Droits de I'Homme’ (Robinson 1988: 54n).

The other important cultural feature of Psycharis’s period was the novel of
psychological analysis. It is significant that Bourget, a prominent novelist of the
period, had defined in his Pages de Critique et de Doctrine (1912), the sense of

“déracinement’ experienced by his generation as a result of their objections to
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scientific determinism. Addressing his friend Jules Lemaitre, Bourget noted: “[we]
both grew up in an atmosphere of scientific determinism, where literature was
considered for its documentary value. We learned that literary analysis grows out of
social analysis and it in turn out of political analysis [...] but even Taine failed to see
that we must arrive at an integral traditionalism” (cited in Singer 1976: 50). Maurice
Barres in Les Déracinés (1897) had projected similar views that exemplified the
dangers of rejecting one’s roots. The narrator of the novel stressed the same idea of
‘uprooting’, describing the efforts of the nefarious Professor Bouteiller to turn his
disciples towards an abstract universalism: “Déraciner ces enfants, les détacher du sol
et du groupe social ot tout les relie, pour les placer hors de leur préjugés dans la
raison abstraite, comment cela le génerait-il, lui qui n’a pas de sol, ni de société, ni,
pense-t-il, de préjugés” (Barrés 1930: 24). Bourget’s observations, like those
expressed by Barrés, marked the need for a transition from the rather mechanistic
models proposed by positivism and naturalism towards the psychological analysis.
The *novel of psychological analysis’ aimed to substitute a more detailed description
and understanding of feelings and of behaviour of characters in the place of the
‘hypothesis, experiment, verification’ formula. As a consequence it became important
not to describe what the characters did, or did not do, but what they were thinking
(Rey 1993: 161). It seems that some of the above ideas must have influenced
Psycharis in his later writing, at least in his last Greek novel, Ayv#, where the main
character experiences that feeling of being uprooted and of isolation and seeks to
express his thoughts through music.

Psycharis favours the psychological analysis of his characters describing their
motives, feelings, and actions through an omniscient narrator or by intermittently

allowing their own perspectives and thoughts to come across to the readers whilst he
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offers his own insights into their behaviour, in a narration approximating the ‘style
indirect libre’, as in Zw#n kit Ayaxn oty Movaéia (1904) and Ayvs (1913). However, as
Peri has pointed out, the internal lives of characters in Psycharis’s narratives never
really gain a prominent place, perhaps because the directness of the ‘spoken’ form of
language — which according to him, is more ‘mimetic’ than katharevousa — cannot
render the complexity of thoughts and prevents the descriptions from achieving depth
and multiple dimensions (see Peri 1994: 79 & 79n). Peri’s argument is, of course,
open to criticism, but it tends to agree with Psycharis’s own belief in presenting
everything in literature with a frank, open attitude. Perhaps it is for this reason that the
two novels of Psycharis mentioned above, which seem to present the internal thoughts
of characters more than the other novels, have been considered his most interesting
ones and the most pleasurable to read.

Psycharis must have been influenced also by Anatole France, whose
intellectual charm he praised in his preface to Cadeau de Noces (1893) which was
dedicated to him. Anatole France promoted “the free expression of thought regardless
of any practical or moral consequences™ (Piaget Shanks 1919: 95), and his novels
exhibit balanced imagination and analysis (ibid: 210), a combination which was
appealing to Psycharis’s taste. As Psycharis explained, France “[avait] trouvé la juste
voie entre le roman d’analyse et le réve dans le roman™ (Psichari 1893a: viii). The
analysis of female behaviour and female thought are also recurring themes in
Psycharis’s novels and one could find a similar thematic approach in the popular
fiction of the twentieth century, for example in the works of Marcel Prévost, Marcelle
Tinayre, and Colette (see Coward 1997: 87). These ‘must have provided if not the
model, at least the ideas which Psycharis used in his novels. Furthermore, despite the

author’s aversion to the Symbolist movement and to symbolist writers he used
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elements of symbolism in his novel Ayvyj (1913), (as will be discussed in Chapter
Eight).”* However, in this novel Psycharis created his own symbolist technique (with
the inclusion of music and specific references), and did not follow other Greek
novelists; the main character of the novel even dismisses with indignation the work of
other symbolist writers (Psycharis 1912-3: 48). The different elements and influences
detected in Psycharis’s novels are somewhat contradictory and no single element is
predominant. They simply suggest that the author was aware of the cultural climate of
his era but remained faithful only to one aim and idea in all his texts, to promote the
‘spoken’ form of language in Greek literature.

It seems, therefore, that Psycharis had the opportunity to be part of a period
characterised by intense and varied polemical ideological and literary movements. His
active participation in French society and its cultural climate can be seen reflected in
his Greek novels, which aim to refashion Greek fiction after the French example in
order to serve the needs of the Greek culture (Robinson 1988: 54). Nevertheless, even
though the author was influenced by the spirit of the times, he did not follow these
trends blindly or faithfully, and he always sought to give things his own
interpretation; to write, for example, a novel with Realist or Symbolist elements as he
understood them, in pursuit of his aim of establishing the ‘spoken’ form of language

in literature.

3. The critical reception of the Greek novels
Psycharis’s Greek novels have received very little attention with regard to their
literary features because they have been characterised as lacking in aesthetic value.

Most of the critics have concentrated on the language of the novels, occasionally

*Psycharis spoke unfavourably of the French Symbolist writers — including the Greek-born poet Jean
Moréas — in his article: “Le Vers Francais Aujourd’hui et les Poetes Décadents”, Revue Bleue (1891,
23:721-27).
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offering an ideological overview. Their main objections to the novels being judged by
literary standards, are that they are “full of didactic interventions and self-
congratulatory autobiographical indulgence; they do not maintain an objective
distance from their subjects or follow a focused realistic narrative line” (Robinson
1988: 54).

Most of the reviews written about Psycharis’s linguistic and literary work refer
to the text 7o Talior pov (1888) and Alkis Angelou has included a few significant
extracts in his edition of 7o Tacior uov (19711 & 19932: 209-63) The majority of
these references analyse its significance in Modern Greek literature from the point of
view of the language and, secondly, its ideas, but pay little attention to its form and its
specific narrative features.”® This trend is followed in a number of essays written
about Psycharis’s Greek novels. The critics either accept the novels for their symbolic
contribution to the language question, claiming that any prose work written in
demotic was a significant contribution towards winning the linguistic battle or they
accept the author’s contribution to the language question but fail to connect it to his
literary work, while some even dismiss the novels entirely as aesthetically flawed. In
the first case the analysis often ends up being laudatory.”® Most of the reviews,
however, accept the symbolic value of Psycharis’s prose but are reserved as to its

value independent of the language question.”” The most supportive and extensive

*An exception to the reviews written about 7o Taéidt uov is Meraklis’s article in Nea Estia which
analyses it as a literary work (1988, 123 (1463): 797-805). Meraklis explains that the text is an
expression of magical realism — a precursor to some of Marquez’s writings - where mythical heroes
appear alongside suggestions about language use, fantasy and humorous writing, that make this book,
in his opinion, an accomplished artistic achievement; he does not exclude the possibility that it might
witness a resurgence in popularity.

*As in the case of P. E. Pavolini writing on Psycharis’s novel Zws ki Ayémy oty Movaic, Noumas
(1905, 144: 4-6), M. Filintas, “O Poxapnc”, Nea Estia (1929, 6 (70): 956-58), M. Petridis, “‘Yuyapng”,
(ibid: 946-48),

“’See Y. Vlachoyannis, “Yuyapiopod Mvnuoouvo”, Nea Estia (1929, 6 (70): 938-41), Y. Chatzinis
(1943: 5-58), A. Chourmouzios, “Eikoct Xpovia amo 1o @dvaro tov Yuyapy, 30 ZentepPpiov 1929~
30 ZenrepPpiov 19497, Angloelliniki Epitheorisi (1949, 4 (6): 193-97). Also “O AvBpwnog, o Ayovag,
10 Tvotnua, wa Erontsia ko ma Mpoontikn”, Nea Estia (1954, 55 (644): 670-77), L. Politis, “H
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reviews were the ones by other demoticist writers, who analysed the novels in
Noumas and emphasised the significance of Psycharis’s work.

Rigas Golfis’s reviews, which appeared in Noumas either anonymously
(although the identity of the writer would have been obvious to readers of the period)
or with his identity revealed, praised the literary work and the author, and attempted
to emulate in the review the vocabulary and the tone that Psycharis used in his novels,
which was, of course, the clearest possible endorsement of his fiction.”® Sotiris Skipis
praised the novel Ta Advo Adépgia in Noumas (1912: 465: 66-69 & 466: 84-86), and
Kostas Paroritis’s review of Ta dvo Tpiavragviia tov Xapov in Noumas (1921, 740:
379-81 & 742: 42-44) pointed out that Psycharis belonged to the French school of
psychological analysis which stressed the importance of the human soul rather than
events (ibid: 43). Glinos’s analysis in the introduction to the second edition of Ayvy
(1930: 7-31) suggests that the obvious preoccupations of the novels overshadowed
their artistic value. Glinos also points out that Psycharis’s literature was a persistent
analysis which could be described as narcissistic. He identifies the two main themes
that preoccupied the author: love and ambition. ‘Love’ is the theme analysed in most
of the novels and together with language it constitutes the author’s most constant
preoccupation. He indicates also the importance of form in Psycharis’s novels.

His fellow demoticist writers praised Psycharis’s work in a spirit of mutual
appreciation and in self-defence against ‘purist’ writers; but very little of their

analysis had any objective critical value. As Tziovas has pointed out: “[f]requently,

Ieloypugia tov Puyapn, Lyediaopa™, (ibid: 698-700), E. Venezis, “H Avfevruc A6ga”, (ibid: 588-
89), Karantonis (1959: 120-30). Xenopoulos on the other hand rejects the author's novelistic work
completely but confirms his admiration for his linguistic system and methodology in his work: “To
‘Epyo tov Yoxapn”, Nea Estia (1929, 6 (68): 838-42). On the relations between the two authors and
their respective views on the language question, see “I'A@coa km IMwoowkd Zatnua”, in Trichia-
Zoura 2003: 344-95.

BSee Noumas (1911, 437: 327-33 & 438: 345-49), the ‘anonymous’ (1911, 443: 426) and (1913, 511:
160-63 & 512: 175-78), (1929: 787: 18-21). See also Chapter Eight of this thesis.
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the critic contemporary with the writing of the text, evaluates it in terms of the ideas
and arguments expressed in it rather than in terms of its formal features and its
“acsthetic qualities’ (1986: 186). The exception seems to be Palamas’s critical study
of To Tacior pov, which approaches the work independently of the symbolism that
surrounded it. He places it in the context of the period comparing it with similar types
of narratives like /talienische Reise by Goethe or the work of Heine and describing its
form as “a type of mosaic with a complete internal unity” (1938: 13-4, but written in
1906).

Thrasyvoulos Stavrou explains that the most significant themes in Psycharis’s
novels are love and artistic creation. He analyses the characters in his Greek novels
and stresses the author’s perceptive and analytical skills. However, he points out that
the linguistic aims and scope of the author’s plan prevented the artistic inspiration
achieving its full potential (1959: 9-20).

The faults of the novels were singled out in both the analysis of Thrylos, which
contains a few inaccuracies about the author’s life and work (1963: 227-279),” and
Sachinis (1971: 203-20), which repeats some of the points of the former. These were
two of the most extensive studies on Psycharis’s prose. Thrylos overemphasised the
self-referential aspect in Psycharis’s novels. However, she accurately pointed out that
Psycharis possessed the “faults of his best qualities” (230): he was ambitious, hard
working and had a fighting spirit but these qualities also account for his inflexible
attitude and the stagnation in his themes and method of writing. Sachinis’s analysis

closely followed the same arguments, which makes one wonder whether Psycharis’s

*The same analysis in “O Yuyapns (1854-1929): o Avlpwrog — o Aoyotéyvng”, Nea Estia (1954, 55
(644): 701-23).
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novels were really read at all. Markos Avgeris also dedicated a few words, with an
emphasis on To Tacior pov (in 1966: 101-1 15).30

Petros Charis analysed all the novels in Nea Estia (1980, 107 (1260-61): 174-
87), and referred to other reviews as well. He attributed the weaknesses of the novels
to the “thesis’ that they had to defend (182), adding that it was only in the novel Zws
k1 Ayamy oty Movaéia, that the author managed to create a genuine combination of
both didacticism and captivating fiction and to transcend the limitations of promoting
a thesis.’! A few years later, Charis also analysed separately To Talior pov in Nea
Estia (1988, 123 (1463): 770-75); he pointed to the use of a simple language that
brings the narrator closer to readers, and the convincing arguments that create an
affinity with readers. He also praised Psycharis’s strong patriotism. Charis talked
about the rhetoric that can be detected in the novel but attributed, wrongly in my
opinion, the explosion of ‘ethography’ (characterised by its emphasis on general
remarks and a typology of characters), to the demoticist movement (ibid: 774).

Kriaras’s book on Psycharis (1981) on the other hand, the most extensive study
on the author, refers to the novels as a means of establishing Psycharis’s intellectual,
political and religious profile, the emphasis being on describing the man behind the
work and the ‘myth’. Constandoulaki-Chantzou’s unpublished doctoral thesis (1981)
analyses Psycharis’s French novels, situating him in the French socio-cultural context
and discusses his work alongside the endeavours of other French authors of the

period.

**Mario Vitti in his lotopia tne Neoeiinviaic Aoyoteyvias suggested that the Greek novels (apart from
To Tacidt pov) were marginal to the main literary activities of the author which was the writing of his
French novels (1978: 258). Linos Politis just mentions the novels in his own lotopia tys Neoeldnvirie
Aoyoreyviag (1978: 210). Dimaras also sees in Psycharis’s writing a strong tendency towards self-
centeredness (1982: 376).

*See also Charis 1981: 9-34.
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Babiniotis refers to Psycharis’s fiction in Nea Estia (1988, 123 (1463): 806-19)
as “yhwooohoyikd otpatevpévn [...] mov xipog otdxog Ko pénud g eivar va
nopaydysl IPOTLRO. YPNOEWS MG SNUOTIKNG YADOOoUG Ommg TV svayyshiletar o
YAwooohoyog” (808). There has also been analysis of Psycharis’s novels, and short
stories, in the articles written by Beaton, Holton, and Robinson in Mantatoforos
(1988, 28: 46-68). The latter — together with Tomadakis’s introduction to the Ouranis
edition of Zwn ki Ayamn oty Movacia, (1991: 1-47) — are the most recent articles to
my knowledge, and 1 will refer to them from time to time in my thesis. I will also
refer to other critical responses if relevant to the novel under discussion in each of my
chapters.

Finally, to the foregoing I would like to add the opinion of Eftaliotis, the closest
friend and ally of Psycharis, who characterised him in 1894, as a lyric poet (referring
to his novella Zovdia), and as a scientific poet (referring to the novella Cadeau de
Noces) (in Mastrodimitris 2002: 180). I have kept this remark apart because it
highlights Psycharis’s dualism, given the emphasis on science and objectivity
encountered in most of his novels.

Thus there seems to be a pattern emerging both from the evaluations of
Psycharis’s novels and from the overlooking of these same novels in other critical
assessments of his work. The novels are not well known or widely read, except by his
immediate circle of fellow demoticists, and even the more objective critics seem to
lose the novelist behind the evident ideological convictions being promoted through
the narratives. Even though Psycharis is one of the most prolific writers of his
generation — until the 1930s only Gregorios Xenopoulos had written more novels than
Psycharis — his work remains fundamentally unexplored and this is in contrast to or

maybe because of his significance to Modern Greek culture. As Chatzinis pointed
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out: “Kat avpdlovue oto téhog to Aoyotéyvn Puxapn — 1 éva Bavpacpd mov tov
a&ilel —. alhd dev Eépovpe Yo oWV Ao TG KOTOMANKTIKEG amoTuyieg tov” (1943:
46). Even if we do not entirely agree with Chatzinis’s remark, there seems to be some
poignant kernel of truth in it.

Nevertheless, the weaknesses on which most critics have focused define
Psycharis’s Greek novels overall: the promulgation of the author’s beliefs at the
expense of plot and characterisation, the ensuing didacticism, and the confessional,
often self-enhancing autobiographical tendency. Furthermore, a defining feauture of
the novels is the contradictory tendencies apparent in their construction: even though
there is an effort to analyse the thoughts and motives of characters, they represent
symbolic constructs; and despite the allegorical nature of the writing, the author seeks
to entertain his readers at the same time. Nothing sums up these contradictions better
than the words of the author himself, who suggested in his dedication of Cadeau de
Noces (1893), to Anatole France that: “si je vous parle aujourd’hui de cette fagon,
c’est pour avoir le droit de me contredire un jour” (Psichari 1893a: v). As a result,
these contradictory elements will be the focus of my analysis, which aims to fill a gap

in the evaluation of the author’s Greek novels.*>

4. The aims and structure of the thesis

Psycharis’s novels are all ‘exemplary narratives’ which aim to present the views
of the author to readers in an unambiguous and insistent manner. Their objective is to
set out the author’s ideas on culture and to function as examples of what Greek

literature should be. It is because they reflect the author’s cultural values and his

**I will be looking at Psycharis’s novels because this is the genre most cultivated by the author in Greek
and in French. References to short stories, plays or his poetry, will be made in order to elucidate a point
in the analysis or a recurring theme/pattern which suggests the author’s cultural plan.
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desire to promulgate them to the point of being obsessed with the need to persuade,
that Psycharis’s Greek novels have been described as “didactic’.

“Didactic narrative™ is an umbrella-term, which comprises philosophical tales,
allegories, parables and thesis novels (romans a thése).”” Even though all novels —
unavoidably — propose a certain world-view, “didactic narratives’ in particular seem
to exemplify Julia Kristeva’s claim in Le Texte du Roman that “one of the laws of the
novel is that before being a story, [it] is an instruction, a form of teaching, a
knowledge to be transmitted” (1970: 21-2). Didactic narratives per se, clearly
promote a very definite world-view, a belief system or specific strands of knowledge
and the relevant associations regarding the fields examined. More than any other type
of novel, they presuppose a participating and acquiescent reader; their aim is to
convince the reader of something by leading him/her, manipulating his/her reactions
and aiming to predict his/her engagement with them. The author of a didactic
narrative is a reader himself/herself first, because it is only by assuming the role of
the reader or at least by imagining being in this role that, he/she is able to attempt to
influence the readership with his/her views.

[t is significant that this function of reading becomes a theme in some of
Psycharis’s novels: in Ta Avo Adépgia (1910-1), the unpublished H Nikn tov I1ovov
kot ¢ Ayamne (1914), and Ta dvo Tpiavragpolia tov Xapov (1921). The narrator of
Ta Avo Adépgro undertakes to present the story of his brother as he had heard it from
his faithful lover and through reading the brother’s diary; as the recipient of the story,

he recreates it, together with his own. In H Nikn tov Il6vov ker ¢ Ayédmng the

**The term roman a thése was coined in 1904 (Suleiman 1993: 3). It was a form practised by writers as
important in their time as Barrés and Bourget, Nizan, Aragon, Malraux, Mauriac (ibid: xiii). It is
interesting, however, that the writers who practised the genre felt obliged to condemn it or dissociate
themselves from it. As Singer points out, “Bourget, hurt when critics accused him of doing thesis
novels, preferred to call his new genre the roman a idées™ and he explained the difference as a question
of “judgement’, depending on how much a novel is “rigged to prove a point”, which makes it ‘bad’ as
opposed to the “legitimate literature of ideas” (1976: 27-8).
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narrator receives his brother’s notebooks, a kind of diary describing his adventures,
and while he ‘reads’ it, he is also presenting it, together with his own story, to the
prospective readers of his text. In Ta dvo Tpiavrapviia tov Xapov (in both novellas)
the two main characters exchange love letters and are both readers and writers at the
same time, a reflection of the activity of reading by the actual readers. Furthermore,
the role of the readers is stressed again by the narrator of the novel Ta 4vo Adépgpia,
who points out that the value of a narrative remains unappreciated until it finds its
readership: “8e cmvel e0b vayandg ™ Movoa, pufte kot 1 Movoa va 6" ayamd: 0&le
KoL yOpo NG va v ayomovve. @élel u’aAla Aoy, kot dNpooto ki aveyvootes” (in
Psycharis 1910-1: 80). Thus the didactic narrative expounds knowledge based on the
needs of a specific readership, or at least what the author judges to be their needs.
Psycharis’s novels can be defined as ‘didactic narratives’, which either have a
specific ‘thesis’ to propose (as in Zw# ki1 Aydry oty Movalid) or attempt to present
general knowledge about life. The intention to transmit specific propositions
regarding Greek language and literature, and ideas about the scientific advances of
the period, indicates that these narratives are imbued with the author’s cultural values.

In defining the term ‘culture’ one must be very cautious. “Nothing is more
indeterminate than [this word], and nothing more deceptive than its application to all
nations and periods”, wrote Herder in his unfinished Ideas on the Philosophy of the
History of Mankind (1784-91) (cited in Williams 1983: 89). About a century later, in
1871, the influential anthropologist Edward B. Tylor wrote that, “Culture or
civilisation taken in its wide ethnographic sense, is that complex whole which
includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, custom, and any other capabilities and habits

acquired by man as a member of society” (Greenblatt 1990: 225).34 According to

“For an analysis of the term ‘culture’, and its applications see Raymond Williams 1983: 87-93.
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Williams, “the important adjective cultural appears to date from 1870 [and] it
becomes common by the 1890s” (1983: 92).

In Psycharis’s case as well, his cultural values are reflected in a series of ideas
relating to matters regarding Greek language and literature, Greek and European life-
styles, the character of the Greeks and other Europeans, general philosophical beliefs
on what constitutes a society, on advances in knowledge of science, medicine, and
art. In particular the Greek language problem was a central issue in Psycharis’s
work, both fiction and non-fiction, throughout his life. His linguistic plan was a very
large part of his cultural views and defined the way he viewed literature — as will be
analysed in Chapter One. Psycharis believed in the evolutionary process and
supported the spoken Greek of his time as the only true, natural language deriving
from Ancient Greek. His ideas are mainly expressed in his Essais de Grammaire
Historique Néo-Grecque (1886-1889). The author wanted to translate the ‘spoken’
language into literary texts and his own novels were part of this plan.*®

Psycharis’s cultural values were the result of his particular background: how he
grew up, the fact that he lived in Paris all his adult life, the influential circles in which
he moved and his own personality and idiosyncratic characteristics. Accordingly, in
his Greek novels, the reader will find ideas which refer to both the European context,
to which he belonged through his education, profession, residence and marriage, and
the Greek one of which he was part because of his family, his formative years in

Constantinople, and above all because he had made it his chosen area of study, and

It is significant that in his dedication of the book Cadeau de Noces to Anatole France, Psycharis refers
on occasion to Greek characteristics, in a condescending tone that is not very flattering for the Greeks:
“L.’ame de mes Grecs vous a peut-étre intéressé a cause de cela. Elle offre certains contrastes avec |’ame
de nos contemporains du boulevard™ (Psichari 1893a: ii) and “Mes Grecs ne sont pas gens trés subtils.
IlIs ont des sentiments entiers. Au fond, je crois qu’ils n’établissent aucune distinction entre I’amour
sensuel et I'autre amour™ (ibid: vi).

*°0n the Greek language question see Beaton’s analysis in 1994: 13-16. As Stergiopoulos pointed out
in his analysis of Psycharis’s work: “[f]0eke BéPara pe ta meld tov vo EQUPUOCEL EUTPUKTA TIG
YAWOOIKES TOV Bewpieg” (1986: 138).
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built his literary oeuvre around it. It is significant that his most influential work, To
Tacior uov, which exemplifies the centrality of Greek literature in his visionary plans,
was written only in Greek, and was never translated into French, wherecas his next
novel, Toveipo tov Iavvipy, which presented more general ideas about the role of
science, was written simultaneously in both languages.

The ideas presented in the novels involve social, political, and philosophical
issues, in short the author’s ‘Weltanschauung’, also corresponding to Bourget’s
‘literature of ideas’ (op. cit. note 33) attempting to generate debate about the use of
correct language, the development of Greek literature, and what defines ‘Greekness’,
as opposed to French or European characteristics. Finally, there is an emphasis on the
importance of literature as a means of cultural reform.

The self-referentiality of the novels means that they repeatedly focus the
reader’s attention on the act of writing fiction, the importance of literature, what
makes it possible to produce an incomparable work of art, and what inspires the
writer to achieve his/her creative potential within the context of fiction. These novels
thematise their own process of production and alert readers to the fictionality of what
they are reading. If it were not for the fact that André Gide’s Les Faux-Monnayeurs
was not published until 1926 we might almost see Psycharis’s brand of fiction as
imitating Gide’s self-conscious narrative.’’

Les Faux-Monnayeurs is the most intricate case of a self-conscious narrative.
Furthermore, the term mise en abyme, which dates back to 1893, was coined by Gide

to “highlight those elements in the text which reproduce in miniature the work’s

*’As Alexandra Samouil points out, even though the internal mirroring of a text, had always existed in
literature, it was Gide's systematic use of the technique and the theoretical analysis attempted in 1893,
in his Journal 1889-1939, that established him as the expert, if not the creator, of the technique (1998:
170, my translation). See also Jean Ricardou, “Le récit abymé”, in Le Nouveau Roman suivi de Les
Raisons de |'Ensemble, Paris: Seuil, 1990, pp. 60-85.
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overall patterns or themes [...] By the token of self-reflexivity the novel affirms itself
as a tightly ordered literary artefact generating its own internal necessity in defiance
of the haphazardness and contingency of the real” (Walker 1997: 141). Psycharis uses
a variation on the mise en abyme device and a similar pattern emerges in some of his
novels. For example, the main character in the second novella of 7Ta Advo
Tpravragviia tov Xapov is a writer who writes a collection of poetry with almost the
same title as Psycharis’s novella (To Tpiavraguilo), while in Ta dvo Adépgia one of
the two brothers of the title writes a novel entitled O Adeppoc which is praised by
another fictional writer, Kostopoulos (in reality Kostis Palamas). In Ayvy too there is
a mirroring of the activity of writing, with some of the work of the fictional writer
being included in the actual novel (Andreas, the main character writes a play where
the main character is another writer writing a play and so on).

Overall, the self-referential aspect in Psycharis’s novels indicates a confessional
tone with a self-enhancing tendency. The narrator and/or the main character is usually
an intellectual: a linguist in 7o Tacior uov, a prolific writer in Toveipo tov [avvipn,
an educator personified in Myriella in Zw# ki Ayarn atn Movacia (while the captain
in the same novel functions as the author’s mouthpiece and as a ‘competent reader’
evaluating Defoe’s novel, Robinson Crusoe), and finally a professor of classical
philology in H Appwoty Aodia. In the unpublished novel, I Nikn tov Ilovov kar ¢
Aydmne, there is also a diarist and a reader. Other essential features of self-
consciousness are the carefully arranged references to poems, theatrical or musical
terms, above all in Ayvy or the overt allusion to other texts like Philoctetes in H
Appowotn Aovie. Material from one novel is presented in another. A poem included in
To Avo Aoéppia (Psycharis 1910-1: 399) is referred to as ‘pitifully translated by

Psycharis’ in his subsequent novel Ayv# (Psycharis 1930a: 116 & 1912-3: 69). It must
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be pointed out though that this self-referentiality is not “a trick without rewards”, as
Boyd puts it (1983: 44); its purpose is to set out the author’s views on literature, and
on how a novel should be constructed. The microcosm inhabited by novelists, with its
own rules and significance, as opposed to the ‘real world’, is portrayed clearly in the
following quotation from Ta Avo Adéppra: “Toteg avtopmdbnka pe tov Kwotdmovro
oty 086 Ztadiov. Tov mipa ko myape oo Pifiomovieio g A0pvdg. Oco éBpale
0 KOopog 05w oto Opopo, dAro toco £fpale péca 1 EULOAOYIKY pog mopéa”
(Psycharis 1910-1: 249, the emphasis as it is in the text).

The fact that the author’s cultural views inform the content of the novels
constitutes one aspect of their didacticism. However, the didactic mode is created
through intertextuality, reader-response awareness, reinforced presence of the author,
a concern with conveying the ‘truth’, allegorical writing and symbolism, and
metafictional strategies. (Didacticism as a mode will be outlined in Chapter Two of
this thesis). A combination of the author’s cultural views and some of the narrative
tropes that create the didactic function also contributes to the self-referential character
of the novels. Thus this thesis will examine the novels following the division into
‘ideological content’ and ‘narrative content’ meaning narrative techniques based
broadly on the methodological model proposed by Suleiman in her book:
Authoritarian Fictions: The Ideological Novel as a Literary Genre (1993).
Suleiman’s analysis draws upon the insights of recent advances in critical theory

which will also be reflected in the present thesis.

In my first chapter, I shall examine Psycharis’s views on language and how they

have informed his literary theory. I will discuss the importance he gives to prose

fiction and his distinction between ‘narration’ and ‘telling’ and the emphasis on
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folktales. The author’s literary theory is part of his intention to promulgate his view
through the novels, and defines the didactic strategies used in his novels.

In the second chapter 1 shall discuss these didactic strategies analytically,
following Susan Suleiman’s model (op.cit.) and offer examples from each of the
novels examined. I will also analyse Psycharis’s short story O Mdyo¢ (1892) because
it functions as a model of the author’s cultural views, and because its allegorical style
is part of the didactic mode that defines the novels.

In the Chapters Three to Eight, I shall analyse the novels in chronological order
by year of publication, except in Chapter Six, which analyses three novels taking the
date of the most prominent one, H Appwotn dovia (1907). In the same chapter I have
included the novellas Ta Advo Tpiavrapviia tov Xdapov (written in 1899 and serialised
in 1921) and the unpublished H Nikn tov Ilovov ko the Ayarnc (1914) because of the
views expressed, which exemplify a provocative stance, as in H Appwaty dovla.

In Chapter Three, I shall analyse the symbolic text To Tacior uov (1888). I shall
discuss how a playful mode of writing created mainly through intertextual allusions,
contributes to the didactic aims of the narrative. 1 shall discuss in particular the
religious and folktale references and the illusion of polyphony and explore how these
features were used to promote the author’s views on Greek language and culture.

In Chapter Four I shall discuss the objectives of the novel Toveipo tov ['tavvipy
(1897) which sought to stress the importance of literature and assure it an equal
footing with science. I shall suggest that the author thematised some of the intrinsic
elements of evolutionary theory in this novel, in order to understand human nature, in
particular, through differences in French and Greek society.

In Chapter Five I shall discuss the significance of the rewriting of a classic

novel (Defoe’s Robinson Crusoe) in a Greek context. I shall discuss the author’s



37

views as presented in Zw# k1 Aydmn oty Movacia (1904) regarding the importance of
living in society, language acquisition and loss (in relation to the Greek language),
and the notions of ‘self” and ‘other’ that are prominent in the narrative.

In Chapter Six I will examine three texts which can be viewed as examples of
the author’s provocative/lurid writing: H Appwory Aovle (1907), Ta Avo
Ipioviapviia tov Xapov: Tov Obun ta Ipiaviapviia and To Tpiavidpviio tov
Kwaoti (1921), and the unpublished novel H Nixn tov I1ovov kar e Aydanne (1914).
In these texts the author stresses the importance of “truth’ in a fictional narrative. |
shall analyse the forms this concept of ‘truth’ takes in all three texts, and explore to
what extent the rather provocative writing functions as a didactic strategy.

In Chapter Seven I shall discuss the author’s attempts to describe the true
‘Greek soul” and identity through the story of two brothers who happen to travel, the
one through various parts of Greece, the other in Europe, in the novel Ta Avo Adépgia
(1910-11). I shall also analyse his views on poetic inspiration, the importance of
culture and literature, and the symbol of the woman as Muse. In this novel the author
was celebrating the power of the intellect on the one hand, and the emotional strength
on the other that exists in abundance in those who use their inspiration creatively.

In Chapter Eight I will examine the concept of the ‘self” as the inspiration for
writing fiction with a view to exploring the extent to which the autobiographical
tendency contributes to the didactic objectives of a novel. Furthermore, I will discuss
how successful the projection of the writer/character as a role model was, and the
importance of the questions raised in the narrative as to ‘what is literature?” and “what

i1s involved in artistic creation?’.
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In the Appendix I have included Psycharis’s unpublished introduction to [the
manuscript of| Ta Avo Adéppia (1903), which never became part of the editions that

followed (1910-11 and 1955).
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CHAPTER ONE
THE AUTHOR’S VIEWS ON LANGUAGE
AND LITERATURE

Psycharis explored the role of literature and the mission of the literary writer
extensively in his writing, in particular, in relation to the Greek cultural context,
emphasising the importance of prose fiction in the cultural development of the nation.
Not only is this a recurring theme in the author’s work, but it was also a constituent of
his linguistic theory, since in his view the development of literature was closely linked
to and dependent on the development of language. As a linguist, Psycharis supported
the adoption of everyday language, the use of the vernacular, together with its
phonology, even in written texts. His major ambition was to impose his linguistic
ideas on Greek culture and this objective permeated all aspects of his work, especially
his writing of novels.

This chapter discusses the author’s literary theory in conjunction with his
views on the Greek language. Psycharis’s views on literature are expressed both in his
essays — most of which are collected in his 5-volume Pdda kar Mo — in his novels
(and in the introductions or afterwords to some of his novels) and in the numerous
letters that he wrote to his friend Eftaliotis. In this chapter, I am going to consider the
most prominent of these views and try to define the literary theory of which they form
part. In my analysis of the novels in the chapters that follow, I will also refer to the
author’s cultural views as expressed in the individual novels.

In his numerous essays dedicated to linguistic matters, Psycharis refers to the
dualistic division that existed at the time in Greece: the opposition between the
supporters of katharevousa, who advocated a return to the past with an emphasis on

the “written’ form of the language, and those who supported the demotic, the language
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of the people, and wished to see it used in literature as well as in official documents.
Psycharis proposed adopting a language which was to be as faithful as possible to that
spoken by the people. At the same time he suggested that those who did not hold the
same views were cultivating a language outside the social reality. Furthermore, he
contradicted assumptions that katharevousa demonstrated the cultural continuity
between the modern Greeks and their ancient forebears and, therefore, with the glory
of the Greek past. He claimed instead, that the adoption of the spoken language in
poetry and in works of prose fiction was an indication of progress for the nation, of
liberation from the constraints of its past. In Psycharis’s view, it was the demotic
language that represented the true link with the culture of the ancestors through the
evolutionary process. As he pointed out in the introduction to the novel 7o Avo
Adépgra — written in 1903 and dedicated to Mrs. Katia Episkopopoulos, the wife of N.
Episkopopulos — the importance of the language of the people was paramount for the
development of Greek literature: “[...] [O] oxAdPog o Pouidg voimder péoa tov v
avaykn vo meion tov KOopo mmg Poactdst amd mpoydvovg EokoveTos, 0md YEVOG
Beiko. Nopiler mog pe v kabapéfovcso tamodeiyvel, aov v motéPel Twg eival
cov GAAN aTTiKY), TOVAGXIoTO cav GAAN apyoic, ywti axopa dev EEpel, dev Enabde
akopa, kol de BAEmeL mwg 1 dnpoTik| povn Ha. Tov TIHACT GO LOVOYOKOPT TNG OLPYOIOGS
nov eivar” (Psycharis 1903a: xg’).‘

The author considered the correct form of language as an issue relevant to the
development of the Greek nation. He invites readers to think about the national

significance of the language question, suggesting that the existence of a national

"This introduction is unpublished. It prefaces the manuscript of 1903, numbered 4976, in the Benaki
Library. The novel was reworked between 1908 and 1911 according to the author’s admission in the
first edition in 1910-1. This edition, as well as the subsequent one edited by Nikiphoros Vrettakos for
Makedonikes Ekdoseis. 1955, omits the introduction, keeping only the dedication to Mrs.
Episkopopoulos (the introduction is included in the Appendix).
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language was the best indication of cultural progress in a nation: “Ma x* 1 YAdooo
elvor moMTiopés, 0o yldooco efvikn BAémovpe moviov, 6Em amnd v Ellada”
(1902a: 25). Thus according to Psycharis, the first essential requirement for Greek
prose fiction was the existence of a national language used and understood by all
people.

The tensions between two rival versions of Modern Greek, the katharevousa
and the demotic language, were difficult to resolve, particularly since the aim of the
demoticists was to supplant katharevousa in written use with a form of language
which had mainly been encountered in speech until then, thus creating a whole
controversy as to what was appropriate for each type of communication. The use in
writing would imply a certain status of authority and permanence that would elevate
the language used into the true national language. It was relevant to the language
controversy that developments in linguistics gradually helped to bring to the forefront
the importance of the spoken form of language. Psycharis had been influenced by
Saussure’s linguistic theory and his suggestions, therefore, in matters of language and
literature were not the claims of an overenthusiastic nationalist but were based on a
methodology. Psycharis’s emphasis on the importance of the spoken form of language
was based to some extent on Saussure’s theories. The development of the
"Neogrammarian® theory and Saussure’s Cours stressed the importance of the
‘spoken’ language for exploring language (Saussure 1978: 114-19 & 128). These

developments provided a fruitful model for the study of the Greek language.’

*See also Psycharis 1902b: 16-22.

’I must explain why I think it is necessary to consider Saussure’s influence on Psycharis’s ideas.
Babiniotis (1994: 79-82) and Kriaras (1981: 274) both mention the instructive influence of Saussure on
Psycharis. Saussure was teaching in Paris during the years 1881 to 1891 (Culler 1976: 15). During that
time Psycharis held the Chair of Modern Greek Studies (from 1885). Although Saussure developed his
theory after his stay in Paris, when he was teaching in Geneva, (see Philippaki-Warburton 1988: 35), it
is reasonable to believe that most of the material in the Cours would have been presented or discussed,
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Psycharis had conducted his linguistic research in villages in Chios, and other
parts of Greece, in 1886, as is attested in the narrative To Tacidr uov. He insisted on
using a faithful transcription of the spoken language, including its pronunciation, in
writing. Saussure’s courses may have provided him with a more systematised
theoretical model for examining the language. Moreover, he understood that the use of
the demotic in prose texts could exert an influence on the dissemination and reception
of his cultural views, arguing that the spoken language finds its fulfilment when it
becomes writing, while a textual form of language not used in speech, remains only an
expression of the past. He insisted accordingly on the importance of prose fiction
written in demotic in all his work, most notably in To Tadid: pov: “To mpdTO Bpéhio
etvan 1 yig- povo pe tétow Baom, katopddvel kaT va kaun £vag Aadc. Oéhet Gpmg Kat
YAOooO 01K TOV, YAO®CGH Kawvovpla Kt Oyl AL povo pe tétowt yAwoow, Pydlel
ebvikn) prlohoyia K* £xet oot Aeetepid, aveapmoio akdkaipn” (Psycharis 1993:
201)." Psycharis did not associate written language exclusively with katharevousa but

tried to prove that the spoken language of ordinary people was also suitable for use in

in one form or another, during his lessons in Paris. Saussure was already an established linguist when
he went to Paris after his studies in Germany. There, he was active in the Société Linguistique de Paris
“and a major formative influence on the younger generation of French linguists” (Culler 1976: 15).
Psycharis frequented the same ‘Société’, and it is reasonable to assume that. in a period when the
linguistic discipline was fast gaining scientific credence, most of Saussure’s ideas would have been
discussed already with his colleagues. It is worth mentioning Psycharis’s dedication to Ferdinand de
Saussure, of his article: “Doublets Syntactiques” from Quelques Travaux de Linguistique, de
Philologie et de Littérature Helléniques (1884-1928), where he noted that he had followed Saussure’s
courses: “C’est par Saussure — dont j"avais suivi les cours et qui m” honorait de son amitié — que je fus
mis au courant de ce qu'un doublet syntactique comporte d’applications en linguistique. — Il avait
accepté ma dédicace” (Psichari 1930: 115 & 115n). It seems likely, therefore, that in the climate of the
time, Psycharis would have absorbed Saussure’s ideas. Furthermore, we find elements that refer
directly to significant components of Saussure’s theory in Psycharis’s writings about language.
Psycharis repeatedly mentions the idea that a language is a ‘grammatical system’, and he suggests that
it is exactly this conception of language that distinguishes an advanced linguistic examination from a
rudimentary one (see 1902b: 64). He used this concept to defend the translation of the Gospels into
Modern Greek: his intention was to argue in defence of the translation that language is not only words
but a complete system: “®ofodpat pRTWE Kul nog ALMOVVE yevikés 10éec aptd gival To Kaxo, eival
iomg kot 1o povo. Kowrdlovue tig AéCec dev kortdlovpe 1 ypoppuatiki dev kotehefaivovie mwe 1
yihooa dev givan 2£¢eg, mapd avotnpe ceotd” (1907b: 135, the emphasis as it is in the text).

*His defence of the long novel H Appwarn dobra (1907) was built along these lines too; the author
defended it as a sample of writing in demotic, which was required in order to enrich Greek literature,
thus absolving it of all its faults (see Chapter Six).
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literary and other texts, aiming to turn this spoken language into the national

language:

[...] 660 b ypagnke pa {oviavn yAOooa, TOGO IO EPKOAL
npoyxwpel, nradng arrdler kot yaiva. O Adyog eivar amhog
KL apéomg gaiverat. Kabe yAdooa perapoppaveral, pdévo
mov phiEtat. ' va otadn, Tpénet Kavelg va T oTapaTnon
Oyl yu WAVIQ, pot TOLAGYIOTO Yt PEPIKA Ypovia. Toug
TOTOVG IOV  KABE pEPa TEPVOLY O TO CTOU KoL TPEYOLV,
npéner va Ppebn évag va tovg xabion oto yupti k7 £To1, pe
Kamow tpdmo, va Tovug KOym to Opowo. ‘Orav 1O
KatopOaon, 10Teg oTéKoVVTAL Yot pio Ope. TETow mpdpa,
povo ta Pifiia 1o xaragépvovv. ‘Evag mommig 1 £vag
neloypapog maipvel Tovg LovVTavovg, TOVG OHUOTIKODS
TOTOVG TG YAMOOUG OV HIAETAL GTOV KU1pO TOV - TOVS Sivel
pe ta £pyo Tov Paon kou yxodpo, K Etot Toug plldvel péca
ot pviun tov afporov. Koataviovv timor kKhaooikoi
(1902b: 111, the emphasis as it is in the text).

As is apparent from the above extract, Psycharis proposed to consolidate in literature
the language spoken by the people of any given nation. The author was consistent in
his views, connecting the development of the language of the people with a national
cultural regeneration, throughout his work: “H kpiocyun dpa yu éva £€0vog givan n dpa
mov apyiler kot ypapet o meld. To mapatipnoe apto évag PLOcoPog PEYAAOG — KOl
10 PAémovpie onuepo oy EAAGSa” (1907b: 254).°

Furthermore, in most of his essays he emphasised the importance of phonetics,
insisting that ordinary people’s pronunciation should be the norm for the agreed
standard form of Greek. In other words, Psycharis contended that it was necessary to
examine the pronunciation of the people and to propose norms based on this, and, in a

second stage, to translate the spoken language into a textual form:

*A few years afler To Talidr pov (1888), in the introduction of Ta 4vo Adépgia (1903) (op.cit.), he had
expressed the same argument: “Aev 10 Bpickete TOVTIC oNRavTIKG; Gpa £ywve e EALdde, va pavoive
GUEGWS TOGOL TOMTAES, UUECWS Va YpaosTal 1] YA®oou 1 eBvikh; moinon kai YA®ooo, Ba 1 voug.
Xopic apta £0vog dev vmdpyel kat Myhrepo and kabe ko Bu vrdpén 10 £0vog 10 EAANVIKO [...]7
(Psycharis 1903a: k().
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[..] epeic mov pe oéPfag, OV pe oydmn, IOV HE MATPIOTIONO
KOl UE AOTPELD, TPOCEYOVUE OTI YPOUUATIKY], TPOGEYOVHE
670 TUTIKO, MPOGEYOVHE OTOVG TYOVS TOV A0V, Yy va
pnBovpe, oty eV Hog YAOooo — va! ag T Afve, oo
BEAlovve KoL TEYVITY — TN YAOGGH oL {1 Kol TOv pAETHL
(1902b: 19-20).

Psycharis referred to the description of the linguistic system in a specific temporal
context and extended his description to linguistic standardisation, which would
involve an intervention from someone of authority, such as an intellectual or more
specifically a prose writer.® He also reflected upon the great responsibility a writer of
literature had, to make choices that would not corrupt the speech of ordinary people in

his efforts to systematise it:

Tovg kavoveg ™G YPOUPEVIIS HaG THG dNROTIKNG, PP, dev
UTOP® VO TAVOLPECH OGS TOVS KAVE, apol Ekapw 10 Tadiol.
Ooo 6¢ ypaenke pwr YAOOOO 1) &V TPOTIUAG, OGO 1) YPoON
g Oev  Tayromowbmke, avaykn €keivog mov TNV
TPWTOYPAPEL, VO TNV TOEXTOTOMWOT), V& TNV KOVOVIoT], 70
CMOTH VO TO TOVME, avaykn va dodédn. Mare&a (1907b:
281) [..] Kowi yidooo, kavoviki, Ba xdpovpe povo
Shéyovtag (1907b: 290).”

®Psycharis’s views on linguistic analysis can be explained through Saussure’s ‘synchronic’ and
‘diachronic’ system. The study of changes in language over a period of time has been called diachronic.
The important developments in linguistics came with the shift to the synchronic study of the systematic
interrelations between the components of a single language, at a particular time. The synchronic study
of a system is related to the examination of grammatical phenomena, while the diachronic study
describes the historical evolution that takes place. According to Saussure’s theory, “historical change
originates [...] in linguistic performance, in parole, not in /a langue” (Culler 1976: 41). However, even
though historical change originates in linguistic performance, it is only when these changes, which
occur in “spoken’ language, are encountered in writing, that they become accepted as part of the system
of each period. When they are encountered in writing, it is evident that they do not simply represent
something idiosyncratic or dialectal but a more general and widespread alteration. Psycharis’s
insistence on a synchronic examination of the Greek language was related to his plan to provide
examples of the correct demotic in use.

“In linguistics, nevertheless this passage betrays a problematic supposition: the question was to what
extent the study of the spoken language could result in *fixing’ it in a specific time, and furthermore, to
what extent. the desire and the need to promote a plan for standardising the Greek language could lead
to or allow linguistic interventions in the system that could not be accounted for methodologically.
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This is in contrast to what he had written earlier in 7o Tacior pov (1993: 123). It
seems that as the years passed by, Psycharis took more liberties with regards to
language. These interventions, however, gave Psycharis’s opponents the opportunity
to attack the artificiality of his language. The author insisted on the necessity of
describing the linguistic phenomena encountered in spoken language and of making
the relevant choices accordingly, choices he hoped would be adopted by other writers.
Thus, there are three main points in Psycharis’s views on the language of literature:
the need to adopt the language of ordinary people, to maintain the pronunciation they
used, and to make the language widely accepted through the creation of prose written
in it. However, he was criticised for using an artificial language in his own novels (see
Xenopoulos’s review of Zwn x1 Ayarn oty Movaé&ié in Panathinaia, 1905, vol. ©:
375-77).

Psycharis’s views on the adoption of the spoken form of language and on the
role of the novelist as grammarian, who helps promote the standardisation of
linguistic forms by proposing the necessary changes, find direct application in his
theory on Greek literature.® A conspicuous example of this theory in practice is his
story O Mayoc (1892), which will be examined in the next chapter. The story was
written in order to exemplify the author’s views on language and literature, using
Psycharis’s favourite literary model, the folktale. Psycharis envisioned the creation of
an ‘oral literature’ with his works of prose fiction. I will explain what he meant by

oral literature’.

*The grammarian examines language and describes the rules of its use (see Collins English Dictionary
1997: 732-33). In Psycharis’s terminology, ‘grammarians’ are viewed in a positive light because they
are mainly demoticist writers. In contrast, the term ‘teachers’ has a derogatory and restrictive
connotation. It refers only to the writers of katharevousa, who study ancient texts and try to apply the
language in which they are written in their own written work. In Psycharis’s theory the grammarian is
like the magician of his short-story O Mdyog, he precipitates changes for the better in language and
culture and helps consolidate them.
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In his texts in Pdda xar Mnia, as well as in To Tacior pov, the author
designated the Homeric epics as supreme literary masterpieces, and singled them out
for two characteristics in particular: because they resembled folktale narratives, and
because of the language used which achieve immediacy in the narration. It is
interesting that in To Tacidt pov, the narrator discusses with a local Chiot the
existence of an historical ‘Homer’, and suggests that the epics did not derive from a
written source but from the plurality of people’s voices which slowly converged into a
unified form (Psycharis 1993: 116-17). The fact that the Homeric language was the
spoken language of the period, with many different registers, and not a learned
creation, supported the claim. This in turn, connected the ancient epics with Greek
folk songs, as both genres were similarly composed and with the same aspirations (see
also Chapter Three).

An ‘oral literature’ in the Homeric period, implied something which was
usually recited and performed (Psycharis 1993: 116). It is reasonable to assume that
the repetition and performance resulted, in time, in a “more integrated and less
fragmented kind of language” (Chafe 1982: 52).9 These developments suggested a
process of transference of oral features into a more stable form, which was the
inevitable result of having to meet audience expectations. Consequently, the appeal of
the myth of the creation of the Homeric epics was the process of ‘standardisation’ of a
spoken language into a literate form. Even though the Homeric epics were written
much later than the time in which their stories are set, the ritualistic process of
standardisation that slowly made their language more uniform and predictable,

approximated Psycharis’s model for the development of Greek literature. The myth of

This study examines the ‘oral literature’ of Seneca, an Iroquois language spoken in western New York
State: its findings are significant in confirming a similarity between ‘ritual’ language and ‘written’
language.
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the creation of the epics, which exhibit features of both the oral and the written
language. is directly comparable with Psycharis’s plan to standardise the language of
everyday life into a stable form through the production of literary texts.

The genre which best suited these tentative approaches was the folktale, a
genre which can constantly be re-created in the process of narration. Not surprisingly,
Psycharis claimed that To Talio: pov was a folktale: “to Pifhio pov eivor mapaunot,
oyt ta&id” (1993: 39) and he referred to the Homeric epics using the same term (ibid:
117). The author favoured the folktale for its themes derived from popular tradition,
and for its technique of including features of an oral narrative, even when it is a
written text. He also claimed that the Homeric epics were like Greek folk songs
because of the collective character of their creation (ibid). By appropriating the
folktale and its technique, Psycharis was attempting to eclevate the popular,
marginalised culture into a dominant one, emphasising the people’s language, and folk
songs as products of the authentic Greek soul. To summarise the points made so far,
Psycharis’s linguistic views played a formative role in the evolution of his
observations on the scope and role of Greek literature. In order to achieve his aims,
the author was aware of the need to create written literature in the demotic.

The major task that he undertook to complete, partly by his own efforts and
partly through his exhortations to his fellow demoticist writers, was in need of a
supportive literary canon on which it could follow. By adopting and promoting the
Homeric epics, the folktales, and the folk songs, he went some way towards fulfilling
this aim. By claiming Homer as the literary precursor of all those who wrote in the
vernacular, through the mediation of the folk songs and the folktales, the author was
also aiming to enhance the value of his own narratives by implying a certain

continuity with the ‘authority” of the ancient texts and with modes of narration such as
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the still current folktales. In this way, Psycharis translated Homer into his everyday
present (Leontis 1991: 197).

In accordance with his belief in the importance of the spoken language, the
author admired the style of ancient Greek writers, whose work exemplified simplicity
and resembled an everyday conversation. Indeed he singled this quality out as one of
the most important features in a work of prose. He argued that this simplicity was a
characteristic of Plato’s work, and he awarded Plato an exalted place in the line of
precursors he tried to establish for the demoticist literature: “Eyd Oappd mog n apyoic
N EAAéda On mévra, et ki o [MAdtwvag, oo de yeMépo, o gixe kot 1o 10ehe t0 VPog
T0 KOLBEVTIaPIKO, TATAS, OV KOUd YADOOO GTOV KOGHO SeV UROPEsE MOTE TG Vo,
Tapnasn 1660 TapLayTd TOV va To Kapn kat diké ¢’ (1902b: 49). Features of orality
encountered in the author’s own novels include the repetitive style, a familiar tone
with frequent apostrophising of the reader and a loose adherence to the plot, with a lot
of digressions that serve once more to foreground the author’s linguistic views.
Psycharis admired the unpretentious writing and tried to reproduce it in his novels by
using a language close to the vernacular and a familiar register that resembled a
conversation between the writer and his readers. It is significant that the main
character of the novel Tovepo tov I'tavvipy, a fictional writer, was given qualities
which the author thought of as essential for the role of the intellectual: “Ku o
[Mavvipne kovféviale, 6io kovPévtiale. Tovg Hhovoe ooy TATEPAS TOVS, GO GIAOC.
K’ épowle 1600 @uoikd, 1660 amovipe@to, 1060 GYofo TO VYOS TNG OVPAVINC

exelvng g kovPévrag tov [Mavvipn, mwov tovg cvvennpe” (Psycharis 1897: 1 17).10

"It was exactly this style of conversation, simple yet full of meaningful ideas, that Psycharis admired in
his father-in-law’s, Ernest Renan’s, writing (see Karatzas 1988: 366).
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[n the chapter, “Ot apyaior” from To Tacidr pov, the narrator refers to the
major ancient writers from Homer to Euripides, and points out that what the ancient
spirit demanded from modern culture was to keep the Greek language alive through

evolution and to secure the continuation of Greek literature:

Kamov xAaipe mov dev Epyetan kaveic. O Efpuridng, pe m

UEAQYYOAIKT) TOL Yoy mapnyopid dev xer. Tlowg Ba pag

pymOn e pépa; O,1 kapope otov Kopod pog, mowgs Ha 1o

Eavakaun oto dwé ocag; [lowg Ou wdion yimooo

CLovtavi] oav ™ YAOOoO OV HAOVHE OTIEPE KOL HEIS O

idlo, Y va pun Qaivetal mwg KOMNKE 1) OEPE Kar dev

VEapYEL Mo EAATVIKT) Prioroyia; (Psycharis 1993: 167)
In the same chapter, Psycharis decries the type of literature that was written in his
time, a product of the pompous, ‘unreal’ katharevousa."' In the manner of a folktale
the author portrays ancient Greek writers entertaining themselves in the Theatre of
Dionysos by inviting the writers of his own time to present their literary or journalistic
work to them. The latter, written mainly in katharevousa, usually provoked the
laughter and scorn of the ancients. Psycharis presents katharevousa as a ‘joke’ and in
that particular chapter he manages to explain his linguistic theory in a playful way
which extends to some self-criticism and self-effacement as well — something not

frequently encountered in his works: “[t]a yperdomka X’ épvyo pavn pavn, va pn pe

Baiovv kon péva ot péon [...]"7, comments the narrator (ibid: 168)."

""This type of writing had previously been criticised in his Essais de Grammaire Historique
Néogrecque: “L’ignorance de la langue moderne présente un danger bien autrement sérieux que nos
puristes ne I'imaginent. Une nation, en réalité, ne tient sa place dans le monde que lorsqu’elle a une
existence intellectuelle; alors seulement elle est a méme d’apporter dans le domaine commun son
contingent d’idées, de recevoir d’autres idées en échange. Mais ceci n’est possible qu’avec la fixation
d’une langue littéraire nationale. La langue savante n’a jamais produit et elle est incapable de produire
une ceuvre bien faite et bien écrite. Les seules productions littéraires dignes d'entrer en ligne de compte,
sont dues a la langue moderne. L '‘Erotocritos, L 'Erophile, Solomos, Valaoritis et les auteurs populaires
de nos chansons n’ont pas encore été dépassés™ (Psichari 1886: 260).

“’See also Chapter Three of the thesis for a discussion of this playful and subversive writing.
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In addition to Plato and Sophocles, whose tragedy Philoctetes with its frank
approach inspired the novel H Appwotn dovra (1907), and other ancient Greek
writers mentioned in To tadidr pov, the line of precursors that Psycharis attempted to
establish for demoticist literature extended, as has already been mentioned, from
Homer to writers of his own day. It included Cretan poetry and drama of the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries, like Erotokritos and Erofili, folk songs, and the poetry of
Valaoritis and Solomos (Psycharis 1907b: 242, see also Chapter Six).13 As the author
explained in his essays of criticism: “L’Erophile ne marque pas seulement le plus beau
moment de la littérature Crétoise: comme document linguistique, elle est le premier
texte écrit en langue moderne; au XVIIéme siécle, nous trouvons cette langue dans le
plein développement de toutes ses formes™ (Psichari 1889: 286). What these literary
works from different chronological periods shared were the vernacular language, and
a narrative mode which aimed at immediacy and honesty.'*

It is important to mention that the author also discussed the difference between
storytelling and narrative, making a rough parallel with the distinction between orality
and textuality, in his introduction to the short stories Xtov ioxio tov ITardvoo (1911).

According to him, ‘telling’ (61ynon as Psycharis calls it) is a task that can be carried

“It also included writers of foreign literature who wrote in the vernacular of their period. like Dante,
Shakespeare, and Goethe (Psycharis 1993: 166). It is significant that Psycharis prefaces most of his
novels after 1893, as well as his critical essays, even the unpublished novel, with a dictum from Dante’s
Inferno, Canto Il. The only exceptions are Toveipo tov Navvipy (1897), which has no dictum and
Typesses (1923), which has one from Virgil. However, there is also another explanation for this
preference, the fact that, when the author met Olga Valaoritis in 1893, she gave him a copy of Dante’s
Inferno: “Tov yGpioe Kt avtitumo onuewpévo and o XEpL g ota mepldmpie, Tov efvikod g ltakiag
TOU TomTH, TOoL AaTpepévov g tov Ntavie” (in H Appwoty dodia 1907a, no. 238: 2). Moreover,
Psycharis took inspiration from Dante for the main themes of love and glory that are apparent in most
of his novels (see Psichari 1930: 397). The author discussed Dante in the essay “Pétrarque et Dante™ in
(Psichari 1930: 391-99).

“The element of honesty was very important for the author in his literary theory and in his life; see his
“autobiography’, Or Yuydpndec (Ta yeveoioyia pov): “[...] Ipato pov pddnpa nbikng. Mov korince
0 A0YOS Kt a6 T0TEG Bappd Emaya vo Ta poo® og orotovednmote” (Zolotas 1928: 824). In that respect,
he used the concept of the faithful rendering of reality to the point of open discussion of uncomfortable
things, as in the case of the novel H Appworn Aobia (1907), even presenting very personal issues as
fiction. in the case of his novellas 7a dvo Tpiavtapviia tov Xdpov (1921) (see Chapter Six).
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out by anyone, like repeating a story that one has heard; but the creation of a
structured narrative (agniynomn) is something more elaborate. The author also
compared the relationship between the novel and the short story with that of the sun
and the moon. He referred to their differences in terms of strength of ‘light’ and
‘shadow’. However, he also pointed out that in short stories, because of their brevity,

all the elements in the narration had to contribute towards the end, and therefore there

could be no superfluous details:

O Nrtdvreg, 0tav £Kave AGY0 Y100 TOV 0VPAVO OV Ot KOKAOL
TOV Eival pKpOTEPOL amd Toug GAAOVG OTIS GAAES oQUipeg,
oniadn yw tov ovpavd Tov Qeyyupov, Pifawa - kat To
Eépovpe — mwg dev £Bale pe TO VOu TOV TO Jifynua, PNTE
yopefe va 10 ovykpivip pe 10 pubwtopnpe [...]. To
obotopnpa, MAg - Kol TOVIIS TL OV E€ival OTuEPE TO
pudotopnpa, mov 0,1t BEAEIS TO KAVELS, TOL MIAOCOQIES
cMOGTEG, OV 6wotd £0vog péoa tov eivar 5o va yopéon;
Deyyapr, o onymua. Ki anapaiioyte 0w 10 QeyyapL EVHD
daviletar 10 ewg Tov and ToV NAo, £xEl WGTOGO S1KG TOL
pwg¢, vrapén O1KT TOV, TAVTH OHMG GE GTEVOTEPO KVKAO, GE
TO MEPUOPICHEVO, POt UE TPOTO MOV UMOPEl KIOAXG Vo
QWTION KUANTEPE KOl MO GUYKEVIPOUEVA KOVEVA WEPOC,
ekel mov o NAg avaykaletar va @QoTiln oiAn pali ™
dnpuovpyia (Psycharis 1911: 1-2, the emphasis as it is in the
text).

Psycharis thought highly of the ability to create a proper narrative and he associated
the technique with the use of the spoken Greek language because, as he explained,
Greek encourages a narration that appears like a conversation between the author and
his/her addresses (ibid: 9), and it is easier to create a good narrative through this
mode. Therefore, we see that Psycharis was preoccupied with narrative technique and
its generic characteristics. He did not write many short stories though, perhaps
because this genre did not allow him the freedom he wanted to express different ideas,

to repeat himself and even digress from the plot, since short stories demand the
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exercise of self-restraint in the narration. However, he always emphasised the
importance of the novel and it was his opinion that Greek writers should cultivate that
genre: “To Afynua omv EALada dev maer ayouvd. MubBiotopfuate de yevikave
akoun morhd w¢ Tdpa. Eivor kot mo dvokoka. Béhovve kar dnpooto va ta dtafaln,
Kl a@t0 Moy mo ovokoia Ppilokeral amd to pubictopnua 1o do. Na dofaln
poudvtCa, Bappel mwg pmopel o kabévac. ‘Exer adwo. Ilpémer va givan Eevavriog
TPOETOIUACUEVT] GO YPOVIRL Kot ¥povie e Kowwvie yw tétown owfdopote”
(Psycharis 1907b: 106).

Another aspect of Psycharis’s views on literature was his emphasis on the
faithful rendering of reality in literary works. The representation of reality in literature
had been a highly controversial issue throughout the nineteenth and the early twentieth
century, and success in this respect was mainly related to the language used. The
prevailing custom of the time was to use the demotic in the dialogue in order to render
the scenes more vivid but to use katharevousa for the narration of events or character
description. Even Vizyenos’s language, which was less ‘difficult” and ‘distant’ than
that of other prose-writers of the period, was not consistent but varied from ‘high’
katharevousa to demotic (see Alexiou 1995: 292 & 296n). However, since 1896 with
Karkavitsas’s novel O Zytniavog, which was written entirely in demotic, this policy
started being abandoned in favour of the use of a language closer to demotic for the
whole of the narrative. Psycharis’s aim was to prove that the demotic was capable of
expressing fine distinctions and nuances of feeling, such as one might expect to find
in literature, making it unnecessary to employ the ancient form of language or
katharevousa. In order to prove his point, he undertook to write complex works of
prose fiction in the vernacular, and in his scholarly essays, he argued against those

who insisted that the language of the people was inappropriate for literary use:
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Un critique a vivement reproché a Solomos d avoir employeé,

dans une piéce célebre, le mot kopn, chevelure [...]. La méme

critique prend texte de ce vers pour déclarer que la langue

moderne ne saurait guére devenir une langue littéraire, et pour

nous apprendre que l’indigence du vocabulaire populaire ne

peut suffire a I’expression des milles nuances de la pensée

(1902b: 66).
According to his views, literature should be an extension of everyday existence, part
of people’s experience, and not something distant from it or ‘exotic’. In suggesting the
use of demotic for the whole of the narrative, Psycharis aimed to achieve two different
aims concurrently: to produce a fictional work which would give a closer
approximation of verisimilitude and to secure the involvement of readers, something
that was very important for his fiction, which had specific messages to promote.'” As
a result, the demotic language was both a feature that was promulgated in his novels
and the tool that made this promulgation more successful.'®

Psycharis refers a great deal to images of water in his essays, in an attempt to

establish a connection between reality and the language that renders it. These
symbolic references help him emphasise his ideas without resorting to dry rhetoric. He
claimed that, “n yAd®ooo mov ypapst kaveic TpEnet va eivor cov 0 vepd TG Alpvig,
OV OAOG 0 KOGLOC UUECMG UTOPEL VO 61 TOV 0VPEVO TTOL TNV £XEL KaOpEQTN. (Lo TTOV
Alyor, moAkol Aiyor yvoptlovy kot Eedladicuve Ue TL 6TOYEIR, LE TL KOPOTO, KL 0O o0

TapuéEve, sival Kopmpévo To fiovyo ekeivo g Aipvng to vepd™ (1902b: 242-43).

Similarly, the creation of a national literature in the demotic is referred to once again

“Despite his proclamations about the faithful rendering of reality, Psycharis often used the conventions
of verisimilitude very loosely and, as [ will explain in the analysis of 7o Tacid: poo, the didacticism and
criticism of the narrative voice produced interesting results regarding the illusion of realism.

"“It seems a self-evident point but the case is not so simple. Some intellectuals like Roidis, tried to
promulgate the demotic language even though he did not use it in his writings. Roidis’s arguments for
example — no matter how well formed - would not have created an empathy with readers, as they were
written in the katharevousa form.
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in terms of a watery metaphor in the following extract, where a ‘river’ represents the

formation and development of Greek literature.

Méoa o kGBe yAdooa eaivetal Kt 0 GOpwmog mov v
EKOLE" 1) YADOOO OVTIOVOKAG TNV Yoy TOv, OOV TOV
motopd. AAAalovy ot OO, Kamoteg K' ot A&eg, pa o1
YADGGES PVIGKOLY TAVTOTEG Ot id1eg. O ToTapSG 0 Stkdg
HOG GTAVTINOE 670 SPOUO TTOV TPE M TOAN HEYAAT, pia
aumvie erioroyia. [Ipéner tdpa va tov yricovpe ypiyopa
KO TOAT KOvoOpLYL, TEPIPTUT OUV TNV TPMTT] TOL EIOE,
EUVOUOPPOUEVT GV TOV TOTAMO, YW VO KOHOPDOT] TO
TOTaL Kot T S1kd pog Ta peyaeio (1902b: 161-2).

The ideas about faithfully representing real life in literature were certainly not
original. This was a preoccupation of many Greek writers at the time, which accounts
for the fact that the fiction of the period aimed above all at representing the ‘national
life> in what has been called the ‘ethographic’ mode of writing. Psycharis
acknowledged this fact in his introduction to Ta Advo Adépgia: “To popdvilo
Kotdvinoe kabpéeme mov kuAntepog amd {ovypa@id, diymc vo. pag KOAUKEYT, HAC
detyver, deiyverl oto £0vog, 10 TPOcWTO pog dmmg eivar” (1903a: k07). He stressed that
not only the themes and the mode of writing, but above all the language of a narrative
should reflect its use in ‘real” life.'” However, pursuing his theory about a literature
with features of orality, the author attempted in his last published novel Ayvy (1913).
an innovative writing that diverged from the realist mode of representation. The
innovation consisted in including musical phrases to suggest a certain atmosphere, or

the feelings of characters, and in substituting music for dialogue or the description of

events. In that respect, music functioned symbolically not only as a replacement for

"The ‘current state of use’, however, if taken literally, would mean the use of ancient forms or a mixed
language (pwctn), which, as discussed already, did not constitute a living language according to
Psycharis and could not represent ‘real’ life. Thus, Psycharis disregarded what was happening in Greece
in linguistic terms and tried to present his view as if it were the norm. This attitude may be explained by
the fact that he was living away from Greece (see Mackridge 1988: 40) or it may have been a deliberate
device in order to establish his position as the prevailing one.
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spoken language but as a higher form of language understood by all (see Chapter
Eight).

It is also important to note that the language used by the characters in
Psycharis’s novels is generally the same. Exceptions include Frosoula, and the
characters on the boat to Prinkipos in the novel Ta dvo Adépgia. In particular in the
latter case, the use of language is conveyed by the narrator to the reader as a negative
example of speech. However, there is little attempt in Psycharis’s novels to convey
class origin or social status through the use of language.'® This could be the result of
often having the narrator describe the thoughts of other characters and their speech,
instead of allowing their distinct voice to come through. In Psycharis’s novels,
therefore, social differences cease to matter as long as there are no linguistic
differences, in accordance with his belief in a uniform national identity based on
language. In line with his declarations about using the language spoken in villages by
ordinary people, some characters in his novels comply with these views. For example
the villagers and servants in his novels sometimes communicate between themselves
using proverbial phrases of popular wisdom or even lines from folk songs, as in the
novel Toveipo tov avvipy: “T'Aénm tov A0 Tws Bovid kot 1o @eyyapty KAMvet. Ape,
10 povayov TovAl amdye mov Bo peivn;” (1897: 337), or again: “Aev eiv’ xapafu oto
yko, dev eiv’ movvid amhopéva; Aev €iv’ Kopd oto TEAXO Vo [ oyartan Ko péva;”
(ibid: 390)."

One type of character which appears repeatedly in Psycharis’s novels is the

eminent novelist or thinker who makes literary and cultural comments or suggestions,

"*Furthermore, the author often uses very vulgar expressions: “Koita&e, koitaée mo0 pe katdvrnoeg!
Mov v ékapeg naproadec!” (Psycharis 1912-3: 5).

“In the latter case, the demotic becomes so evident that it loses its representational value. It becomes
more realistic than is needed, thus the opposite of realistic.
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a portrayal of himself. Around him revolve other minor characters, bureaucrats,
employees or mediocre writers, who represent examples of the negative aspects of the
urban life-style and of pedantic attitudes, which the author wishes to discredit.”
However, for the first time in a Greek novel, there is also an abundance of servants as
important characters, as was the case for example in the novels /1 Appworn Aovia and
Ta Ave Adépgia. Together with the ordinary villagers, this category of characters is
portrayed favourably because of the language they use and their uncomplicated
behaviour, which contrasts with that of the pedantic scholars. However, the depiction
of villagers differs significantly from that in the typical ‘ethographic’ narratives of the
period. There is no nostalgic tone in the description of villages and villagers. If they
contribute to his linguistic research they are praised, if not, they are condemned in the
author’s usual colourful style (as is the case in 7o Tacidr uov). The author emphasises
the importance of villages, because of the dialects, and their contribution to the
formation of the demotic. It must also be pointed out that in some of Psycharis’s
novels there is a shifting of focus, as villagers and servants gain in importance while
other ‘respectable’ characters are ‘criticised” because of some trait that the author

considers inappropriate.”'

“*The author’s tendency to treat his characters as ‘types’ or ‘constructions’, becomes apparent from his
carelessness with their names, which, in some cases, change in the course of the narrative. For example,
Kamekos-Kapekos and Andreas-Kostas in Ayvij, and Anna-Eleni in H Nikn tov [Tovov kar e Ayamns
(see also Holton 1988: 66).

*'The latter are the ones who either imitate European mannerisms or whose attitude proclaims a desire
to return to the Greek Classical past. In his novel Ta dvo Adéppia, the writer adopts a strong satirical
tone, which at times becomes almost scornful. He particularly satirises a character called Tsigomagas or
Sigomagas (10 render the katharevousa pronunciation), perhaps an allusion to Andreas Syggros who
was a national benefactor. For Psycharis, however, this character embodied the dangers of a fluid,
unstable identity. Even though Tsigomagas should have been regarded as a respectable character
because of his philanthropic work, he is satirised by the narrator as a devious and cunning Greek,
always on the lookout for the next opportunity to reinvent himself. This is in contrast to the ordinary
villagers who seemed to have attained self-awareness (see Chapter Seven, the section on Greek society
and culture of the period). As this example shows, the author sets in motion a negatively valorised
system through direct commentary and context, aimed against the characters or the characteristics
which he wants to discredit.
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In line with the author’s beliefs about a uniform national identity and the task
of the faithful rendering of ‘reality’ in literature, the role of the writer and intellectual
was a complex one. Even though he has the responsibility of guiding the people, he
can only achieve his task by abandoning his status and becoming himself one of the
people. According to the author in an essay from Pdda kar Miia A':

Epetg opomg mov ypa@ouvpe, mov KAVOLUE POUAVTOH, TPEREL
V0. GUAAOYIGTOUME KOAQ T SOVAEIR, v TNV MAGOVUE
arlmg, ywrti eueic ddoxaior dev eipaote: o6e (odue oto
YPOQELD HOG, MEPTOTOVUE OGTOVG OPOHOVS, YPAPOVUE Yot
olovg, ypagpovpe yio ™ Con, K’ £tol Tpémel vakoiovBovpie
10 A0d, TO Aad ko povo. I'” agtd eima, ko yo kt dirot pali
pHog, Tog and ) eihoroyia Ou ByR @og ... (1902b: 269).%

Because of the confusion of the role of the ‘grammarian’ with that of the
‘novelist’, many of the subjects examined in Psycharis’s scholarly texts appear also in
his novels and vice versa. In his scholarly texts, when he examines certain linguistic
phenomena in the Greek language. he often offers examples from his own fiction to
demonstrate his arguments: “[...] aApocéite, cag mapaKoA®, G IO TOAD TEPiEPYN
¥PTON NG TPOCTUKTIKNG HAG, KOl SMOTE POV TNV GOEW VO GOG OVAPEPD £6M pId
QpUcoVAL OV YWpig oxomo dev TV Eypayo ot Zwh ki Ayarn [...]7 (1906b: 62).
Furthermore, the author analyses his characters and presents their psychology, as he
would have analysed a grammatical phenomenon in the Greek language. In the novel
Zown k1 Ayann oty povadia, again, the allegorical reference: “[the] son of Homer has to
learn again his speech from the daughter of Dante™ (Psycharis 1991: 233), diverts

readers from the plot of the novel in order to introduce them to his linguistic theory.

Dante was writing in the Italian vernacular of his time, and Psycharis argued that

*See also Dragoumis 1926: 21. The last sentence of this extract can be explained as part of Psycharis’s
broader world-view which considered literature (‘@tAokoyia’, as it was called in the nineteenth century)
a significant element of the national identity.
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Dante’s lessons should be adopted by Modern Greeks who, though they possessed the
language of Homer, had forgotten how to speak correctly. The author admitted that
both analysing language and writing novels were occupations close to his heart and
whether he was right or not, he did not make any distinction between them: “Tu gipau,
YAWGOGOLOYOS 1] YOYOAGYOS, EXCTHLOVAS 1) TOMTIG, KUAR KOAG SEV TO KATEY®, VO. GOG
10 o, Towg dev sipar kot timonic. ‘Eva mpapa voubbw, nwg eite AEEn mavo va
yrvoroyfow eite abpomvn yoxn, Swpopetiky] dovAeld dev kavm k1 660 1 e pe
CUVETiPVEL, TOOO HE ovvenaipvel K 1 aAAn” (Psycharis 1905b: 13).

It must also be pointed out that Psycharis’s novels are testimonies to his
tendency to linguistic standardisation. He consistently used what he considered to be
the correct forms according to the grammar and the phonetics of the demotic, as he
mentions in the afterword of Zw# xi Ayarn oty Movaéia for example (1991: 322-25).
Furthermore, where there are several manuscript versions of the same novel, the
corrections in each one also testify to the importance placed by the author on finding
the correct expression.” However, nowhere is the connection between grammar and
imagination more prominent than in 7o Talior pov. In this work, Psycharis discusses
linguistics alongside other theoretical issues in literary and scholarly manner at one
and the same time. The aim was to achieve a successful fusion of his two
preoccupations. As a result, in parts of the narrative, he claims that his book is only
“imagination and poetry” (1993: 38) whereas in others, he explains that without the
grammatical system, even the most successful poetry loses its feeling (1993: 178).
With remarks such as these, it is obvious that the repercussions of Psycharis’s

linguistic theory were all pervasive in his work.

*The documents are as follows: ms. no. 3893 first part (1902) and second part (1902-1904), 7538 in
two parts (1902-1904) & 7538 typewritten, all in the Benaki Library (see also Chapter Five).
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To conclude. the author’s critical ability allowed him to perceive that the
status of the demotic would be very feeble without the existence of a literary corpus
behind it. indicating its accomplishment as a standard language. In undertaking his
literary writing. Psycharis’s programme was to prove that the demotic would be
suitable for official texts of national significance and to supplement Greek literature
with many new novels in the demotic. Some of his views on literature, in relation to
realism, were in parallel with the prevalent theoretical ideas of his period, even though
he did not exactly follow them in his own novel writing. The author believed realist
fiction, written in the language used by ordinary people, would help reinforce the
sense of belonging to a community with the aim of achieving the general cultural
regeneration of the nation. It would offer a recognisable identity for people, a point of
reference for what they were, individually, and as a community.”* The author also
believed that it was the task of the novelist to help that process materialise, thus
assuming the dual role of somebody within the popular culture, one of the people, and
also on the outside, able to evaluate it and endorse it: “Evog peydrog ovypagéag sivat
oov KaOpEéPe oto Aoy Tov péoa o kabévag PAémel Ty d Tov TV wova ... |
ekel wov o d10¢ dev EEpm T pov yivetar péca pov kot de Bpiok® Aoyw va 10 o,
exeivog e To A£EL Kal pue KGUVEL va KataAdfo v yux pov. Mukel yie 10 Aad kot
oav 10 Aad. Tn yYAdooa tov Aaov 0€rer” (1902b: 156).

However, his attempt to establish the language of the people in literature, met

with resistance from the Greek literary establishment.”® The features that exemplify

“'For an analysis of this point see Anderson 2000: 427-8.

**See the author’s letters to Eftaliotis: “Mn o péin- kako6 e 0u fyn and m dovied Tovg ka1 10 GKONG
10 peydhova, mov Aeg, e Ba pag TOVE XUAGOOLVE, PTAVEL EUEIG VO YPUPOLUE, QTAVEL EUEIG Vo
oreiavoope Pifhia, praver epeig ota Pifiia pag, og givar Kt 61a tupapvdarie pug, va deixvovps i Ba
an téyvn aAndwn Kt aAn@wi Lo (Karatzas 1988: 122), and in a more angry tone in another letter: “Tt
nmooa; Aetol dev Eyvay akoun ebpdnol. Toug pikelg yio yAOGoH, Kt a@Toi Hhodv axdun cav 1o
coa” (ibid: 364).
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the use of spoken language in his novels, i.e. digressions, repetitions, imitations of
real-life conversations with readers, created an innovative style but one might say that,
at the same time, they destroyed his fiction. They are nevertheless innovative because
they raise questions about what constitutes literary writing - questions which are still
significant today (see Tziovas 1987: 315-6). Inevitable they may have been, but as a

result, the author’s work was deemed resistant to literary analysis and appreciation.
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CHAPTER TWO

MODES OF DIDACTIC WRITING AND
THE ALLEGORICAL STORY O MAI'OX

The features that define the author’s didacticism are encountered in most of
his novels. The most common of these are the various types of intertextual references
and their function. Intertextuality, primarily, creates and maintains a certain
framework of meaning: if a story is to be read against or in accordance with other
stories, then there is a suggestion of a specific horizon of possible interpretations. For
example, the narrative Zon k1 Ayarnn oty Movacia can be read in conjunction with
Robinson Crusoe, which is referred to a few times in the novel and thus the reader
will easily understand that the main point in Psycharis’s novel relates to the ideas
advanced in Defoe’s novel. Secondly, most of Psycharis’s novels refer to other
important texts or imitate the manner of writing of other writers, in order to gain
support for the arguments that they express, implying continuity with the texts
referred to, as well as equivalent ‘authority’ gained by association with the well-
established works. This is the case in the novel H Appworty Adovia, which contains
many quotations from Sophocles’ tragedies and in particular from Philoctetes.
Furthermore, intertextuality is used in order to show that the author was creating
fiction in the fashion of the specific novels or types of narration referred to, in order to
aid the reception and understanding of his work, since there was no established
tradition of prose fiction at the time in Greece (see Robinson 1988: 56-7). In
Psycharis’s case intertextuality can also be viewed as a type of ‘dialogue with
himself’, i.e. with his other works. This is apparent, for example, in the self-mocking

reference in Ayvij to a poem included in Ta Avo Adépgia. Furthermore, it functions as
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a way of translating the author’s cultural ideology from his critical essays to his
novels, as a fusion of genres and tropes that aims to reinforce the didacticism. This is
the case in particular in 7o Tacidr pov, which combines rhetoric with imagination in a
remarkable manner.

Another important element of didacticism is the role of the reader and the
importance assigned to the activity of reading, since without the participation of the
reader, the didacticism is not activated. It is significant that the intertextual function
also reinforces the role of the reader in making sense of the text. According to Zoe

Samara,

A0pN OTO SUKEIUEVO O OVOYVOOTNG TEQPTEL OTNV Toyida
TOVL TOV OTIVEL TO KEIUEVO: EWVOL VTOYPEWUEVOS VO TIALPEL
uépog oty ddikacia g mapaymyns tov Kelévov. ‘Etot
GUVEWT|TOTOEL TO YEYOVOG OTL dgv mpOKELTaL Yo omAn
Ypa@T), ahrd yia Se0TEPT 1) KOl TOAAGTAT YPOLPT] KEWWEVOL
mov 1 Swdwkocie ™G ovvreigiton amd tov Wdo. Evod
dwPader To keipevo, aVOKEADTTEL CUOTHILATA YPUPNG Kal,
koBmg o aveyvopilel, To YPNCILOTOIET Y10 VL EPLTIVEVCEL
axoun Kot T pukpotepn Aentouépew (1987: 24).

Psycharis’s novels create an implied reader compliant with his views in order to suit
the didactic purpose of the texts and it is often the case that the author considers the
implied reader to be the same with the actual reader.' The narrator of his novels then
addresses the implied reader on several occasions. For example, in the novel Toveipo
tov 'avvipy, the implied reader is addressed as “nmoudid”, and in Zwy ki Ayann oty
Movaéia, the main character “acts’ for his/her benefit openly addressing him/her: “t

LOVPLOG OV gipat, poPE GEIG, Kot Ba pe mapete Topa 6o Yiko™ (1991: 62). The act

'“[...] The ‘implied reader’ [...] is established by the text itself as one who is expected to respond in
specific ways to the ‘response-inviting structures’ of the text [...] the ‘actual reader’s’ [...] responses
[on the other hand] are colored by his or her accumulated private experiences” (Abrams 1999: 257).
Abrams refers to the distinction proposed by Iser. For more details see [ser 1974: 30-31. The term was
first proposed by Wayne Booth.
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of reading is thematised in the novels Ta Avo Adépgra, Ta Avo Tpiaviapviia tov
Xapov and H Nikn tov ITovov xair ¢ Ayémns as well as in the novella Zodiia. Thus,
even though the novels persistently promote a ‘monological’ outlook, there is an
awareness of their recipient.” This means that they invite the response and
understanding of the reader precisely through their didactic aims, their specific points
and their rhetoric. It is this response that assures their success and it is this factor that
often makes Psycharis complain that his work did not receive the attention that it
deserved. Even if the reader of Psycharis’s novels is assumed to be compliant,
according to the requirements for promoting the views expressed in the novels, their
success relies on his/her engagement with the text, thus on the creation of a
‘dialogue’. However, in a rather contradictory manner, there is also a strong element
of egocentric orientation. This happens because the author disguises as the narrator
and sometimes as a character, and in so doing proposes a model of thought and
conduct related to his own activities. For example, in Ayvi) most of the events are
fictionalised versions of events from Psycharis’s own life and his actions and choices
are presented to readers as the model to be followed. It is almost as if Psycharis wants
to turn the reader into an image of himself. In most of the novels the main character is
a novelist, and in Ayvy, in particular, the ‘fictional writer’ writes a drama about
another writer. This type of demonstration, which emphasises the importance of
writing through the multiplication of the author, cannot be ignored. It is like openly
saying to the reader to pay attention to this novel. However, the risk involved is for

the author to be rejected by being perceived as boring and repetitive.

“Bakhtin coined the term ‘monological’ as distinct from his notion of ‘dialogical’, meaning a work in
which ideas are either affirmed or refuted with no middle ground (Bakhtin 1999: 80 & Suleiman 1993:
71). However, the term ‘dialogical’ appears to have an all-pervasive character in Bakhtin’s thought (see
in particular Bakhtin 1999: 40 & Bakhtin 1986: 75-6). For the role of the reader in literature see also
the articles in Suleiman & Crosman 1980.
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In most novels, too, there is a concern with conveying the ‘truth’, though not
always related to realism as a mode of writing. This is not accidental since, by
appearing as the bearer of truths, the narrative strengthens the credibility it needs in
order to be accepted by readers. In that respect, the various repetitions of the same
idea are part of an effort to equate the author’s views with some objective external
reality. According to Suleiman, “by virtue of the pact which, in the realist novel, links
the teller of the story to his audience [...] what the narrator recounts is ‘true’[;] there
occurs a blurring of boundaries that makes us accept as ‘true” not only what the
narrator tells us about the events [...] of the fictional world, but also what he tells us
in the way of judgment and interpretation™ (1993: 72). As Psycharis points out in his
introduction to Ta Avo Adépgra: “Xxomdc Tov PLOIGTOPOYPAPOL Eivol va GOV
TaPoVo1aoT TV aAnbew, ¥ £To1 va 6e Kaun va cvAloytote. Apa BapiEcar T€tot0
popavtlo. Ba Papebng xkabe arnqbeio xar kdbe cvAhoyn” (1903a: x07). Similar views
were also expressed at length in the author’s critical essays. The novel I Appwoty
dobia is also the result of this belief, in that case taken to its limits: presenting
uncomfortable truths as fiction in an effort to teach readers not to be afraid to speak
with frankness. Nevertheless there is an abundance of metafictional strategies, which
help the author discuss the issues that preoccupy him: how to write literature and by
extension how to influence people. Parody, playfulness and humour are stylistic
techniques aimed at entertaining the reader, surprising him, gaining his attention, and
engaging him; they favour the pact of trust between author and readers, as can be
attested in particular in 7o Tacior pov.

Finally, a significant didactic mode is located in allegorical writing. In most
cases, the “story’ of the novels and its characters are intended to suggest another level

of meaning. Allegory recreates a specific pre-determined meaning and for this reason,
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it is a useful didactic device. It was also a favourite mode of writing for other
demoticist writers, like Vlachoyannis, Nirvanas, Karkavitsas, Palamas, Passayannis.
By choosing specific and unambiguous symbols, they explored this popular mode
because it seemed closer to the folktale tradition and to the ‘simple’ style of narration
that they wanted to promote (see Sachinis 1989: 219, 258). Psycharis uses allegorical
writing extensively. For example, the story of Yannis Petroyannis in Zw# ki Ayénn
oty Movacia is an allegory for the language problem in Greece, which could only be
solved if people trusted their natural language for all purposes. However, even before
Zwn ki Ayany oty Movaéia, the short story O Mayog written in 1892 sets out the
author’s cultural views using this didactic mode. It is a significant text in order to
understand the author’s mode of writing. It presents his views on the Greek language
and culture and exemplifies how the allegorical references promote these views.

The story entitled O Mayoc in its Greek version, Micropolis in French, is a
folktale drawing upon many intertextual references and borrowing its satirical tone
from Jonathan Swift (see Fox 1995)." I include this short story in the corpus of my
analysis because it functions as a model for promoting the author’s cultural views. It
provides information about his ideas and objectives regarding Greek language and
literature, and it employs a device (allegory), which is an integral part of the didactic
discourse that characterises the author’s novels. The allegory and the notion of the
‘other’ which dominates the story. together form an ‘exemplary narrative’ intended to
present a series of ideological propositions and, on a ‘meta-narrative’ level, to give

instructions to readers to construe what is narrated. Furthermore, the French version

*The story was published in the periodical Estia in March 1892, and in Paris, in Psycharis’s
compilation of articles entitled Autour de la Gréce (Psichari 1895a: 233-44). References to the Greek
story in this chapter are to its reprinting in the first volume of Péda xar Mila (Psycharis 1902b: 231-
37).
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of the same story aims to make known to the French public the linguistic situation in
Greece.

The story comprises three parts, and for the purpose of this analysis, I will also
include the letter that Psycharis sent to the editor of Estia, Drosinis, ‘complaining’
about the reception the story got from his readers (1902b: 239-40). The first part is the
main part of the folktale, which presents the allegorical figures, the tiny citizens of a
very small country (the ‘Micropolites’), their character, and their habits. The second
part is an extension of the main allegorical framework. In this part, the shape of the
“city” changes, as do its inhabitants, because of the actions of a magician who appears
suddenly with his magical crystal, able to (fore)see the future. The third part of the
story is the explanation by the author-narrator himself. He addresses the implied
reader and the editor with a playful commentary that betrays his didactic intentions:
“Tu ke thpa va onpaivy a@to o mopapdby” (237).

As explained in Chapter One, the folktale was significant in Psycharis’s
literary model, as an example of popular culture narrated in the language of people,
which also allowed scope for experimentation.* O Mdyoc is an entertaining folk story
with specific messages to promote s and with features of orality. It relates the story of
a small city with tiny inhabitants, with a height of only a few inches: “Mwx @opa ¥’
évay Kaipo, eltave po pkpy, pikpovtoikn xopa [...J” (231). These small citizens
were the children of giants; it was not clear, however, whether they were originally
born as midgets or whether they simply had not developed properly. They were very
proud and very busy writing books. However, their books usually referred back to
themselves, praising or criticising each other’s work. The city had many critics,

historians and tragedians, even though it was apparent that they had no idea of the true

*For an analysis of this story see Melissaratou 1990.
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meaning of these occupations. A very interesting feature was the language used.
Micropolites tried to speak using the words of their ancestors but in their mouths these
words sounded strange and did not make any sense. Thus Micropolites, it seemed, did
not want to speak clearly and allowed confusion to be part of their lives: “Xvyva dev
KotoAdPawve o €vag tov ahhova. T toyn, ainqbew, mov myv eiyav! Kamoteg o
pikpomoiitg dev karardfatve ki o id10g T £ypage. Aev givar Toym K aptd;” (234).
The Micropolites lived in that manner, unlike other people in the world and,
according to the story, they never produced any children. The narrator intervenes at
this point in the story to propose an explanation, before proceeding with the rest of the
narration. He suggests that these legendary citizens were citizens of the Greek nation:
they were the “teachers’ like the ones existing in every nation. Thus the first part ends
with a partial break in the allegorical setting. Moreover, up to that point, the narrator
mentions that it was a tale ‘talked’ about amongst other people: “Agv drovyec dpmg
YW KavEvo uKpomoAit, vakape oté tov wondi” (234, my emphasis). In the second
part, however, the narrator introduces the idea of the significance of books. He
explains that he had read in books that a magician appeared suddenly in the city. He
was an intellectual with extraordinary abilities as he had in his possession a magical
crystal. This crystal concentrated the sun-rays and turned them into a spectacular
flame which metaphorically destroyed all misconceptions. In the fictional world, this
action eventually burned and eliminated the useless Micropolites. When the land was
emptied, another race of people emerged from the mountains, the plains, and the
surrounding villages. The magician saw their potential in his crystal: even though the
newcomers were small, they could easily learn what was required of them and
become bigger. They gradually changed into fully grown citizens (Megalopolites).

and were able to express everything they experienced in a proper manner through
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their natural language: “TIpdm @opd Owpodoav tov kKoéopo k' Mlehav O6la va ta
mTovve, va Ta Tovy OAa pe weg. O peyahomoriteg Opmg Aarovouy T YAGOGH OV
Aahovve otoug kapmoug kot ota fovvi. ‘Etol, Aéw, va to macovpe ko peig yoti k'
yuyn ™¢ Popwooivig ndg Ba kaun, ndg Bu @avr, av g oNKOCOVUE TN QUGIKY
Aahd ™" (236).

The third part of the narrative provides an explanation from the author-
narrator himself. He points out the importance of the magician as a mediator between
people and their true potential for cultural development, and identifies the elements
necessary to achieving this development. All these ideas are part of the author’s

cultural ideology and can be summarised in the following extract from the story:

Mg éywe n EALGOa peydin ote ypovia ta moiwd; Tdaya
Wmeg pe T dOvaun vIKnoe oTtoug PNdKovs TOAEHOVG;
Nixnoe taya pe ta Omia 1 pe ta £pya mov eixe Pydier Kot
nov Efyale o vovg mg: Eyd vopilw mwg o Aswvidag, otav
naiofe otig Ocppomdres, mdraiPe yw ™y Ihiada, naiaPe
Y10 VO SWPEVTEYT TOVG APYAIOVE LG TOVS PoyYmdoDg: £YM
vopilw mwg o dwkoi pag, otav maiaPe to Mecordyyl,
maioPay Kot KEWVOL Yo Ta Tpayoudie TOV AgoD Hog, TOv To
Tpayovdoiouv toteg ota Pouva. INa va Py ave&apmnro éva
£0vog, v va kotadafn mog vIapyel, TpEmEL va To PEPN
apoTe 1 moinon mov Opépel ot cwbikd Tov, VotEPL TO
onabi (237).

We see, therefore, that the story is very brief and simple, lacking any plot or causal
relations, except for one incident, the catalytic action of the magician who emerges
through unspecified textual references. It follows the structure of a folktale, whose
elements are not necessarily related one to another, with the story-teller making many
pauses or digressions during his narration and sometimes giving an abrupt account of
things. The characters too are placed in a far-away environment, inhabiting a state

unlike that of ordinary humans; their physique is microscopic, almost invisible to the
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naked eye and belongs to the world of folktales.” Another important point is the
strange language of Micropolites, which attempts to imitate the language used by their
ancestors but ends up being incomprehensible with comic sound patterns (“axovovoot
kat axknkvial”). Their tendency to complicate things when communicating results in
divesting them of any real value. In the same way that the language of the
Micropolites was completely dysfunctional for everyday communication, their writing
also circled around the issues they analysed but never succeeded in portraying them
proper!y.f'

Psycharis bases the allegory on the contrast between the sizes of
contemporaries and ancients, and moves playfully between the written and the oral
word, as his narration is a re-creation of another story, which the narrator had
allegedly partly heard from others and partly read in a book. The contrast between
orality and textuality appears at several points in the story, representing the
differences between the two main symbolic categories. For example, the
‘Micropolites’ are always preoccupied with writing books, whereas the villagers
Megalopolites are identified by their speech: “Aakodoav ) yAd®oow mov Aakovve
otoug Kaumovg kot ota Pouvva™ (236). Psycharis stresses his own reliance on the
written word, though, when he introduces the magician: “Awdfaca 6pwe ota Piffiia
TG [ Qopd Nphe otov TOMO ToVG £vag payoc. Eitav oAl kahdg aOpomog kot tov
apele va omovdaln kot va pabaivn™ (235). In this case, the characteristic of textuality
is a positive attribute in someone with knowledge, and a correct evaluation of the

world.

*The similarities with the Lilliputians from Gulliver’s Travels are striking. See Jonathan Swifi:
Gulliver's Travels, in the edition of Fox 1995,

°These references indirectly project the author's views about the importance of language in literature,
as expressed also in one of his letters to his friend Eftaliotis: “H ¥An, to mapapdb titota dev eivar to
onovdaio sivar n yhdooa” (Karatzas 1988: 97). The term ‘rapapvBt’ in this reference implies the plot
of a story, not the genre. It is indicative that Psycharis will hold onto these views in all his writings.
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The allegory in the story is based on a correlation between size and mental
ability. So. where the narrator describes small physical stature, he is implying ‘small
minds’. *Small minds’ is a metaphor suggesting reduced intellectual ability, lack of
perception and understanding. Furthermore, this opposition is extended to different
civilizations produced in different times: the ancient Greeks are the ethical giants, the
ones who produced the tragedies, the comedies, the rhetoric known to and imitated by
all other nations. The contemporary Greeks (Micropolites) are the ones who have not
produced anything of lasting significance but attempt to imitate their ancestors with
no success at all. It is suggested that, since the Micropolites are so preoccupied with
writing plays, poems, and essays, a possible solution to their problem would be to use
their own language, which exists in latent form, in order to produce something
authentically their own, and start developing into Megalopolites: not giants, but larger
and thus more significant than they were at that time. Thus, the allegory is structured
around the following scheme: the giants are the Ancient Greeks; the Micropolites are
the author’s Greek contemporaries; the people of the village and the mountains
represent themselves. They have an existence somewhere between the other two, and
though they might be small, they have the potential to become full-grown. The
magician is connected to the latter as the intellectual with the vision and mission to
reform Greek culture — like the author himself — and his crystal symbolises the correct
language. It is important to mention that the first group (the giants/ancient Greeks)
exists only conceptually in the world of the story, therefore its status and position is
irreversible and it forms the benchmark by which the other characters are judged.

Allegory, as its etymology indicates (speaking of other things), involves “a
coherent set of circumstances, which signify a second order of correlated meanings”

(Abrams 1999: 6). It always implies a high degree of intertextuality, being the textual
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space where several discourses meet and co-exist (Suleiman 1993: 43). Allegory can
be viewed as “representative of the ‘figurality’ of all language, of the distance
between the signifier and signified”, which represents the distance between what is
said and what is meant, “and the response to allegory becomes representative of
critical activity per se” (Fineman 1981: 27). Allegorical writing is always a writing ‘in
disguise’, and it goes back to its subject matter which is language and communication,
in order to discover what lies behind the disguise. This concept is thematised in the
short story under examination in multiple ways.

It is suggested through the verbal non-communication between citizens of
Micropolis, who even though they enjoy listening to each other, do not understand the
meaning of the words used, which float like empty signifiers. Furthermore, in a direct
analogy with the hidden meaning of allegory, the ideal nation suggested by the
narrator is hidden in plains and mountains, and will emerge when language re-
discovers its directness and is no longer fabricated. That is, when the authentic
language of the ordinary people prevails, and the allegory ceases to be active. Because
the Micropolites did not want to speak clearly,”“vétta oxérra”, the allegory functions
at their expense, yet the narrator uses the same device, an elaborate manner of telling
a story with hidden intentions and descriptions, in order to subvert it. He uses the
allegorical structure in order to promote his message more successfully. And the
message itself claims the opposite of the desire to complicate things, promoting the
idea of a plain, simple language.

Allegory always functions in relation to a set of other structures or texts from
which it derives its ‘meaning’; it is a process of progressive dialogue between texts,
re-interpretation and even of conflict. Even though these structures may seem to a

large extent arbitrary. in that there is no specific way to connect a commentary or



72

ideological discourse to a specific set of images. there is a certain consensus as to
what they signify to a specific group of people, in a specific historical, social, and
literary context.” In order for the allegory to be able to achieve its didactic aim, the
imagery that it suggests, and the metaphor process, must be understood by the
recipients. If not, then it cancels itself out, and the second level of meaning is not
activated. In that sense, there is a presupposition that the recipient, the reader of or the
listener to the story, will have a considerable amount of shared knowledge in common
with the teller of the story. Thus, allegory always assumes a particular audience or
readership. Nevertheless, one of the problems of allegory is that it does not fix a
single meaning to its imagery. It always runs the risk of being entrapped in its own
modality, inviting a number of different readings. The allegorical interpretation
intersects the world of the fiction and the real world of the reader. In order to avoid
this risk, the narrator of the story purposely proposes one interpretation when he
points out that: “O pukpomohiteg eivan dikoi pag, g sivar kot ddokaior. Mirwe dev
£xel xabe €Bvog toug dkovg Tov; Eyd TOug YvOpLon TOVg MIKPOTOAITEG KOl TOVS
ayoam®” (235). With this phrase, it becomes obvious that he refers not to the figures of
the allegory. but to what they stand for in the real world. The progression is made
clear by a contradictory statement further on when the narrator resumes the allegory
declaring that nobody in the world has ever seen the Micropolites: “Kaveig otov
KOOHO Ogv €10 MOTE TOVG piKpomoAites, K' €10l dev pumdpece vo @ Kavelg oo
¢lnoav ta pikpovkaxia” (235). This inaccuracy is deliberate and is used as a bridge to
the second part of the story, the second allegorical image, involving the introduction

of the magician, behind whose mask the author himself hides.

"This explains why allegory tends to be associated with satire, as satire requires a consensus as to the
implied meaning.
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When the narrator addresses the implied reader with: “Th Aeg tdpa va onpaivy
a@td o mapapd;” he introduces an explicit commentary on the role of the magician
and the importance of his actions, and reveals that the story has a two-fold
didacticism. It includes one message which is addressed to the Greek readership,
suggesting they should use the language of the villagers if they want to progress and
to create a modern nation, and another, which is addressed to the ‘demoticist™ group
of writers, suggesting what they have to do in order to promote this progress, namely,
to write simple stories like this one, projecting the national ideals. Thus, the story
functions as an ‘exemplary narrative’ not only in the sense of providing a moral about
language and literature, but also, in that it constitutes a ‘model’ of what Greek
literature should include in its canon. As the author explained in a letter to Eftaliotis:
“I'pageig 1o 1o Poud, mpénel va cviroyiéoar popaika. O I'afpmAiidng opme 6Aovg
d10hov adiko dev Exel. Ofhovpe mapapde cav tov INkoviiBépn. Tétow yperdletar
0 Aaog [...]" (Karatzas 1988: 9).

In order to eliminate the possibility of misreading the meaning, the didacticism
at the heart of allegory is structured at three different levels: at the narrative level (the
story). the interpretive level (the commentary), and the pragmatic level (the
imperatives addressed to readers). (On the three levels which correspond to three
discourses see Suleiman 1993: 35). At the narrative level, there is a dualistic system
of values, which pervades the story. The notion of the ‘other’, related to the
(alle)gory, involves the hidden discourse but also the figures of the different symbolic
structures. Therefore, the villagers in the story function as the ‘correct other’, correct
in relation to the humanoid Micropolites by virtue of their simple language. The moral
for readers is that they should use this form of language, as opposed to that used by

the Micropolites, in order to grow, literally, in the world of the tale, but
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metaphorically, in a contemporary Greek context, and maybe one day achieve the
glory of their ‘giant’ ancestors. There are multiple ‘others’ in relation to the
Micropolites, whose presence serves to emphasise their wrong conduct and their
inadequacies. For example, the way in which the Micropolites attempt to appropriate
a foreign culture, not appreciating this culture as a whole, but evaluating it only
partially and misjudging it: “Apa £pyovvtav xavévag EEvog ot Mikpomohn, 660 umon
Kl av giye, yivouviav apécng Geavtog” (234).® Then there is the presence of the
magician, who enjoys studying and learning (235) by contrast to the Micropolites who
only teach, judge, and make declarations. The story addresses contemporary Greeks
and, in particular, Greek demoticist writers and expects them to collaborate in
establishing the interpretation of the allegory, since a different recipient would imply
a different commentary. At the level of the narrative again, the satirical tone is used to
influence the attitude of readers toward certain types of people (8aoxaioy), the use of
katharevousa and the literary prose written in it, as well as modes of conduct like
attacking each other.

At the interpretive level, there is the main ideological opposition, which
clarifies the meaning of the allegory, the difference between pedantic attitudes and
spontancous literary production. Pedantry is what characterises the ‘teachers’ who
know nothing of the nation’s true needs and values, whereas the magician(s), like
Psycharis and the other demoticists, are their opponents because they (re)produce
popular literature.” In the story the ‘teachers’ write constantly but there is no
authenticity in their writing. By contrast, the allegorical image of the magician

promotes the authentic ‘words’, the “textual” guarantee which the ‘micropolites’ lack.

*The description of their climbing on top of the foreigner is another allegory-within-an-allegory.

*This is expressed by the author in another letter: “[...] &po nog pite ecéva pite gpéva de Ba T0
KaturdPn xaveic axopa oty EAMGda 1t a&ilovpe. Na 1o mdpng ano@act a@tod — kai va SOVAERNGS.
Epeic Bu tovg kdpovpe peyahonokiteg kot toteg 0o pag Bupovvrur” (Karatzas 1988: 39).
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The figure of the magician introduces prescriptive actions, a very important part of the
exemplary narrative. In that sense, the magician holds the key to the interpretation. He
is not only a bearer of civilisation, with his striving for learning and progress, but also
the one who achieves the correct interpretation of national history; he is placed even
higher than the heroes who defended the Greek territories throughout the nation’s
history. Thus the story itself offers its own basic interpretation. Furthermore, it is
significant that in the world of the story, the magician is the only one with a stable
identity, while the other figures are all portrayed with fluid identities, a constant
reminder of the motif of alteration and metamorphosis, which is encountered in
folktales.

Another important element of the story is the possession of the crystal. This
refers symbolically to the language of ordinary people, since it destroys the
Micropolites who cannot tolerate its “heat’, but it signifies more than possession of the
correct language. It implies the timely intervention of the intellectual in choosing the
correct forms and standardising them, in accordance with the author’s view about the
mission of the novelist-grammarian, as explained in Chapter One. It is also a very
successful symbol of scientific advances, as a synecdochical representation of the
microscope, whose function corresponds perfectly to this story of sizes. However, its
main purpose is to represent pure, clear, and unmediated language. And pure in this
context means the exact opposite of the linguistic purism that attempted to bring the
language back to its archaic forms. '’

Finally, the exhortations which appear at the end of parts two and three of the

story belong to the pragmatic level. The first of these exhortations is addressed to the

"“It is tempting to make an analogy with Sartre’s view on transparent language concerning the
distinction between poetry and prose: “there is prose [...] when the word passes through our gaze like
glass traversed by sunlight™ (1948: 71). It is not difficult to see why narratives which wish to promote a
specific world-view, like the ones attempted by Psycharis and in a different context by Sartre, are open
to such metaphorical associations about clarity and purity of communication.
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Greek readers (see extract on page 236 of the story quoted previously); while the
other is addressed to his fellow demoticist writers, on whose behalf Psycharis had
assumed the role of leader and ‘father’:

INa va Pyn aveiapmro £va £0vog, yio va Katarafin mog vrapyer,

TPETEL VL TO PEPT TPAOTA 1) TOiNoM 7OV BpPel oTa cwWOIKA TOV,

votepo 10 onali. O pévog o VKNG eivat 0 payogs, yoti o payog

apa gav, PAErer péoo oTov Awol TV Kapdid. Ae PAtrer Tovg

GAAOVG, TOUG KOUPBIGUEVOUG, TOUG TOWWMUEVOUG, TO WEQTIKA

tabporakua [...] (237).
The pragmatic level of discourse with its explicit injunctions is, ultimately, what
creates the ‘thesis’ of the exemplary narrative. There is a set of values connected with
the magician, which must be embraced by readers. The narrative attempts to enclose
its reading. As often happens, though, despite the foregrounding of the interpretation,
the explicit commentary and of the instructions, the meaning stays open, hence the
author’s bitterness in his letters.""

Nevertheless, Psycharis used the allegorical technique to a greater or lesser
extent in most of his novels to promote his view that Greek culture would develop
when natural language prevailed. For example, Yanniris the overachiever in Toveipo
tov I'tavvipn can be seen as another facet of the figure of the magician, as is Myriella,
the “educator’ in Zwn ki Ayann oty Movacia (1904), while Yannis in the same novel
stands synecdochically for Modern Greek peasants and villagers. Furthermore, most
of the female characters in Psycharis’s novels stand as symbols of the idea of the
‘Muse’, who brings inspiration to the poet, in particular in the novel Ta Advo

Adéppia.'* Very simplistic allegorical figures are also used by the author in his plays:

[a 1o Popaiiko Oéatpo: O Iovavaxog (comedy), O Kvpoving (drama) (1901). The

""As becomes clear from the author’s ‘complaints’ at the end of the narrative — intended in reality to
reinforce his message — and from his letters, the readership in Greece was not able to fully understand
and share his vision about the development of Greek culture,

1> See also Psycharis 1929a: 297 on the role of the Muse.
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theme of metamorphosis appears again in the comedy when an innocent girl,
Myroula, transforms a beast, who cannot speak, into an advanced being through her
love: “Ay! eob eiom o [Momtg pov kat pe mpooueveg eov [...]" (Psycharis 1901:
329)."2

Thus allegorical writing helps promote the didacticism of the narratives by
strengthening the author’s position as an intellectual, who holds the key to
interpretation(s) and who can also open new paths for his readers to learn from him. It
also enhances the appeal of the story’s moral through an aesthetic satisfaction
achieved by its imaginative traits. Finally, it reassures readers that they are part of a
community, sharing common knowledge and values with other members and are able
to respond accordingly to cases of discourse with latent connotations.

The same allegorical concepts as in Psycharis’s story are encountered also in
Karkavitsas’s novel O Apyaioiéyoc (1904), which aims to promote a union between
the oral and the textual, the popular and the scholarly, the ‘tongue’ and the ‘pen’ (see
Politi 1988). It may be interesting to discuss Karkavitsas’s narrative briefly, and its
use of the allegorical structure, to see how Psycharis’s views may have influenced
other writers of the period.

Karkavitsas’s narrative also focuses on the issue of language and Greek
identity. The narrative is highly allegorical — it even includes the discovery of a statue
at some stage in the plot which represents some entity declared to represent an
abstract notion of ‘Glory’. It also reads very much like a folktale, because there are

parts in it where the conventions of verisimilitude are suspended and the reader is

“For an analysis of the plays and the prologue written by Psycharis as a manifesto for the “Theatre of
Ideas”, see Puchner 1995: 15-76.
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transferred to an a-temporal mythological spa.cc.’4 Karkavitsas follows to a large
extent Psycharis’s model: he presents one of the two main characters, Aristodemos, as
seeking his identity in the monuments of his ancestors in the belief that, if he were to
speak like the Ancient Greeks, he would be elevated to their status: “H mapadoon
Eheye TS av NTay peydlot ekeivol Hrav and m yYAOooo Tovs. ZKEPTNKE AOWTOV apov
emnpe 1o Ovopa, va mapn k* exeivn” (Karkavitsas 1973: 1261). However, in his
attempts to use that language and to discover monuments of the ancient civilization in
his land, he loses touch with reality, and by wanting to invert the natural cycle of life,
he causes his mother’s death. In that sense, Aristodemos, with his extreme behaviour
and with his emphasis on ancient texts, is similar to the Micropolites of Psycharis’s
story.

The other character in Karkavitsas’s narrative, Dimitrakis, represents the
Greek people and also the demoticist writers. Dimitrakis is not fully developed as a
character, and he does not yet know how to proceed in the course of history. He
cannot find his place and his role yet, although the text proposes that this is because
his brother’s obsession with the past does not leave either of them any space to
develop (see Politi 1988: 47). His behaviour, though, has the advantage of following
the path of popular wisdom. More significantly, Dimitrakis uses his natural language
without any shame, and he allies himself with Elpida, who is a personification of
popular culture. Dimitrakis stands for the Megalopolites in Psycharis’s story. the
villagers, who use the demotic language, and who will eventually progress, when a
sterile attachment to the past and futile attempts to revive the Ancient Greek language
cease to get in the way. In Psycharis’s story the Micropolites are eliminated when a

powerful agent is able to see them for what they really are, leaving the space and time

“The beginning of the narrative is that of a folktale, thus directing the readers’ expectations: “Kokxw
KAWVE KAwopévn, oty avéun toitypévn [...]7 (Karkavitsas 1973: 1256). Similarly, Psycharis’s story
begins like a folktale also: “Mia @opd@ k* &Evav Kaipo, EiTave pia PIKPT, HIKpoLToIK Xdpa™ (231).
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free for the modern Greeks, who will lead the nation forward. In Karkavitsas’s
narrative too, the old ways of thinking and acting have to die before any happiness
and prosperity can be achieved. In both narratives the identity of the Modern Greeks
is not yet developed; it seems that they are at a very early stage of their development,
and they will manage to take their proper form — as is suggested in the story O Mdyoc
— only when their language prevails.

The tensions between the two sides — the supporters of katharevousa, and
supporters of demoticism — regarding the appropriation of the essence of *Greekness’,
which pervaded not only literary texts and critical essays, but also real-life incidents,
are again allegorically indicated in Elpida’s lament: “Mava W', va oe potijcovpe kat
VoL oG HOAOYNOMG, TiVOg a@ivels ta kAedd and T apyoviikd cov;” (Karkavitsas
1973: 1327). The eponymous archeologist (Aristodemos), dies when his own
obsession, having reached a peak, becomes his nemesis, and the statue of “Glory’ falls
on top of him and kills him. The story ends with the promise of a new beginning as in
all folktales: “TI€0ave — Tov £Bayav tov Apyaworoyo. K’ éuevav exeivol koAd «’
gpeic £6m kalvtepa.” (ibid: 1355). Just as the Micropolites have no soul, and instead
the Greek soul is to be found in the people’s natural language, similarly, in
Karkavitsas’s story, it is the younger brother who embodies the eternal Greek soul:
“A, 0 adepedc oov! Eime n xOpn kovvavtag 1o ke@dAt pue ovykatdPaon. Exeivog
mpe ta Pifiia Tovg povayd. Ma gpeig kKAnpovouncoe v yoyn tovs.” (ibid: 1309).

Psycharis, and the other demoticist writers, use the folktale, and the allegorical
writing as the popular equivalent of the novel. By transferring the oral to the textual
method of narration, and by employing a didactic, educational discourse in order to
propose truths of life, they were altering the generic nature of prose from the elaborate

literature of the purist medium to ‘light literature’ or, as Karkavitsas put it in a letter
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to Karl Dietrich in 1905: “X¢ pag £3® — 10 EEpelg MoTev® ~ dev eival aKOMO Kapog
va tpayovdovue appdviiota. [péner kar va ta (sic) daokarevovpe™ (mentioned in

Politi 1996: 132-3).
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CHAPTER THREE

TO TAZIAI MOY: INTERTEXTUALITY AND THE
‘PLAY OF WRITING’ AS DIDACTIC STRATEGIES '

To Tacior pov (1888) is considered a symbolic landmark in the history of
Modern Greek literature. The text is an entertaining fictional account of the narrator’s
itinerary through Constantinople and Greece. For the first time in Greek prose, it is a
text written in a language as close as possible to that spoken by ordinary people. The
publication of the book is, without doubt, the significant event which moved the
‘Language Question’ in Greece onto a new level, intensifying the debates between the
supporters of katharevousa and the demotic (Beaton 1994: 311). Although much has
been written about the language and the significance of the text, as with the rest of
Psycharis’s prose, there has been so little discussion of its narrative features that the
text is still little understood, despite its fame.” This could be the result of its
ambivalent generic status. It is written like a travelogue but 1t also reads like a folktale
or a scholarly essay and it would be difficult to define it as a novel. Palamas has
defined its style as fragmentary but with an internal unity (1938: 13, but written in
1906). Similar observations have also been made by Kriaras (1981: 107) and
Stergiopoulos (1986: 142).

In this chapter, I will analyse 7o Talid: uov, putting the emphasis on its
playful mode of writing, which is not only an expression of the author’s humour but

also a very interesting narrative technique. I will discuss how this playful mode,

'"The term ‘intertextuality’ popularised by Julia Kristeva is used in its broader sense: “[it signifies] the
multiple ways in which any one literary text is made up of other texts, by means of its open or covert
citations and aflusions, its repetitions and transformations of the formal and substantive features of
carlier texts, or simply its unavoidable participation in the common stock of linguistic and literary
conventions and procedures that are ‘always ready’ in place and constitute the discourses into which
we are born” (Abrams 1999: 317, the emphasis as it is in the text).

“Except in Beaton 1988 and Meraklis 1988. Robinson 1988 discusses Psycharis’s novels but does not

mention To Tucior pov.
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created mainly through various intertextual allusions, helps to fulfil the didactic aims
of the text. The inclusion of other voices and other texts — albeit orchestrated by
authorial guidance — does not prevent the main points of the work from coming
through to readers but helps to make the didactic tone less severe and, therefore, more
convincing. In other words, there is ‘entertainment and knowledge’ in accordance
with the author’s stated aim of entertaining readers and making them understand his
points: “[...] va dwwokeddon 0 avayvdong Hov, Kt av eivar duvatd va un pe Papedn,
aKOpUN K1 6Tav Tov phd Y coPapd k’ emomuovika (ntipate. Ma mpote an’ 6Aa
BEANGa v popéon o kadévag vo. pe kataddpn” (Psycharis 1993: 39).°

In the first section of this chapter, | will discuss what led Psycharis to conceive
the idea of this narrative, its significance for Greek literature, its form and content and
its different editions. In the second section, I will examine how the religious and
folktale references support the didacticism of the text. In the third section, 1 will
analyse how the illusion of polyphony operates in reinforcing the author’s views on
Greek language and culture. This is done as the authorial voice disclaims the validity
of other voices in a humoristic tone that makes the didacticism less austere. Together,
the various small stories included in the narrative, the folktale references, and the
illusion of polyphony (which is supposed to represent other voices) all contribute to

the playful mode in which the text is written.

1. The significance of the text for Greek literature
The publication of To radior pov in 1888 prompted Alexandros Pallis and
Argyris Eftaliotis to make contact with Psycharis and his movement (Kriaras 1981:

320). This resulted in close relationships developing between them, especially

*In this chapter, my references are from Alkis Angelou’s edition in Estia. Angelou has faithfully
reproduced the text of the first edition of 1888.
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between Psycharis and Eftaliotis, which is recorded in their correspondence. The 716
letters exchanged between the two friends and collaborators provide valuable
information about the novels on which they were working." However, since the letters
exchanged postdate the publication of 7o Talior pov, there is a lack of first-hand
information regarding the origins of the idea for this narrative — which makes it all the
more challenging to try to understand what led to its creation.

Psycharis was thinking about a narrative relating to the Greek culture some
time before the actual journey to Greece: in the first volume of his Essais, he talked
about an abstract ideal, a book, which would appear and bring a breath of fresh air to
Greek literature: “[...] ne faut-il point désespérer de 1’avenir. Ce livre, que tout le
monde attend, s’écrira sans doute quelque jour, il s’écrit peut-étre a I’heur (sic) qu’il
est” (Psichari 1886: 287).° Even if Psycharis had already sketched out the basic form
of the narrative that To Taidt pov should take, he must have been inspired by the
actual journey, which shaped his ideas regarding the culture and the way of life in the
areas he visited. The journey that preceded the writing of this narrative was scheduled
to coincide with the author’s participation in a Conference in Constantinople,
organised by the Cultural Association of the city, “EAAnvikéc @ihoroyikdg EvAloyog
Kovotavtivoutodems”, on the occasion of its twenty-fifth anniversary (see Christidis
1979). Psycharis was the representative of The French Ministry of Education and his
paper, which was written in the demotic, analysed the ‘Language Question’ in Greece.
He also intended to conduct research on the linguistic varieties used in
Constantinople, in Chios, and parts of mainland Greece. His aim was to find authentic
data to support what he had already said two years earlier in his Essais regarding the

formation of the Modern Greek language. Four months before the journey, on March

*The letters have been edited and published by Karatzas and a team at the University of loannina. See

also Karatzas 1985.
*See also Kriaras 1981: 318.
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18. 1886. Psycharis was writing to a family friend, Constantinos Sathas, to inform him

about his mission:

Vous avez di apprendre, avant que j’aie le plaisir de vous

I'annoncer, que je suis chargé d’une mission du

gouvernement pour me rendre au Congres de

Constantinople et pour me livrer a certaines ¢tudes

dialectales a Chio. Nous partons en Juillet. D’ici 1a j aurai

fort a faire pour préparer le texte de la communication que

je dois lire au Syllogue en grec [...] [p]uis je me rendrai a

Chio et reviendrai par Athenes, Zante et peut-étre Venise!

Ce sera une vraic joie (Vertsoni-Kokoli 1980: 102).°
The journey lasted for four months, July to October 1886 (Kriaras 1981: 116). As is
mentioned also in the narrative: “T'todAo pnve, onig tpravia cwOTd, pEpa
[Mopaockefn, n dpa ENpuov 10 PBpadv [...] onkwbikape va wdpe oto otadpo, yo va
Tapovpe o o1depddpopo” (Psycharis 1993: 49). The book was published in Greece
about two years after the journey: there were to be two more editions in Psycharis’s
lifetime, one in 1905 and one in 1926.

To Tacior pov was a manifesto for the demotic language and an attempt to
analyse Greek history, culture, and landscape through the critical eye of an
intellectual, who felt both part of the tradition he was trying to analyse and an
outsider. It is a significant literary attempt at the mapping of prose fiction in Greece,
which could count only a few landmarks before then (Stergiopoulos 1997: 12). Before
Psycharis’s text, the other milestone in Greek prose, in the 1880s, was the

development of the genre of the short story, which described the way of life and the

mores of Greek villagers, initiated and supported by the competition in the Estia

°It is interesting to note that in this correspondence, Psycharis uses the French language. The first text
written in the demotic, his paper for the conference in Constantinople, was written or perhaps edited
while he was in Greece, as is mentioned in this letter. In previous years, 1881-1884, in his letters to
Sathas, Psycharis used katharevousa (op.cit.: 83-9).
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magazine.” In the decade that followed the publication of Psycharis’s text, the
“ethographic’ mode was extended to novels, with a gradual transition from the
‘ethography’ of the village to that of the city, as depicted in the novels of
Papadiamandis, Karkavitsas and Xenopoulos for example. As far as the literary
language was concerned, the demotic had gained ground in poetry, which was still the
dominant literary form of expression, with the works of Solomos, Valaoritis, Palamas,
and Drosinis, but only a couple of novels such as H 2mpaniwtikp Zoy ev EALGot in
1870-1, and Aovknc Adpac in 1879 were written in the language that approximated to
that used by people in everyday life. Even in these two novels the language used was
not actually the same as what came to be generally called ‘demotic’. In Athens, the
cultural centre of the free Greek nation, very little prose was written in the demotic
before or even after the publication of 7o Tucior uov. The first novel written entirely
in the demotic was Karkavitsas’s O Zynidvog, in 1896, influenced undoubtedly by
Psycharis’s text (see Mastrodimitirs 1985: 27, 48). Vlachoyannis also wrote his novels
in the demotic after the publication of To Talid: uov. Thus, Psycharis’s text was on
the margins of the literary canon of the period because it could not be described as
belonging to any of the main genres (poetry, short story or novel) and because it was
written in colloquial language.

The language of To Tacior yov was not the only element that set it apart; the
form also was very different from anything written around that time. 7o Tacior pov
was not a travelogue, though the author used the conventions of the genre with a
distinct irony, to parody that quintessentially nineteenth-century form of writing and
amuse his readers. For example, in the chapter entitled ‘Tu&ior’, the narrator gives an

amusing and detailed account of his journey: “kapape to&idt povadikd: dev éomace

"The announcement appeared in 1883 in Estia, for a “competition whose ‘subject will be Greek, that is,
will consist either of the description of scenes from the life of the people in any of its historical periods,
or of the narration of an episode of Greek history’” (Beaton 1994: 70).
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poda. 8¢ yohuoe audél, GAAO TPUiVO SEV AMAVIV|OOUE VU HOG TAOKMDOT) — KoL OE pag
okotwoe kaveic. To Zaffato mpwi, otnig Oéka Kol OWAEKAMIGL, QTALUpE O
Mapoiha. Kapape otov Og100 pov apodyepa Aapmpd- eiyape mord kaAn 6pedn ki oy
Ay diya. Katoape, payaue, yerdoope k* £tot 1ple mo K1 GPa Vo UIepKopLoTOVUE”
(1993: 49). On the other hand, the author denies that he is attempting this genre from
the very beginning, suggesting to readers that they should not treat his book as a
travelogue. As he explains in the preface to the first edition (Avo Aoyw): “IloAdoi
ta&dunteg ovvnBilouv kol pog Aev T ékapav ™ Asptépoa kot v Tpim, Tt dpo
£puyav. 1L Kpaoi Nmav, a6ca kovvovma toug daykacav [...] Exeta, ¢ 6,11 yopa ki
av TaTthoovy, Kabovvral Kal pag dryovviatl To 10topikd 6. Tétow dev £xm” (1993:
38). Discrepancies such as this are indications of the playful mode in which the author
relates his points.

Nor is the text a scholarly essay either, precisely for the above reason, the
irony and the playful tone with which the author explains specific linguistic issues,
even though certain chapters tend towards a more scholarly approach, such as the
chapter ‘ZopuPifacpog’ for example. By contrast, poetry and imagination were
claimed by the author to be the two main features of the text: “ypappotikn opwg o
0éinoa va kapw. To Bifiio pov diio dev eivon Tapd ovracio kot woinon™ (38). It is
interesting that Palamas also distinguished these two qualities in order to praise
Psycharis’s work: “avtifieta g yvoung tov modlkdv, 6hwv icwg, k' avt@v mov
TIHOVV Kt ayamovv 10 ovyypagéa Tov “Taldoh’, motedn Tog T0 CNUAVTIKOTUTO
yrapopa ov Yoyxapn... dev sivatl 1) emotiun, ivar 1 moinon... [Tommg 61 pe 1o otixo
tov [Tyaoo (sic), pa pe 10 Adyo tov [lpwtéa” (Palamas 1960c: 311 written in 1906,
the same review in Palamas 1938). Palamas’s evaluation captures Psycharis’s

distinctive mode of writing, which could take many different forms, and gives an
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indication as to why nothing similar had either preceded or followed it in Greek prose
(see also Beaton 1988: 47).

Yet, in the author’s correspondence, there is mention of a plan for another
similar text, wider in scope, which would present the true essence of *Greckness’. The
narrative Psycharis had in mind would again describe a long journey that would

include his visits to the lonian Islands, Crete and Cyprus. As he explained in a letter

written in 1901:

[k]on Ba 10 0 apTd pov to moinpa To ucyalo to Talior.
Oa yivn, onwg Aoyopulw, tov Azmpian 1903 xar Bo
Baotaén téooepels unveg iow pe tov APyovoto. ¢ exel,
eAnilo va oov TPOPTEEMm Kot TN Ypoppatiki] cov. Ma Oa
1) STMHOGIEY® GTO YUPIGHO OV, yiuTi Kat ket Do cuvicm
noAra. [lpémer vayovpe 1o vOu pag va pun YPAWOUUE
aSopvo TIMOTIC MOV KATOML, OGOV OKOUGH KAPTOGH
ednvika, e Ppedn ko owotd. Kar tov koupd mov Oa
ordveral, o Towpdlo to Meyddo 1o Talior mov cov Aéw
(Karatzas 1988: 374).

The journey would involve linguistic research aimed at preparing a grammar of
spoken Modern Greek. There were many points in common between this journey and
the previous one: the purpose of the journey (linguistic research), the use of a similar
title, the similar objectives and duration of four months, all suggest that the work
Psycharis had in mind was meant to duplicate his first efforts in To Tacior pov. It
seems, therefore, that this unique type of narration appealed to Psycharis as it gave
him the freedom to explore different aspects of his creative thinking, which
corresponded to both sides of his personality. to the scholar and to the creative writer."

The freedom from the constraints of a narrative plot, and at the same time, a specific

"The title of the narrative (7o Tacidt pov) is open to different metaphorical interpretations. In
Psycharis’s thinking, there is an affinity between the sea and the journey, and the process of creative
writing, as pointed out in his correspondence (op.cit.) and in the following extract from the text: “[n]
Balacca £xet kG ov ot payéPer. Otav korrdlel Kaveig TV ThGPN TOV PE TOAUN oKilel Ta vEpa Yia va
nepon, vopiler toteg mov uropei aagva ki 0 i610¢ va kOyN dpopo peyaro. H pavrasia netiéta Kot
TpEyEL Ue 10 Pundpr 0 voug POVeKmOVEL Ta Tavid tov” (1993: 93-4).
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project, which would focus on his ideas, was the ideal framework in which to present
his aspirations for Greek prose. The idea for the second narrative was never realised
but the author must have used the impressions gained from such a journey as the
material for the novel Ta dvo Adépgpia, which was drafted in 1903 (Psycharis 1910-1:
460).” However, the author mentions another ‘literary journey’ to be made in April
1904, which suggests that the connection between travelling and writing was a
recurring theme in his work (Karatzas 1988: 504). Nevertheless, Psycharis did not
accomplish these plans. Instead he reworked the first edition of 7o Tacid: pov and not
only prepared a different ‘preface’ but also a lengthy “prologue’, which he named
*Amoloyia’ by analogy with the Socratic Apologia, the philosopher’s confession of

his views and attitude to life."’

1.1. The different editions

The Ermis edition, to which I refer, reproduced the first edition, remarking that
it was a historical document: “cav £idog vrokovpévio mov eivar”, using Psycharis’s
own words about it (Psycharis 1993: 10). It is true that this text when it appeared for
the first time was very innovative. As Psycharis explained in a letter sent to Eftaliotis
in January 1905, its publication was a ground-breaking attempt, irrespective of its
faults: “A@ov 10 cvAhoyiomka K 0ol t0 gimope kO ag poll, TO KOATEPO pov
eavnke vo S1opfdOow 10 TPOTOTLRO, TV TPMTN £kdOOT, 000 Yivetar Arydtepo. Aev
vIpémovpat d10Aov yia kGt otpafovtoka 1 adéEa mov £xet péoa. [pd dokyun ota

neld — téhewn de pmopovoe vavor [...]7" (Karatzas 1988: 550). The idea of reworking

’In that novel Psycharis praised in particular the language and culture of the lonian Islands (see Chapter
Seven),

"“The preface in this case is the traditional short explanatory note which precedes the narrative. The
author also wrote a prologue (‘Apologia’), which was another explanation, this time lengthy; this was
also intended to precede the main text. However, because the prologue was very long it was published
separately and although it refers to the main text it can also be read as an independent document.
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his narrative and publishing a second edition must have been based less on the need to
re-evaluate or alter certain views, and more on the author’s insistence on
strengthening the position of demoticism in the linguistic debates in Greece by
producing a stream of literary work.

The second edition was published in 1905 without its prologue, the
‘Apologia’, which was extremely long. The ‘Apologia’ was published in the
periodical Noumas (6 November 1905 to 25 January 1906) with the following note:
“In] Amohoyia eivar 0 kaba@Td YAWGGOAOYIKOS MPOAOYOS TNG SEPTEPS £KOOOTIC TOV
Taciotod pov mov Pyaiver @éto [...] BéPao eivar mwg 6mowog Pfynq otov kdopo
vamodeiln wav aindew, 6,n aAnbewa Kt av eival, mavra Bo katyopno. ‘Exet howrov
10 YPE0G va T To AOYO ToL Kt 0pTog. TlpoomaOnoa va tov mw — K a¢ pe Kkpivouve to
wendid pag” (in Psycharis’s Poda kot Mpia, 1906b: 31-2n). The ‘Apologia’ was also
published in the third volume of Péda kar Mijia (1906), which was introduced by the
quotation from Plato “vueig 8’ gpov axovoecbe mdoav v aAnBeswav” (ibid: 31). It
presented Psycharis’s linguistic views divided into different sections like small
chapters, a hundred and one in number. Most sections aimed at answering the
accusations that had been made over the years between the two editions, regarding
these views. Certain sections present very specific suggestions in relation to correct
and incorrect linguistic usage as noted in people’s speech and writing by the author.
Other sections present stories from the author’s own life, and events within the
various social circles in Athens. The ‘Apologia’ to the second edition does not differ
greatly from the main text itself, except in its length, and in its more scholarly tone.
The similarities between the ‘Apologia’ and main text of 7o Tacidot uov, which both

present the same ideas about language, and the use of Plato’s quotation, reinforce the
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impression that the second edition of To Taidr pov was intended to present
Psycharis’s linguistic views once more to Greek society.

The preface to the second edition of the book, on the other hand, was a much
shorter note, also published in Noumas (11 June 1906). It was similar to the beginning
of the first chapter of 7o Talior pov; in both texts there is an association between
specific aspects of the landscape and an idea of what Greece is about, which sets the
framework for the introduction to the ‘journey’. The author suggested in the preface
that a suppressed desire enticed him to visit his homeland and there is a description of
the landscape, and in particular of the sea, in order to introduce the image of Greece
as well as the idea of travelling synecdochically.!' He took an ‘aesthetic approach’ to
the landscape, discussing how the geography, the climate and specific areas affect
people and their attitudes to life (Leontis 1995: 118, 125). In the preface, in particular,
the two main symbols emerging as specifically ‘Greek symbols’ were the sun and the
sea.

The preface summarised the points presented in the main text. The most
significant argument was that Greek efforts to keep the ancient culture alive were
focused on the preservation of a language that had long ceased to be spoken. The
author suggested allegorically that the various linguistic forms were different varieties
of fish found in the sea, while the Greek people were like fishermen, who caught in
their linguistic choices the wrong varieties of fish:

Agv mapatnpovoape Opms nwg ot Affeg u@tég, oL
Eewapepéveg, podlove aifbewr pe xdt yapuw wydyw,
Bedyovrpa kar oefdopa, mov cuvnbicave xpovia Kol xpovia
VAPYOKIVIOOVTOL KGTe otng Bdiacoag tovg afuccoug, Kai
o OTav T0 QEPNG OTNV GRMUVMOLRL TOU VEPOD OKAVOUVE

apeows, yuri ypewdlovvton vo ta mat To Papog g
katafabng otpoogaipos. [...] Epeig cagra  myyape,

"'These images are also often depicted in Psycharis’s letters and critical essays. In particular, images of
water are often used in Psycharis’s argumentation, in order to refer to language (see Chapter One).
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Bovmitapue wg ta Papabdpa, v Eedwkpivoviag To x@og and
mv afyiy. Tv Aéyaps; O Nawog pog Ba ta QTodn, OV pog
amooKenalel Kal T Qovepd. Agv £Bape T WYOoPEK TOV
yaipovvral v Vrapén Tovg dev £ldpE TAMOYOVILL PE TNV
aAnBuwviy Tpoyovikid (o1 mov péca Tovg omieTal. Asv eidape
Tov £a(TO pag (1905b: 3-4).

The differences between the first and the second editions are not significant.
There are a few grammatical changes and some word changes. As the author
explained in the second edition, “otav £xe1 xaveig v Kok cvviBew vo dnpociéfn
TOAAG, Oev TpéEnel vo. TaomatéPn pe 1o mapandve ta moid tov. KdAlw va kaun
xkatvovpa”  (1905b:10). The differences consist mainly in replacing
Constantinopolitan grammar and expressions with more standardised ones. For
example: “M’ éxaue ocwpd tepevadeg kot p eine” (1993: 42), becomes in the second
edition: “Mov £kape cmpd Tepevadeg kat pov sime” (1905b: 29)."* For some more
information regarding these changes see Mackridge 1988: 42-3.

Furthermore, Psycharis’s humorous tone is intensified in the second edition,
by adding phrases which are not included in the text of the first edition. For example,
to the section with all the self-deprecating phrases, in the phrase: “ [...] eav Ko (ueic
EIYETE OMOVOGOELY EV TOIG IUETEPOIS YOUVAGTIOLS Kat 0VTMG spavOavete eAAnvika [...]7
(1993: 190, the emphasis as it is in the text), is added in the second edition in
parenthesis, after ‘uetépoic yopvaciog’, “(amd tov Kopan to poaxapitn 6o toxe
mappuévo aetd)” (1905b: 219)."° We see therefore, that there are some changes from
the one edition to the next, revealing the author’s preoccupation with the language and

the mode of narration, without, however, altering the meaning or the aims of the text

10 any great extent. The third edition in 1926 followed the second closely, apart from

"I use the 1993 edition, which is a faithful reproduction of the first edition of 1888, as it is more

accessible to readers than the first edition.
“For the author’s explanation of some of these changes from the first to the second edition see

Psycharis 1906b: 144n.
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a few typographical errors. There are some changes of words and spelling. The 1926
edition has a short introduction in which the author explains why he kept the old
spelling. He informs readers that even though his basic grammatical system had
evolved after 1913, he had kept the spelling of the first edition in order to remain
faithful to the original. There are also some notes at the end (Awdgpopeg
Inpewwocovreg) which analyse the reasons behind the author’s choices of words and

orthography (ibid: 273-280).

1.2. Form and content

Even though To Taliot pov promotes a unified language, there are some
standardised expressions or words in katharevousa, kept as ‘negative examples’ of
speech. The tone overall is very familiar and sentimental, in particular when the
narrator wants to invoke the patriotic feelings of his readers. In other places, there is a
messianic tone, as will be explained in the following section. This is related mainly to
religious references. Even though the points that are being made regarding the Greek
language and culture are clear from the outset, there is a gradual introduction of
different voices, which either verify these points or parody their opposites. Thus the
narrative multiplies its message by including other voices and other texts.

There is symmetry and logic in the structure of To Tacior pov. The narrative
starts and ends with the same injunctions and there are redundancies in each chapter,
in order to make the main points clear. The form differs from what one expects in a
novel. The chapters express different ideas, yet with a common theme: to promote the
development of Greek culture through the use of the demotic language and to affirm
the arrival of a future Greek poet who will guide his people. The general impression

remaining at the end of each chapter, however, is taken up again in the following one,



either to confirm the same argument or idea or to present it from a different angle. For
example, in the chapter ‘Xapéva Adya’, ‘Wasted Words™ (186), the narrator plays
with the meaning and the connotations of this title. He expresses his fear that his
words would have no impact on the opinions of Greek schoolmasters, who were
advocating the use of katharevousa, at the expense of the natural demotic language
(thus his words would be wasted). In the next chapter, the narrator confesses
ironically that there was no other place in the world with a language such as that
spoken in Athens, and he takes back his previous accusations: “Ocu gino o noipve
niom” (188) thus literally confirming, in this playful framework, that his words were
“wasted’, since he had not even convinced himself.

This form was unique in the prose fiction of the period; it represented a
transition in the author’s writing from critical essays to prose fiction. In general, the
plot consists of various incidents where reality merges with fiction in the various
stages of the author’s journey, and the characters depicted represent specific ideas.
The first chapter presents the narrator preparing for the journey. As he explains, he
wants to meet his Greek compatriots in order to feel challenged again, because
nobody in France has ever challenged him — implying a difference in temperament
between Greeks and Western Europeans (41). He takes his grandmother’s advice on
how to behave when he goes to Greece. The dialogue between narrator and
grandmother gives Psycharis the opportunity to present the linguistic issue in Greece

and its implications:

Epéva, Oa pe yehdong pe ta Adyw cov; Ze Katdiafa Kot
Prémm mov Délewg va pe @épng. Toug duokdiovg Kai T
YAOOGa ToVg ToAEpds va Eemaotpéyne. Kot mowva eAnilelg
vayms pali cov; Ohog o kOGpOg Afel T YAOGOO pHOgG
BapPapn: €60 Aeg mov va punv Vv EEPOLME Eivar vipom).
Epeig owvalovpe mov 810pBwon Oéder eol ypageg mov
diopbwon BEREL TO KeQaAL pag (Psycharis 1993: 47).
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The narrator goes on to discuss French ideals and life in Paris, a city he worships.
This is followed by a description of the atmosphere at Victor Hugo’s funeral, and his
conviction that Greek poets could learn a lot from him."* He expresses his concern
that there has not been a poet of comparable status in Greece, to speak the language of
people, as Victor Hugo did in France for the French people.”” In subsequent chapters,
the narrator talks about the first stop on the journey, the author’s native
Constantinople.'® The sight of St. Sophia, the greatest monument of Byzantine glory
turned into a mosque, elicits the expression of his anti-Turkish feelings. While in
Constantinople, he also notices with disappointment that the Greeks there imitated
foreign manners and used ‘foreign’ languages, and as a proof he quotes in the text
several phrases from local newspapers, written in the official katharevousa, which
seemed to have French or German linguistic structures. This incites the narrator to
remark with irony: “Tt koAd gitav TovAdyoTo OV NEEPL YOAMKG Kot yeppavika! A
dev 1o Néepa, de 0o pmopovoa va katehdfw AEEn an’ oo Eypapav ot epnuepidec”
(73).

The narrator’s next visit is to the island of Chios, claimed as the birthplace of
Homer. This part of the journey is associated with Psycharis’s theory about the
creation of the Homeric epics. Through the narrator’s conversations with locals,

Psycharis suggests that Homer was not one person but many different poets, coming

"Victor Hugo is projected as the precursor of contemporary Greek poets, while he is also compared to
the ancient tragedians.

"Hugo had been considered in France as the ‘father’ of all poets of his era. The notable climate of
emotion provoked by his death and funeral is narrated by Maurice Barrés in Les Déracinés (1897):
“Partout des écussons dans des trophées de drapeaux affichaient comme des devises glorieuses les titres
de ses cwuvres. Leurs noms, toujours jeunes dans I’esprit de ce peuple parisien, habitué des théatres ou
des lectures par livraisons, protestaient contre I'idée de la mort. Un immense voile de crépe, dont on
avait essay¢ de tendre I’angle droit de I'Arc de Triomphe, paraissait, des Champs-Elysées, une vapeur,
une petite chose déplacée sur ce colosse triomphal™” (Barrés 1930: 430), in the chapter of the novel
entitled “La Vertu Sociale d’un Cadavre™ which refers to the funeral of the poet.

'*Although Psycharis was born in 1854 in Odessa, he spent three of his childhood years there and
considered it his native city (Kriaras 1981: 28).
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from the people, narrating stories about the problems of their own kind. These stories
were orally transmitted from village to village and were kept alive through repetition
and variation. By implication, the plurality of voices, and the simplicity of their
creation, were instrumental in forming the author’s views for a *model’ of “oral
literature® (see Chapter One). It seems that the author conducted the bulk of his
linguistic research in Chios, as he points out in different chapters how helpful or not
the inhabitants of certain villages had been to his work.

Finally, reflecting his visit to Athens. his preaching tone intensifies; he found
it unreasonable that Athens, the only liberated territory he visited, should cultivate a
language that suggested submission.'” The tone culminates in his vision of being
chased out of the city and bitten by ‘domestic dogs’, another allegory referring to the
opposition the author faced there from Chatzidakis and other linguists. There was,
nevertheless, something positive gained from that part of his visit: the narrator noted
that people in Piracus spoke plainly, feeling proud of the language of everyday life.
This gave hope that maybe one day a significant poet would appear from among these
people.

The narrative ends on a strong, patriotic note, with the chapter ‘EAAnvikog
otpatds’, in which Psycharis quotes his literary precursor, Solomos, stating that the
Greek nation must have ‘physical’ and ‘intellectual’ independence (201). According
to the narrator, geographical space is important in relation to linguistic freedom and
physical freedom. Most of the areas visited by the narrator, and others referred to in
the narrative, were not yet part of the Greek state. At the same time, linguistic
behaviour is always associated in the narrative with a specific area: where colloquial

language seems to predominate, like Piraeus for example, then that area and its

“"Psycharis was visiting Athens for the first time (Beaton 1994: 312).
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inhabitants are praised, while various allegories are used to express scorn for those
areas where colloquial language is avoided, as in Athens which is portrayed like the
castle in which the ‘sleeping beauty’ — the correct form of language — was still not
awakened. Therefore, under the guise of its fictionality, the narrative could function as

an account of what dialects and what attitudes existed and where.

2. Didactic strategies
2.1 Religious references

To Taciot pov is an indicator of all Psycharis’s fiction that was to follow,
establishing the main ideological points which recur in his writing."® However, the
form was not repeated in any of his other novels. It was a tentative approach,
something between an essay, a humorous account of a journey and a folktale, and it is
significant that the author did not attempt to translate it into French. Ideas referring to
the development of Greek language, culture and traditions are presented in specific
narrative ways. There are in particular two structures which organise the narration and
enhance its didacticism. First, the religious connotations of certain chapters allude to
the structure of parables in general, a pattern that can easily be recognised by
readers.'® Second, there are folktale references which create a more context-specific
didacticism. The main function of these narrative schemes is to promote the views of

the author, in other words to ‘spread the message’ >’

*As Glinos pointed out in the 1930 edition of Aywj: “Méoca oto “Ta&id’ sivan 6hog o Yuydpng. o
EMIGTIHOVAS, O AOYOTEXVIG, O KPITIKOS, 0 poymtie, o avlpwnog. Eival to *£pyo’ Tov. Mropoioe Kot va
neBavel Votep’ an’ owTO FWPIC Vo YAOEL TIMOTE 00 TOV I6TOPIKO Tov poro. OAeG Ot IKOVOTNTES TOU
Yuyapn cvvtpeEave yin v 6LVOECEL [e piag To £pyo aAdkaipng (sic) g fmng tov” (1930: 29-30).
""Every parable [or] more generally, every story of an ‘exemplary’ nature is sooner or later designated,
by the parabolic text itself, as needing interpretation, that is, as containing a meaning other (or more)
than the immediate meaning of the events it recounts™ (Suleiman 1993: 30).

This effort is comparable to that of the early Christians to “spread their message by parable and
allegory™ (Holquist 1981: 180).
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Before the actual journey described in the narrative, the narrator experiences
an epiphanic moment, triggered by the emotion he felt at Victor Hugo’s funeral. That
evening, the vision of the future Greek poet was revealed to him, as he presents it in
the chapter entitled ‘O Iomtig’. In that vision, the future Greek poet comes like a
light, in order to create the language of the people and free them from cultural
stagnation:

Aev Efpw ywal pite mog, pe dev Evvoimba e kovpaomn
Kapd, Zéyeoa Phoava kot mwovovs Me @avnke mog
Eavavimva Eapvika. ABdvateg eAmdeg pe MEPEYOVLOGAV TNV
yoyn. [Mipoa va 61 Kot KATe KAtw, Gav aoTUEVIL YPep,
ot pépn ™g avatodis, EBAema tov opilovia vaompiln:
pavnke oo po yapapada otov ovpavo. Eitav n afiyn. ®og!
10 pwg! Na xat to ewg mov {nrovcea. Ox! dverpo dev eitav!
Eitav ainfewe mov TON eida kot to Bopodpar xoka tHpo
mov ocag To OSryovpar. Kamowg Epyovviav, KATOWG
paivouvrav exei katw. Oco Eamimve n affyn 10 kdtaompo
m¢ povyo, TOOO KoL Keivog mpoympovce. EAaume ota
yapapoata péoa pali pe Tov Ao avéPaive, Kat 10 TPOCONO
TOL £MAEYE PECU OTIS OAOYPVOES Uy TidEC o oe e BdAuco

¢wg. To moddapr tov Poprd yromd ™ yic. To pate tov Kaive
oav taotépe. NaTOZX exeivog mov mpoopéve |[...] (59-60).

The vocabulary of that paragraph has, without doubt, religious connotations and the
vision alludes to the coming of a Messiah. This impression is intensified by the use of
capital letters for TON, TOZX, referring to the poet-Messiah. The narrator takes on the
role of John the Baptist “who preached the Good News to the people and urged them
to change their ways” (Luke ‘Good News’ 3: 18-19). The scene cited above could be
referring indirectly to the baptism of Jesus by John the Baptist. During the baptism,
the heaven opened and the Holy Spirit came down in the form of a dove (ibid: 21-22).
Similarly, in the text, it is suggested that when the poet comes, heaven will pave his
way with light. The impression created by the image of light is reinforced in the

following chapter, which is entitled ‘Tlrwyxompddpopog’, literally meaning ‘poor
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precursor’, The fact that John the Baptist is called Prodromos in Greek, makes the
identification of the narrator with the Baptist all the more obvious.”' The narrator
wonders when the time will come for Greek culture to find its saviour and, in this
chapter, the poet is openly addressed as Christ and Saviour: “[n]ote, mote Oa pag
£pbngc, mote Ba o dovv o pdTia pag kat Ba 6e Yopovy ot Kapdéc pag, XpoTé pov
Kat cwThipa, vée dnuiovpyé, vée mhdom g YAbooag pog e véac” (61).22 The
arrival of the poet will be accompanied by all sorts of miracles that will take place in
nature and in the hearts of people. The invocation of miracles can be interpreted as
another way of signalling the arrival of Jesus, because only he could make these
wonderful things happen: “Oa poioxkodong g nétpes Bo 6Epvng katodm cov o Bepld”
(61).” Since the vision of the new poet comes to the narrator after the funeral of
Victor Hugo, it is plausible to infer that the death of one poet signifies the birth of
another, almost as if a resurrection of the Ancient Greek glory were about to take
place, given that Victor Hugo had earlier been compared to the Ancient Greek
writers.”! There are other, less overt references to the Christian tradition in the
narrative, from which one could distinguish similarities with the life of Jesus being
sought in the narrator’s experiences on his journey, thus giving him the status of a
saviour. For example, when the narrator enters the village of Piryi in Chios, the

welcome he receives from the locals resembles the scene when Jesus enters Jerusalem

*'As pointed out by Beaton (1988: 50), the title also alludes to a literary work from the Middle Ages
written in the vernacular of the period.

It is significant that Pallis suggested also a metaphorical association with religious relevance
regarding the reception of Psycharis’s text by the intellectuals of the Diaspora, who saw it as a sort of
guide to their endeavours (in L.K. 1938: 10).

“Similarly powerful images, though with no religious undertones, are described in Tdvepo tov
Iavvipn, where the main character is able to subdue the masses and soften their hearts (Chapter Four
of the thesis).

*Not only religious but also pagan allusions are mingled in the chapters ‘O TomtAg’ and
‘Tltwyonpodpopog’, in order to emphasise the importance of the future poet. The awaited poet is also
described as “Orpheus’, who will go down to Hades and come back into the light with the language of
the people.
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on Palm Sunday: “[...] toug &ida palopévoug degid xa CepPid otoug otevoitoikovg
dPOHOVE, AVaNESH GTH METPVE OTITI, TOV Kabiva pe 1o dudl oto ¥Ep1, Katacapa
VTUPEVOUG VoL pe yarpetoy. KaBovpoovv amdve 610 HOvAGpt Kal TPoywpovow oryd K’
£0wa YEPIEC amd dw, XEPIEG 0O KEL KAl Ta TPOCMTX YeAOVoAV Kal oo va daxplav to
patio pov™ (118).

These religious references serve two main purposes in relation to their didactic
intent: to draw the attention of readers to what is being communicated, by using a
vocabulary and syntax which would be familiar to them, and to affirm something
positive through pleasing images. The specific association between Christ and the
future poet of demoticism, although exaggerated, serves to emphasise the importance
of the poet’s arrival. It points out how significant the establishment of the demotic
language would be for the Greek people. It will be a process of liberation, just as
Christ and his Church liberate every believer from the constraints of physical
existence with the promise of eternal life. Similarly, the poet of the new nation will
create a climate of unhindered cultural prosperity. These inspirational images
describing the poet’s arrival might be more persuasive than the linguistic exposés of
other chapters. However, this tactic might also have had the opposite effect because
the intense tone and the association of the future Greek poet with Jesus might have
been considered inappropriate or even blasphemous by readers, despite the narrator’s
reassurances, elsewhere, of how highly he valued religion. The possible reaction
would not have deterred Psycharis; this tactic can be counted as another one of his
didactic devices. The stronger the preaching tone and the greater the possibility of
provoking a reaction, the more likely. in his view, that his words would be imprinted

in the memories of readers, which is exactly what he intended. As he himself stated in
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this text, opposition did not frighten him because he was prepared and wanted to
receive and give “Ad&a kat ypobiEg” (42).

The effect of the religious allusions on the narrative process is, mainly, to
reduce the amount of information that is given because most of it is suggested
indirectly by the images and vocabulary.” Thus the didacticism in this case consists
in that relative economy in discourse, which is charged with significance. The arrival
of a new poet as a Messiah, predicted in the chapters of 7o Taliot puov, is more
effective than a more detailed description of who this person is, and what he would
do. Economy of discourse is one of the narrative qualities which the author did not
develop in his prose after To Talior pov. Thus, the chapters that are shorter are more
pleasing than the longer ones, where the narrator tends to be very analytical about the
linguistic issue. Unbeknown to him, it is in the latter, when he tries to be more
‘didactic’, that the narration loses its objective.

The religious imagery could be appreciated by a wide readership, as it would
undoubtedly capture the attention of all people who were or had been churchgoers or
who had been brought up in the Christian faith. It was especially significant for the
Greek people, though, because their community had managed to survive the four
hundred years of Turkish Occupation thanks to the Orthodox faith and the role played
by the church. Perhaps this was another reason why the author chose this type of
allusion. In the second chapter, the narrator’s grandmother reaffirms the link between
the Greek church and people, by prompting her grandson to be careful not to create
any controversy in relation to religion in Greece: “npooeye, mandi pov, t Opnokeia va
unv v ayyiéne. Opnokeia o€ poC TOUTPLOTICUO CTHAIVEL KOl TOV TUTPLOTICHO TOV

£xoupe avaykn yw v opa’ (48).

*See also Chapter Two on the function of allegory.
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The role of the Church for the Greek nation is recognised in the narrative and
the narrator points out that the Patriarchate has kept the nation together: “tetpukocio
XPOVIOL GTAONKE TOVTOG O HIKPOVTOIKOG TOMOS, — £var EVAvo omitt, £va maldomito, —
T0 HOVO pag Kata@vyo, n povn matpida. Edd Pactiovvrav 1o £0vog” (86). In later
years, it became clear from his correspondence that Psycharis valued the importance
of the Orthodox faith and Church. He had written to the Ecumenical Patriarch
Joachim III in 1902 with reference to the problems created by Pallis’s translation of
the Gospels into demotic. The Patriarch responded politely and Psycharis included
that response in a separate volume of Pdéda kar Mpla (1902a), as a proof of the
respect that the Patriarch had shown him and as a sign of victory for the demotic
language, which had been accepted by the Patriarch. Psycharis expresses an almost
child-like enthusiasm: “kot Topa. pwpéAAr pov, avoile TaPTIE GOV, TOITWGCE TU
pélota. ‘Exo ypappa tov Hatpiapyn! Andvinon oto diké pov!! I'pappa mepionuo!!!
[...] To xotopBwoa!! [...] Eivar modd @uikd. Tt Aeg; Anhodn: ypaow tov [latpiapym
oV akEpla dOnpotiky). Awpadel to ypaupe pov kot pov anokpiverat. Ilder va mn mog
1 dnuotiky £xet dikaimpa va Byn kot oe Hatpuapyeio” (Karatzas 1988: 461).

Furthermore, we should not completely ignore the biographical details, which
give another indication as to the reasons why Psycharis employed religious
references. He must have been influenced by the work and the views of his father-in-
law, Ernest Renan, who had written extensively on religious issues, and whose work
Vie de Jésus (1863) had been particularly influential and controversial at the time. It is
reasonable to assume from the views expressed in his text and what we know of his
fighting spirit that Psycharis considered his own work along the lines of the following
parable that his father-in-law had recounted to him, and which he repeated in his own

essays:
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Oupniinka K’ éva AOY0 TOL paxapity Tov TEBEPOY POV, TOV
Renan, mov pov tov €ypuge, oav elpovva pio Qopa oTnyv
EAAGda [...] ‘Guuioov 1o Adyo Tov Negpia mov cov £heya’
[...] ZEavaynile o Negpiag ta teyiopata mg lepovoainu ki
amOGTEAVAY Ol GAAOl abpOTOVE VoL TOL PNVIiGOLVE (Sic)
vapBn, yio va tov Kapovve kakd. Toteg tovg anokpibnke
[...]"Epyov uéya ey moic, kai ov ovvijoouw karoafnvai,
unrote kararavony to epyov.” Ne. 6,3. 'Etol kot 10 cwetd. H
[8¢a, To ‘Epyo, aptd eivor ta omovdaic ko toe pova. TimoTig
6ho tdAha (Psycharis 1902a: 70, reprinted together with
Psycharis 1907b: 196-70, double numbering, also in
Psycharis 1909: 69-70).

In the narrative, the demoticist vision for the Greek language and culture is put in a
religious framework through which the didacticism can operate effectively. Firstly, it
operates, because the religious elements suggest the need for strengthening the
national bonds. Secondly, by adopting the style of a sermon in the narrative, the
author reinforces a connection with readers and draws their attention to the
importance of the message that is conveyed by imitating familiar structures. It is also
worth mentioning the apt remark by Palamas, who wrote in his essay on Psycharis’s
text that: “ovyl de omaviwg n yA®ooa tov k. Yoxdpn vIOUHVIOKEL THY YADOORV TWV
EKKANCLOICTIKOV pNTOPOV TOL £8VODg UGV, TOv Zkoveov Kot Mnvidt, ov Kot ovTot
uetoyepilovron moA® exiextikdtepov Wimpa” (Palamas 1960c: 310).

On the other hand, Psycharis does not forget that defining Greek tradition
involves more than just the Orthodox faith, which was a product of the Byzantine
period. Another important aspect of the Greek tradition was its classical and
mythological past. The author’s objective was also to create a narrative that could be
attributed to the Greek tradition but could equally stand on its own merits as a
European literary work. The numerous folktale references in it are an indication of

this effort.



2.2. Folktale references and elements of ‘metafictional writing’

Psycharis tries to reproduce in the text the stories he had heard in the places he
visited in Greece for his research. Although the narrative is logically organised in
terms of its argument, something that is to be expected from its didactic tone, it also
offers direct access to a different world, one where fantasy and dream take precedence
over the realistic exposé, thus blending different forms of narration. To some degree,
the author creates a type of magical realism, where elements of reality are transferred
to a dreamlike atmosphere to create an ambivalent situation between reality and
fantasy (see Carpentier 1995: 103). This is also the opinion of Meraklis, who
compares the narrative to some of Marquez’s prose, as mentioned already (1988:
798). At other times, the dream motif, which recurs repeatedly, leads into a folktale.

The term ‘folktale’ (mopoapv61) in Psycharis’s writing can refer to many
different types of material. ‘Folktale’ (mapapdi) in its normally accepted sense is a
tale of fantasy with events that would not occur in real life, and characters with
supernatural powers or with exaggerated traits. Iloapopdt also implies,
metaphorically, an untrue event or a lie. In Psycharis’s correspondence, the term is
used mainly to refer to something which is invented and not factual. In relation to
literature, it corresponds to any type of fictional narrative in prose, as opposed to
verse which has some plot (see for example Karatzas 1988: 30, 31, 34). The term has
positive and negative connotations in the author’s writing. In its positive sense, it
refers more specifically to the simple stories that the author believed should be written
for the Greek readership, as was his own fictional output (see footnote 25 of Chapter
One of the thesis). In its negative sense, it refers to something which is fabricated and
does not comply with the laws of verisimilitude. For example, the author suggests that

Defoe’s novel Robinson Crusoe is a ‘napapd0t’, meaning a lie, in order to emphasise
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his view that the writer should exercise certain restrain in the manner of portraying a
story, giving primacy to a realist account rather than to an elaborate or more
entertaining narrative (see Chapter Five of the thesis). Melissaratou has distinguished
three main semantic uses of the word in Psycharis’s writing (1990: 197-8).

Psycharis believed that Greek literature was in need of more folktales (in the
positive sense of the term), and he described To Taliot pov as “mapapvbr, oyt toidt”
(1993: 39). Accordingly, the “folktale’ as a term and as a technique is present in many
parts of To Taclior pov.There are a few folktales included in the text, which exhibit
both traditional Greek and Western elements. This is evident in particular in the
chapter ‘Apvi ka1 Mwovtdpt’ where the narrator introduces his fictional brother Yannis,
whose story alludes directly or indirectly to other folktales. Yannis is presented as a
harmless giant with supernatural qualities.”® First, he is compared to Digenis Akritis, a
medieval Greek hero, in terms of his prowess and strength. In order to describe him
accurately the narrator emphasises the extraordinary things about him, quoting verses
from the epic poem about Digenis: “ex 16mov d¢ Ktvoduevog Bpovimg Myov £télet,
mate dokelv cakevecBar ynv te kot wavta dévipa” (79), and includes the story of the
slaying of the dragon, from the same poem, which is itself like a short folktale. Yannis
is also compared to a character from Western tradition, from Rabelais’ text Gargantua
and Pantagruel. Both characters, Yannis and Gargantua, are brave and have a huge
appetite, feasting on enormous quantities of food. The list of various foods consumed
by Yannis brings to mind various such lists of words produced by Rabelais in order to
parody the formal French language of his period. Thus the portrayal of Yannis follows

the conventions governing folktales, as his physical presence and enormous appetite

:f’Ps_\*charis presents his fictional brother in Autour de la Gréce (1895a) as follows: “Jean mon frere est
un enfant de ma fantaisie. Ma fantaisie sait prévoir beaucoup de choses; ce qu’elle congoit et ce qu'elle
veut. c'est mon frére Jean qui I’ éxécute, Jean mon frére, ce géant qui grand comme une tour, qui est
terrible comme le peuple, généreux comme |"hellénisme™ (309).
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introduce the element of the unbelievable and the fantastic. In this particular chapter
alone there are multiple allusions to the use of the folktale because Yannis is also the
recipient of other people’s folktales. As the narrator explains, no matter how brave he
was. at times he behaved like a child, who wanted to listen to stories: “kd6ovvrav
novya kot kaid oto LeoTo ToL T0 KpePPatixt, — vakovm mapapudta’” (80).

The author created this character in order to entertain readers; it is also
possible that apart from entertaining his readers he wanted to convey that certain
qualities were essentially Greek and in that way to boost the morale of his Greek
compatriots. This idea is confirmed in a subsequent chapter, in which Yannis helps
the narrator to chase away not only the ghost of Sultan Mahmut but also all the
Turkish army — the enemies of Greeks. In the chapter entitled ‘O Maypovmg’, the
dead Sultan makes an appearance in a dreamlike atmosphere, to challenge the
provocative behaviour of the narrator, who was complaining about Turkish rule in
Constantinople. The Sultan is finally defeated by the narrator and his brother, who
represent symbolically the Greek and European ‘spirit’ that has created the ideals of
freedom: “[8]ev sipar GOpwmog, sipor 10éa. Aev eipon I'pakdc, eipor EBpdan. Na to
Eépng M Aeptepld covitavoug de eoPdton” (104). Thus the Ottoman administration
is contrasted with the ideals of western civilisation and, by using the comparatively
inoffensive method of the folktale, the author manages to make a very strong
statement against the former, which would otherwise appear to be plain preaching.

The folktale is also chosen by the author as the characteristic model of oral
narrative, created and enjoyed by ordinary people. Psycharis presents his theory about
the creation of the Homeric epics, which are compared to folktales, in a conversation
between the narrator and his friend from Chios. This presentation could easily be a

realistic account of his own conversation with locals when he was conducting his
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research. He claims that folktales were narrated in a dialectally mixed language, like
the Homeric epics and the folk songs, and yet it was easy for locals to understand
them and be entertained and educated by them. Furthermore, he suggests that the
process of creating folktales reflected in a wider context the linguistic evolution:
“[u]ali pe tovg aBpdmoug Tpéxovy kat ta mapapvbie. AToedcice av umopeic oe Tl
yYAdooa £ywve TphTa 10 mopapvbl. AT aptd ta Siapopa Tpayoddin icwg Byn maAe,
Kwotakn pov, kopd pépa [...] pa xowvodvpre Imade™ (117). The narrator also
explains that he noted down the language used by villagers while making them narrate
a story: “[uw pépa pe myye oe i ypua k¥ £fale T SuvaTd TOL YL Vr TV KGun vo
pe pnon Kot vo pue ) kevévae mopopvdn TpaPodviay n ypud ko dev 10eke. Apyioe
TOTEC 0 YEPOG var TG AEN Tt {ntovoa, yio oW oKOmo Eiya Kapel T0o0o peyalo tagiol,
Kot mov yopePa va pdbm mv mpogopd kabe ywpov [...]”7 (136). It seems, therefore,
that the folktale plays a central role in the demoticist ideology for the following
reasons: its simple language, its collective creation and its origins. Even though these
characteristics are not necessarily bound to any particular culture, they are viewed by
Psycharis as distinctly Greek for the purposes of his literary theory, which is
discussed in certain parts of this narrative.

Overall, the more fictional parts of the narrative that resemble or allude to
folktales, are dominated by textual features from the Western tradition of folktales.
There is, for example, the metaphor of literary language as a sleeping beauty in a
palace, awaiting the prince to save her, a common image in Western folktales. In this
case, the prince is the poet Victor Hugo, who liberates the language/sleeping beauty
through his poetry. The narrator explains how the poet brought a breath of fresh air.

opened the windows and the doors and let the light come into the palace to awake the
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beauty. This passage also alludes to the French Revolution of 1789, by describing
how the palace, the symbol of the Monarchy’s power, was taken over by the people.”’

The presentation of Ancient Greek writers and their work is also given in a
folktale atmosphere, introduced by the theme of listening to or reading stories, whilst
gathered around the fireplace in winter, which is another Western tradition: “[é]pa
adeldom Alyn Gpa 1o xepdva, — Otav mEPTOVY O&w To dVIa TXTE TNYTh Ko
kaOovpar fiovye Kovid oty QOTW Hov, — TOAL W apéoet vo kovPevnialm pe touvg
apyaiovg! Mave éva Pifiio xar ta Afpe [...] méco pe dwaokedalovv ta mopopudidio
ovg [...]” (159).

Psycharis’s folktales are mostly a discussion of other folktales or
reproductions of other similar texts with multiple meanings. However, their purpose
was to convey the message that the author intended to present through them. The
stories discussed thus far, his ‘brother’s’ adventures and the sleeping beauty theme,
have a hidden message: they suggest liberation from a previous state of oppression.
The author’s aim is to reinforce the reader’s belief in a Greek literary tradition and the
language of the people, even where the actual reference is to the French language and
culture. The tradition embraced by the narrator included all the Ancient Greek texts,
medieval epic poetry and folk songs. After the period of the folk songs, Psycharis
believed that the transition to a more complex literary production should benefit from
the creative assimilation of the themes and narrative devices that corresponded to
folktales, because it was still premature to expect a stylistically highly developed
prose fiction. This was also the case, because of the emphasis on national identity that
prevailed in the period. as opposed to the individuality presupposed in the novels per

se. As is explained in the narrative, ‘self” means nothing, only the collective ‘national

*"An insistence on images of light associated with vision, clarity, awakening, is noted in these stories
included in To Tacid: pov, as well as in the story O Mayoc, where the magician concentrates the rays of
sun in his crystal to achieve the required transformation (as discussed in Chapter Two).
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soul” means something: “ta yevikd {nthpata eivar Ta povae omovdaio {ntiuata. Na
T00T0. OMOL YPaE® TO £ym, £lval TOMOG PNTOPIKNG' ey@ TimoTig dev eipor 1 €Bvikn
Yoy Kat onpaiver Tpoorddnoa va 1w TOv Kol IOV T £XEL HECH TNG GQTH T Yoxh,
Kol pAGVTOG Yo péve, cbAloytodpat toug GAlovg. To Pifiio pov eivar mopoapvor, oy
ta&ion” (39, the emphasis as it is in the text).

The use of the folktale elements exemplified the attempts of the period to
develop prose fiction. Apart from transporting readers to an imaginary situation,
folktales are engaging and didactic, leaving behind a message even when there is no
closure. In the genre of the fantastic, there is a breach of reality in order to introduce
something unbelievable. “The dominant world-view of the text is very similar [to the
reader’s| and the Jaws of verisimilitude coincide largely with [his] [but] the narrator
introduces a [different] level of reality against the background of this logical world,
[...] which contradicts the world of reason [...]” (Chanady 1985: 5). The fantastic
also prevails in those parts of 7o Tacior uov, which are not presenting a specific
folktale but are invoking a certain atmosphere of mystery and ambivalence. There are,
for example, some episodes in which it is clear that the narrator emphasises the use of
correct language but the messages implied are given so allegorically that it becomes
difficult to distinguish the boundaries between ‘reality’ and ‘fantasy’.

In the chapter ‘Cabinet de lecture’, for example, the presentation of a very
realistic episode, the narrator’s visit to a literary club in Constantinople, develops
gradually into a confusing situation until it becomes completely unbelievable. The
narrator is on his own in the club, and starts glancing at the local newspapers. After
some creaky noises, the newspapers start projecting French letters and words on top
of the Greek ones. The narrator explains that the French expressions come to mind

because of the unnatural, “foreign’, katharevousa, but the episode does not end there.
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After a long list of comparisons between the two languages (French and Greek), the
narrator starts hearing strange noises again. He falls asleep and although he is
sleeping, he explains that he is still in the process of reading the newspapers and
listening to the same noise, so that readers are unable to determine whether what
follows is part of a dream or not. The noise is finally ‘explained’ as the laughter of
Europeans, when the narrator finds himself inside the map of Europe surrounded by
Europeans of all nationalities laughing at the Greeks, who do not know how to use
their own language. The chapter ends on that second level of reality, when the
narrator explains that he did not know how to respond to their contempt and therefore
went home. The message is very clear in this story: Greeks, misled by the claims of
those who saw in katharevousa an association with the Ancient Greek language,
became the laughing stock of civilised Europeans. However, the atmosphere of
paradox and the idea of laughter, which plays on the comic undertones, prevent the
didacticism from being perceived as too tedious.

There is also a portrayal of a dream in To Talior uov, which leads to events
that could have happened in reality or could equally be a continuation of the same
dream. In literary terms, this is the case when Psycharis’s writing could be described
as a type of magical realism. In magical realism, the “portrayal of imagined events in
dreams is given as objectively real” (ibid: 29). The author usually aims to invert the
situation and convince readers that the improbable situation is possible. In magical
realism, the unbelievable becomes part of reality, something which shakes the
foundations of both.

A dream is the vehicle for carrying a realist reference blended with elements
of the fantastic or improbable in the chapter ‘Owaxd Kvovapw’. At the end of his

journey, the narrator discusses his last night in Athens, during which he had a
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disturbed sleep. He dreamt of donkeys being transformed into dogs, barking at him
and trying to bite him. The next morning, he read in the newspapers that he had
indeed been bitten by dogs the night before and that he was leaving for Paris to find a
cure. This allegorical episode probably refers to Psycharis’s opponents, who might
have verbally attacked him publicly for his ideas on Greek language. The obvious
confusion in the narrative time sequence aside (the newspapers seem to report the
news even before it happens), the article could indeed have appeared in a local paper,
as it is presented in the text, or it could equally be a fictional piece of work. The
narrator’s dream that ‘predicts’ the occurrences introduces a paradox, though the
whole episode is presented in a realistic mode with a sarcastic tone. The reader is left
to believe that the story described could have been a real experience — a report in the
newspaper — until the narrator starts analysing the irregularity in the formation of the
past tense of the verb ‘to bite” in Ancient Greek. It is then confirmed that everything
in the narrative has been created for the pleasure of analysing language. The story is
left without any attempt to give an explanation one way or the other, and the emphasis
is placed on the Greek language and its correct usage. It is as though language takes
over plot or action by turning the focus directly on itself, not designating anything
outside its own signs.

Therefore, in To Talior pov, these strategies (fantastic and a type of magical
realism) have a didactic intent. They aim to surprise readers and make them take
notice of what is being conveyed. The playful tone of the narration prevents the
didacticism from destroying the fictional elements of the work. In particular, in the
story where there are eclements of magical realism, one could argue that the

didacticism is even stronger because there are no clear boundaries between the real
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and the unreal and anything is possible. In any case it is as if the author were winking
at readers. signalling that they should trust him.

In conclusion, we have seen that the folktale framework aids the author to
deliver a great deal of diverse information to readers. On the other hand, the elements
of the fantastic which function as metafictional strategies, present two distinct levels
of reality. overlapping, only in order to cancel each other out and promote the role of
language as the ultimate reality. The didactic aims of folktales and metafictional
strategies are common and different at the same time. Their common aim is to invest
the didacticism of the narrative with an entertaining tone. However, while folktales
are selected because of their ability to travel across linguistic and geographical
borders, they are also considered a more ‘secure’ mode of writing, as a national,
collective creation. The elements of the fantastic and magical realism introduced into
the text are intended to disorient the readers, in order to subvert certain factions in
Greek society, which the author considered ineffective and wrong. Similar to what
Michel Butor described as the function of magical realism, the objective of this
strategy in To Talior pov is “[to criticise the ossified reality], [...] in reacting upon it,
[and] suggesting that we transform it, that we reinstate what is out of place” (Butor’s

points are cited in Zipes 1983: 99).

3. Polyglossia and false polyphcmy28
This section will explore three different cases encountered in 7o Tacior uov.

Firstly the case of one speaker using different varieties of the same language, for

*Polyglossia is the existence of different languages or different varieties of the same language. In the
case of To Tacior uov the inclusion of different varieties of the same language serves to emphasise the
message that katharevousa creates confusion. Polyphony can be described as a “multi-voicedness
counterpoint [which] presumes a plurality of fully valid voices within the limits of a single work”
(Bakhtin 1999: 34). In To Tucidr uov the voices that express views opposed to the narrator are used
only as a pretext because the authorial voice very quickly dismisses their validity. Thus my suggestion
that it is a case of false polyphony, as not all views are given the same opportunity.
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example the narrator, in order to show the distance that separated katharevousa from
the demotic. Secondly there is the example of different voices presenting the same
expression which is used in order to put forward a message of detachment for Greek
culture from the burden of the Ottoman past. Finally in certain parts of the narrative
different characters present different points of view, such as the grandmother
Yannoula, and other fictional characters who are not named. However, these do not
manage to acquire a viable independent existence alongside the points of view of the
author/narrator. Let us examine some examples referring to these cases.

As mentioned above, there is no real action taking place in the text, just
discussions between the narrator and the characters or between the narrator and the
prospective readers, who are treated as addressees. When there is some type of action,
this is transferred to the level of the fantastic. Throughout the various discussions
about language, however, often the same message seems to be expressed by different
agents. Various formulaic sequences appear in the text repeatedly, at times attributed
to individual characters, at others to the narrator, functioning as rhetorical examples,
suggesting the confusion created by commonly used katharevousa expressions. We
are told, for example, that the fictional brother Yannis uses such expressions in his
everyday speech: “[yJut k4Oe mpapa mov £kapve Ko pwTOVOEG YLOTL TOKAUVE £TCL K
o odldg, [...] 6 amokpivovvtav wavioteg: — ‘Xvvibewr yop emexkpdatnoev mop’
nuiv’. Apa p’ éprene oto dpopo pe kavéva @iro: — “Xaipetov’, pag eodvale and 6vo
pi pakprd kon yerovoe™ (82). Similarly, Yannis’s friend Platanissis constantly uses
the expression: “[p]ag yivetar Adyoc!™™ (85). The parodic use of standardised phrases
is intended to emphasise the fictionality of these two characters, who are themselves
caricatured. But even more than the characters themselves, it is their language which

is derided. The characters belong to the folktale world, the reader does not expect
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them to act in a realistic mode but at the same time, s’he becomes more aware of how
the language is used, and notices that it does not operate as a tool of communication.

A similar point is also made about written language, suggesting that
katharevousa is like a foreign tongue. In the chapter ‘Cabinet de lecture’ various
phrases frequently used in newspaper discourse are included as examples, and the
narrator explains why the supposedly Greek phrases are a direct translation of French
expressions: “[e]ivar kTt ovvnbopéva kar Kokopilike youAlikd, mov okobw 610
Hapior kaBe pépa. Ta Aéer kaveig, aua dev Eépet Tt va 1. KatdhoPo tdteg mov
émpene va dwPalo avaroda: avtic mpodta va ta Swfalom ypaikikd, eitay mold mo
cwoTo v To. AL péca pov yoAlikd K Emerta va kortdlo to Tomopéva ypappoto”
(74). This passage exemplifies a ‘multi-textual’ weaving in each phrase. An attempt is
even made to represent it somehow by mixing together two phrases, Greek and
French: “eIALaPuRBEaNvAeltTOLVA «POEmloNVE. Zmv idw ypopun £RAema dvo
WNEWL Kot TAVTOTES TAL YOAMKE CEMEPVOVCAY TOL YPUIKIKA, LE TPOTO OV PUivovvIoy
kol keAntepa” (72) (“11 prenait la peine’ — ‘shdpPoave tov xémov’). The point is to give
an example of an incomprehensible language, of meaningless signifiers, which reflect
an unrealistic situation. What is suggested with these examples is that, when
katharevousa is used in everyday speech it sounds unnatural and devoid of meaning,
and in writing it appears like a foreign language.

The narrator also points out in a humorous way that the Ancient Greek
linguistic forms make the discourse appear more important than the things or actions
it denotes. Thus, even when an expression refers to something unpleasant or
unacceptable, the type of language used, allows the speaker, metaphorically, to keep
his/her distance from what is said: *“ — ‘AT, P’ amavid, n apyoia sivor goyevesTépa

Kot 01 Tov & KaTavtd evyevikatepoc o Tomog’ [...] Topa xatordpava Enpvika Tt Ho
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7 opbn kpion™ (105). Another rhetorical example is a comical incident, presented for
the sake of argument: a thief is caught stealing from a jewellery shop and a policeman
arrests him. The narrator playfully points out that there is no reason to worry because
by using katharevousa, he could prove that he is not such a low-class person: “[d]ua
p apndén kai pe wn: — ‘Eob eioatl 0 KAEQTNG;’, TOV KOWALm PE TEPHPOVO HATL KOl Y1
va kataAafn T aBpomog eipat, Tov Afm cofapd: — ‘Kopie aotovope, ovk evopilm.

"

Ambt godv: Khoy yap epui, ovyi de kAéptg ’(111). This story emphasises the
significance of language in everyday life, as everything we believe or do can be
translated into language. It also satirises the pomposity of katharevousa and the false
claims that it was the correct form of language. As mentioned above, one of the aims
of the narrative was to suggest with specific examples how distorted the view, held by
many people in Greece especially by schoolmasters, was that, by being closer to the
Ancient Greek language, katharevousa made everything sound more noble.

However, the narrator explains that the false assumptions regarding the
importance of katharevousa were also made by ordinary people, who felt compelled
to abandon their natural way of communicating for something that would make them
sound more educated. The artificiality of katharevousa is noted in the speech of a
Greek mother who wishes to conform to the norm and tries to fight her natural
inclination, ending up, inevitably, speaking a ‘foreign’ language in every aspect;
foreign to herself and her family, irrelevant to the needs of the communicative act,

and deviating from the grammar of Greek language. This is given in another story that

the narrator presents together with his explicit commentary at the end:

M pépa mepvovoa amd £va OTTL PIPOoTd. LIV mOpT
otékouvtay éva modi dMOEKE  YPOvd, HE  YUPOVUEVO
apdomno kol patwe yelaotd. Popovoe onifdiie ymid,
ptepvioTpeg, Kat Paotovoe koptlikt oto yépt. Eitav £royo
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va eOyn. ‘Eleye g pévvag tov mov eitave péca 610 omitt —

"Mavva, Ba mho kapaiia’. — "Na pn ¢’ axovom, v un o

akovow! pavile n untépa tov. Tétoleg Aégeg va pn Aeg Kot

Ba oe deipw! Na mg 6a vrdyw vo wmredow’. LAoTile TO

bl oo vo pn ketoddPave. H pavve tov kot keivny dev

éPAreme kou dev Evvoimbe i PapPapn yAboGa TOAEOVGE VL

pabln tov madiov g, 6tav ToPale va Aén TAVUALTIKO pog TO

fo ne topyaio To IMTEDOW KAl TO PECUUDVIKO TO DIAYW.

Nowle mwg tovVTIg KATL KOTGQEPVE Kol dev KaTaAdPaive 1

b To Tpopepd Adbog mov Ekapve. Katdhofa 16teg Opmg

ey® mov T povn &vn yidooa omv EAAGda eivar 1

kabapéfovoa [...] (185).
The artificiality in the above extract is located in the different registers used by the
speaker. Thus, it is not only the narrator who uses quoted speech and other ‘texts’, in
the narration of events, but also the characters, whose utterances are clearly taken
from others, possibly more educated speakers, according to their perception. The
examples of quoted speech, voices of others, and “foreign texts’, implied that Greek
culture needed to find a path of independence and authentic expression.

I will now discuss how an interesting °displacement of discourse’, the
repetition of one expression in the speech of various different characters through a
process of internalising the marked expression in the narrator’s thoughts, helps to
emphasise the author’s arguments regarding Greek language and culture. This
displacement falls in the second category that I outlined in the beginning of the
section. The process of ‘displacement of discourse’ was analysed by Bakhtin in
Dostoevsky’s novels (see Bakhtin 1999: 217 & 238).

The narrator takes the boat to travel from Constantinople along the Bosporus.
He is offered a very nice seat in a privileged position with a good view.
Contemplating the sea, he thinks about the future of the new Greek nation, but a
steward interrupts his reverie. The narrator is informed that he must change his

position because the captain needs to work in the place where he is sitting. The

Turkish steward utters the phrase ‘Komtav pmovpvia ykediop® (‘the captain is



116

coming’). which is also the title of the chapter. This phrase makes a great impression
on the narrator, who thinks about it and repeats it in his internal monologue. The
phrase gradually acquires a stronger tone as it is repeated four times in the chapter
after the first utterance. It initiates a cycle of thoughts about the period of
Constantinople’s conquest by the Turks, while the narrator imagines how these words
could have been used by the first Turk who entered the city: “[t]t mapado&n epaon! O
KamreTaviog eitav Tovpkog, opopedadpomoc, aynhos épowle oo va eitav 6Ao padi
AQEVTNG OKANPOS KL aVIPEIMUEVO TOAANKApL. Me @avnke mov ota patio Tov PEc,
610 APoownd Tov ERAema pe ag 6An v Tovpkud. Tétowog Oa eitav, Eleya péoa pov,
KL 0 Tp®TOg 0 Tovpkog mov AATNCE TOVTO TO YOUM, 0 TPDOTOS Kataytnms (94). The
chapter ends with the narrator’s admission that: “[n] idw pdon 6io p’ £depve 10 Vo,
0r0 W étpoye 1o Keeah. Olo éleya péoa pov owyd owyd: ‘Kamtdv pmovpvtd
ykeiiop!™ (95). In the next two chapters the narrator continues his contemplation of
the conditions that might have contributed to the Ottoman Occupation. It seems as
though his thoughts provoke the appearance of the ghost of Sultan Mahmut and at the
end of this imaginary encounter, the Sultan and his army confront the narrator and his
brother verbally. The giant brother manages to chase away the Turks with ease,
uttering the same phrase in a strong, frightening voice: “Epyeton kot vdrog!
Tapevtikd oag @ravel! |...] Epéva £deyyte otoug Tovpkoug pe ofépec ko yivouvtav
6re0pog N poVI| Tov” — “Apdpo, dpopo ta okvArd. Kamitav umovpvra ykeliop!™ (104).
We see, therefore, how this Turkish phrase, which is uttered in an insignificant
incident, is repeated in the thoughts of the narrator by four different agents, and
acquires a particular value: it is uttered by the original speaker, the Turkish steward of
the boat, the imaginary first Turkish soldier to enter Constantinople in 1453, the

narrator himself, who repeats it a few times to himself and, finally, through his
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fictional brother, the words are ‘returned’ to the Turks, in a moment of wishful
thinking that envisages the conquerors being chased away from the city. The point of
this displacement is to look away from agents of speech, characters or even action, to
the essence of language. The text aims to put the emphasis on what is being said. on
the message of the communication rather than on who delivers it. The meaning of the
phrase ‘the captain is coming’, suggests a literal and metaphorical liberation for Greek
culture. The phrase is an echo of the religious allusions discussed before, signalling
the arrival of the new poet as Messiah, a very clever implicit multiplication of the
message of the narrative.

The above example suggests an attempt to represent different voices which use
the same expression, though in each case this expression acquires a different tone and
connotation. However, the falsity of polyphony in To Tacidr pov is exemplified more
prominently through voices and views that do not agree with the narrator but are not
given an equal chance to convince the readers. The narrative starts with Yannoula’s
remarks to the narrator. The dialogue between the two is used in order to present the
views of the latter as opposed to the commonly held views in Greece: “Tt mog va
KAUNG PE TOVG opoyeveic; OLES 6ag OL 1OEEC SPOPETIKEG: EAOL VO TIG TAPOVIE LLLOL L.
[Tpota mpdta, motég cov de BEANOES va MOTEYNG OV dev £YOVUE OTIG AEPES HOg
uéoa, 1010 K arapdiloyro, Tov apyaiov o aipa [...]" (45) comments Yannoula.
However, the views expressed by Yannoula in this chapter are implicitly undermined
when she admits: “mowor eivor wov £yovv mEpaon otov koopo; Ooot EEpovv Kat
korakEBovy ToVg abpdmove. [lowvg ayemovve omv EAlddw; Ocovg 6ho ta idw
komaviCovv” (46), suggesting that there is no real argument behind her points which
are only repeating what others have said. In the chapter “ZoupiBacuoc” the author

uses the same technique. The narrator converses with his “mentor’ who offers general
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advice on how to behave. The advice — in katharevousa and with ancient sayings — is
treated with contempt by the narrator who proves how wrong it is in effect, especially
with regards to language: “To @povio eival va EEpG LIGA T1] e, Kot Hod TV GAAD.
Mndév Gyoav. Tlav pérpov daprotov. Metprogpooivn koouet tov ainbdog avopa. Ev o
péow keiton 1 apet. ‘Etor méerovy OA0L GUQ@VOL | VO TO TWOVUE KOANTEPQ,
oocvemvor” (144). At the end the author stresses his point clearly: “Ot yAddooeg mov
oev addalovv givar ot EeyacpEves, ot TEOUUIEVES O YADGGES TOV ABPOTOS T dEV TIG
urei” (146). The narrator also converses with a character called €, in the penultimate
chapter. This character is eager to point out to him the correct declension of verbs. His
views are treated with irony because the narrator comments on them in the parenthesis
that follows their presentation, guiding that way the reaction of readers: “Ou d¢
npootpatodvres Kot (wilevovreg (0.pTd 10 {WIAeDOVTEG TOAEYE LLE KATOO0 TOVO Kol GO
v kapdpove) ayvoovoty to ot (190, the emphasis as it is in the text). Thus the
narrator uses the views expressed by others in order to distort them. The text creates
the false impression of representing different views but in reality the author gives the
information in such a way as to promote his own beliefs.

Nonetheless, there is the following contradiction: the characters in the
narrative refer to other fictional characters like the narrator’s brother, but the voices of
ordinary people are presented very realistically. For example, Psycharis presents the
views of the people he had met on his visit to Greece, who talked to him about their
traditions and told him stories. As opposed to the more ‘fictional’ characters, who
allude to specific points by recalling other characters and texts, the Greek peasants are
direct and prominent examples of Psycharis’s didactic views, speaking literally and
metaphorically on his behalf: “O kanpévog o yépog! ‘Eva mapdamovo eiyer — ‘Agv

uropd, | éleye, vo Supdom timotic an’ doa ofpepa ypaeovv. Tig nuepideg dev Tig
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katarafaive k* étor dev EEpm xat TL YIVETOL 6TOV KOGHO. AG HAG KAHOVY Ko Hag Eva
Bipiio. mov va voudBovpe Alyo T Aéel!™” (137).”% The rendering of the colloquial
language is very faithful, and putting the old man’s comment in quotation marks
makes the utterance stand out. In this case, one could argue that the author
manipulates the views of his most ‘authentic characters’ to suit his “superior
ideological plan™ (see Booth 1999: xxiii). Indeed, either the author’s views coincide
with those of the peasants-turned-characters or the author espouses their views for the
purpose of making his points acceptable. It is not clear whether he patronises their
way of thinking. The only certainty is the existence of a double voice in the above
passage. as the author tries to reach out, to involve readers in his views.

Thus the narrative voice seems to playfully espouse expressions from other
hosts in order to put forward a specific point. Similarly, the narrative text is composed
of many other texts and references, literary or non-literary.’® As mentioned above,
there is a character (Yannis) who combines elements of both a Greek and a French
epic hero. The poetry and the ideals promoted by Victor Hugo are presented as the
model to be followed by Greek poets. There are numerous other references with
ironical undertones. The title of a Moliére play is used to describe the women who
frequented the literary salons in Athens: “[o]1 femmes savantes — o1 KOPWELOUEVAL
yovaikan [...] {ovoav ka Pacilefav” (169). The narrator also addresses a gathering in
an Athenian coffee shop (the traditional ‘kageveio’) with the well-known rhetorical
opening address used by classical orators. The speech turns out to be a joke,
subverting the expectations of ‘listeners’ and, of course, readers: “Avdpec Abnvaiot,

avdpeg KopivOior, avdpeg Apkadeg, avdpec Mwpaitar kol exihoutor Avopeg, — TOAD va

f“Rcaders are supposed to understand that Psycharis’s text responds to the old man’s wish.

“When intertextuality is “used explicitly and in order to emphasise the connections of a particular text
with the previous body of literature, it takes on a metalinguistic hue; [...] the referent of the discourse
is another discourse and not an aspect of empirical reality” (Yannakakis 1990: 72).
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TPOGEYETE TOVG Tevekedec! Asv Eépete T umopei aEagva va Pyn évag tevekég [...]7
(179). Thus the narrative appears to be almost a pastiche of different texts and a
mingling of different voices, most of which are used to parody the conventions that
have created them. This unconventional technique challenges notions of originality
and authenticity. Even when the narrator stresses that he is the first to write this
Modern Greek language, to use the language of the people in literature, this is
presented again in an ambivalent tone, not only because he mentions it in a
conversation with the dead French poet, but also because after making this statement
he quickly adds that his own words had terrified him and he had tried to run away
from the responsibility he had assumed: “[u]e tpopoa&av ta Adyie pov xar péva.
‘E@ePya ypriyopa kot xpo@Tovpovy mile otig otevades péoa, pakpid. Qotdéco pu° 6An
ov ) Oriym, 1’ Epyovvray kamoteg v YeAGo® [...]" (59).”

The specific intertextual allusions aim to support the points of the narrative
through the authority of established codes and texts. The reliance on shared codes,
recognised by the author and well-informed readers alike, and on information familiar
to the latter, gives Psycharis’s arguments about Greek language and culture validity,
because of the implied continuity with the texts and the codes that are recalled.
Furthermore, the hidden or explicitly embedded didactic discourse is less noticeable
for what it is, in the overall quoted speech and references. Since the narrative is
composed of different types of texts, no particular type seems privileged. However, at
the same time, none of them seems unacceptable cither, unless clearly stated
otherwise in the narrative. Psycharis acknowledges that every literary text is part of a
large tradition of other texts that precede and follow it, and is always judged against

them. and that his work was not immune to this judgement either. This is highlighted

*'The ambivalence of laughter and crying indicates that everything should be seen from both sides as
well.
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allegorically in the fantastic scene in which the Ancient Greek writers evaluate the
modern writers in Greece and suggest their inadequacies by laughing at them and at

their work:

AMPeia, pohig to eimav kK’ Npbe Tpeydra iow pe To PéEPOS
mov Kabovvrav o1 apyaioy, £va modl ACTPOVIVHEVO EQEPVE
péoa otV modId Tov Eva cwpo Pruepides xat Ppria amd
niow Tov Epyovviav doot siyave ypayer ta Pifiia ki doot
vémlav kabe pépa ta dnpocwa evALe. Bpédnka kot yo péca
o’ aprtovg. Torteg eida o opunpuciy oxnvi [...] ‘EBalav tov
kabéva va SaPaon ooa eiye ypoppiva M Pipiio N péoa oe
Kaa onuepida [...] Apa mépace to TP®OTO TOL Kotefatd o
TP®OTOG oV EMpeENE v S Pdct), TOVG AKOVOH KAl TATNCAV
£va YEMO, mOv KOVTEWE TOVTIG 1] AKPOTOAY VoL TAOK®OT TNV
AOnva. To ypewdomkae &’ é@uyc pdavn pavn, vo pn pe
Barovv ko péva ot péon’ eival GPES TOV TOAD TOAD de p’
apécovv ot apyaiot! Nouwla nog éBiema, otov Olvumo
amdve, tovg abdvatovg Beolg va Eexapdilovvtar and Ta
yéhow, 0G0 TOUG Kepvovoe kovtoaivovtag o ‘Heomotog
(168).

The laughter in the above extract repeats the earlier scene, where the whole of Europe
laughs at the Greeks in one of the narrator’s visions: “AnGve 610 ¥GPTN GTEKOVVTUV
ot Efponaior, 6hor pe myv apdada, o I'aihog otn I'odkia, ot eppavia o Iepuoavog
[...] x1 0 xGBe hadg opovoe podya 1| TPAGIVE 1| KOKKIVEL 1} KITPIVE, UE TO YPMDUL OV
elye 010 Yxaptn N KOs xdpa. Oho pall eitav mapatevo k¥ Epotale cav amoKpLiTIKO
[...]- Mudwodvia kat pidhodvia aBpdrol yehovoay k' OA0 YEAOVGQV Kol TEAEUOUO TO
yéhoto Toug dev eiye” (77). With these scenes, the author expresses his self-doubt, and
the narrative suggests its own limitations by acknowledging implicitly that it is a
tentative approach.

It must also be pointed out that the comical aspect in parts of the narration, the
carnivalesque element that prevails throughout many of these references, and the

atmosphere they create, are all extremely subversive. In that sense, the didactic
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function consists in implicitly and constantly undermining what was the norm in
Greek culture at the time: the fiction that was written, the language that was used, and
the way people lived their lives. Furthermore, laughter is a motif repeated in the
narrative to suggest the misconceptions about the use of the Greek language and
literary writing, and thus force the readers to reconsider their attitudes. In the scenes
that provoke the laughter, the emphasis lies in the need for renewal in Greek culture.
(For an analysis of laughter as a subversive element in a narrative see Bakhtin 1999:
126-27). The rhetorical examples in the text promote the notion of a free exchange of
ideas and discourse between different cultures, and the creative use by writers of
whatever is available to them, in the hope that Greek culture might ultimately find its

deserved place amongst the other European cultures:

[n] ma onibo avaye mv aAln, Swdobnkav Weeg, Téyves,

emotnueg, 0 kabeig Epepve TO PEPTIKO TOV Kot TO OGvewle

taiiovvov. 'Etor popedtnke po EBpodnm xt avapeosa otoug

Aoovg £mooce ovykowovia owvontiky. Epeic miow, 6io

nicw! [lov n dvotvyn moTpida, pe TOV TUBHOV ™G TNV

apabewn, TNV IEPNPAVEWL Kot TNV TPEALL, Vo PTOPEST] Ko

ketvn va Ojon 10 peydho, 10 youpodpevo Pio g

Eavayevvnpévng EBpomng! (57).
However, the narrative also represents a potential example of authentic Greek writing,
and holds the promise for the future, in foretelling the arrival of the new poet. In
accordance with the messianic proclamations of the text, the other side of the dual
aspect inherent in everything, becomes obvious at the end, when the scornful laughter
is turned into tears of happiness and accomplishment: “[0]a xatefd kot TP aKoOUN
TUTNON TO WOdEPL OV 6TO AEQTEPO TO YO, Ha u’ apmafovv o eikol ka Bu Tovg

apraém. OuyKoOAMUGTOOUE GOUXTA OPLYTA, 1| Kapold pov puéca pov Ba tpéun mov Ba

TOV®, Ta PATIR LoV Ba POVGKMOTOoLY Kot ToThpe ddxpia Ba yove™ (204).
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Conclusion

To Tacior pov is a unique text in Modern Greek literature. The author
combined different narrative techniques and created, in the words of Palamas, “an
orchestra of literary genres” (1960c: 315). He used parables, folktales and comical
stories, according to the desired emphasis and the points he wished to stress in each
case. He also playfully switched roles as he reinvented himself, either as the ‘new
poet as Saviour’ or the precursor, who notices and describes the signs of the times.
Furthermore, he used different degrees of formality in addressing his readers, getting
more distant or more personal, being serious or humorous respectively, in order to
achieve the aims set up for the text (Wardhaugh 1992: 107). These were, according to
his admission, to amuse readers and to convince them that the colloquial language
was appropriate for all occasions, both for everyday communication and for writing
prose fiction. The use of these different stances, scholarly and formal or detached and
playful, corresponded to both sides of his creative profile and the objective was to
persuade readers to embrace his ideas about Greek language and culture.

Psycharis’s ideal of ‘oral literature’ is achieved to an extent, not only because
the language of the text is as close as possible to that of everyday oral communication
but also because even textual games, such as intertextual references, style shifts and
generally playful writing, aim to mimic characteristics of orality, to replace the
variations of voice, gestures, and other non-verbal cues that a face-to-face interaction
would involve. Overall the playful mode of writing aims to eliminate the distance in
time and space between the two poles of communication, author and addressee,

contemporary and earlier cultural context, Greek and European culture, plain

language and allegorical writing, verisimilitude and fantasy. In that respect the
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journey as a metaphor for writing, accomplishes its aims, bringing a sort of proximity
and unity between all these agents.

In addition, intertextuality serves to indicate the participation of a particular
work in the discursive space of a culture (Culler 1981: 103). In the text this role is
accomplished by the narrator commenting repeatedly that Modern Greek culture
should aspire to be part of European culture through a reciprocal exchange of ideas in
relation to literary writing. Similar views to Psycharis’s were presented again, forty
years later, by Theotokas in Eledfepo ITvevua (1929).3 This testifies to the fact that
To Tacior pov remained an innovative but isolated text in the Greek literature of its

time.

ARy an6 TIC TomKEG S1oQopés Tov Awdv g Evphnng vadpyel wa Ko TVELRaTIKT Kot N0
con. ma xow Evporuix mawdeia [...] Eiven éva avotepo emingdo omov kateAfnyovv Kot
evappovifovtat ot mvevpatikés npoonabeiss Twv Aawv g Evponng mov mnyalovv mavra, dueca 1
EUUEDH, CLVEONTA 1] acuveidnTa, ond e siddeon xown™ (1979: 9).
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CHAPTER FOUR
TONEIPO TOY 'TANNIPH: AN ATTEMPT AT
‘SCIENTIFIC’ WRITING

Tovepo tov Navvipy (1897) promotes the importance of science in all aspects
of human activity, and the significance of literature on an equal footing with science.
In this chapter I shall outline the author’s efforts to reflect contemporary scientific
developments in prose and to make his novel part of these advances. I will also
discuss the differences between the societies and cultures of France and Greece, as
presented in the novel.

Tovepo tov Lavvipn is the first novel written by Psycharis, if we disregard 7o
Tacior pov (1888), which cannot be classified as a novel without raising at least some
questions of genre. Before this novel, Psycharis had written the short stories Zodiia
(1891), O Mayog (1892), O Movaapipnc (1892); these stories were also translated into
French (see Introduction, n.18). The French novella Cadeau de Noces (1893) also
antedated it, and it was time for the author to produce something more substantial in
order to test his potential. 76veipo tov [avvipy and Zwi ki Ayarn oty Movalid are
the only two novels written in both Greek and French.' This may be an indication that
the author considered them major works, worthy of an international audience. It also
suggests that Psycharis was trying to establish himself as a renowned writer in two
different literary contexts simultaneously, a practice which may have been detrimental
1o both his careers. As he explained in a letter to his friend Eftaliotis, he believed that
the unenthusiastic reception of his work in France was due to the fact that his
preoccupations were mainly Greek, while at the same time, he was considered an

outsider in Greek literary circles of the period too:

"The novel will be cited as Téveipo from now onwards.
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[Mov Aeg. BéPaua p’ éPraye. Kot kovtd oto vovu. “A@tdg

yphpel popaio. Ti pag péhet pog yuo o yolhikd tov; Agv

EYEL TNV avayKn pog, unte peig ) ok tov!”. Aev 1o Afve

o To cvAdoyovvial k' £T61 67 APVOLVE OTA Kpha TOL

hovtpod (explained Psycharis in his characteristic forthright

style, in Karatzas 1988: 177).
Nevertheless, both novels received favourable reviews in Greece, despite the fact that
they failed to capture a readership. 76veipo was praised by the circle of demoticists,
and Palamas in particular characterised it as “the novel of the Greek soul” (1960b:
125-36, but written in 1899). It must be noted, however, that the practice of praising
one another’s work was very common among members of the demoticist group, even
though very few of their comments had any objective critical value. This group of
writers, friends and collaborators, had made an unofficial pact to support each other’s
work. in order to reduce the effect of any criticism from the ‘enemy camp’ of purists.?
In this respect, the aesthetic value of the texts was not the focus of analysis, and
emphasis was placed on the propagation of the demotic language (see also Tziovas
1988).

Toveipo was published in Greek by Estia, in Athens, and the same year by
Calmann Lévy, in Paris. The French version, as Thrylos has remarked (1963), is more
condensed, with significantly fewer redundancies. It has not been established with
absolute certainty which of the two versions was written first. Even though we can get
an idea of Psycharis’s intentions from his correspondence with Eftaliotis, there is still
some confusion about the order of events. In a letter dated 28 February 1896,

Psycharis, writing from Paris, mentioned his new novel to Eftaliotis, informing him

that he was about to translate it so that it could be published in Greek, preferably on

I use the phrase ‘enemy camp’ as an indication of the aggressive nature of the criticism by one group
of the other. which included suggestions of anti-nationalistic attitudes.
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the same day as the French publication (Karatzas 1988: 79). A few months later, on 5
September 1896, Psycharis stated that he wanted his novel (O liavvipng, as he
referred to it) to be published in French and for this reason he had undertaken the
translation from Greek into French. He was forced into that decision due to the
difficulties of finding a publisher in Greece who would bring out the novel in book
form rather than circulating it in weekly or daily instalments (ibid: 75). On 7
December 1896, he informed Eftaliotis that he had just finished the translation and
hoped to see it published in March of the following year. He also said that, after
financial negotiations with Kasdonis, the Greek publisher, it had been agreed that the
novel would be published as a book in April or even March (ibid: 77). By July 1897,
however, it was still not published but the author hoped that it would be published in
October 1897 (ibid: 83). In another letter, dated 16 September 1897, he mentioned
that the novel would be published in October in Paris. By examining all of these
letters it seems possible that the French version was published first (21 October 1897).
Psycharis also mentioned that he had asked Gavrielidis, the editor of Acropolis
newspaper, not to publish the news of the French publication of [iavvipne before its
Greek edition (ibid: 92).

Despite the author’s efforts to create two different versions in two languages
and to publish them almost simultaneously, the novel’s publication went unnoticed by
the public at large in both countries.’ Apart from his faithful friends and a few critics
the novel was read by just a few people, especially in Greece, as the author himself
attests in another of his letters to Eftaliotis (ibid: 105). The effort that Psycharis had

put into its creation overshadowed in his mind its possible weaknesses. His bitterness

’It took him more than three years altogether to complete the novel (see Karatzas 1988: 135).
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at this unsuccessful attempt to communicate with readers is well known, as in other
similar cases.”

If we place the novel in its socio-historical context, it is not difficult to
understand the reasons that may have contributed to making it unappealing to readers.
The year of the novel’s publication, 1897, was a significant one for Greeks, and not
for the happiest of reasons, as they had been defeated by the Ottoman forces in
Thessaly in their efforts to unite those areas in Greece which were not yet liberated (as
Crete) with the rest of the free Greek nation state. This defeat also resulted in having
to cede to the Ottoman Empire a small piece of land on the border of Thessaly. This
shattering of ambitions had an impact on Psycharis (his intense patriotism had already
been declared in To Talidr pov), as well as on other Greek writers, for a long period
after the event. The less than successful reception of Tévepo by contemporary readers
may have been due to the unlucky timing of its publication. Its messages seemed too
distant from readers’ everyday experience at that time in Greece. Its preoccupation
with the role of science, and of literature, was condemned to pass unnoticed. amid the
general feelings of disillusionment. At the same time, in France, a major political
scandal, the *Dreyfus affair’, was fragmenting social opinion.

In 1894, the Jewish officer Alfred Dreyfus had been accused and convicted of
being a traitor and of passing state secrets to foreign powers. The affair was marked
by acute anti-Semitism, which was prevalent in certain segments of French society. In
1897. the French newspapers published evidence indicating Dreyfus’s innocence and

incriminating another officer named Esterhazy. The events which followed had the

“Mnpé adeppt! davidoov kaveig va Bydhn ™V yoxi Tov TECOEPA XPOVIE YO VAL KATUPEPT TETOO
Piprio kar va pnv 1o diGface kavévag ABnvaiog! Kavévag! Towg dnhadn kapud dekupid, meg eiKoot Kal
érewoe” (Karatzas 1988: 105).
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effect of dividing the social and political scene in France into two ideological camps:
on the one hand, those who were in favour of a review of the Dreyfus trial,
progressive people such as Travieux, Pressensé and writers such as Zola and
Psycharis, and on the other side, those who represented the conservative alliance
(Kriaras 1981: 225-31)." It is easy to understand how in such a climate Psycharis’s
novel would have been of very little interest to readers in France. Indicative of
Psycharis’s response to the signs of the time, was the publication the following year of
another novel in French, La Croyante, which aimed to convey the climate of the
‘Dreyfus period’, by questioning religious issues and moral values (Constandoulaki-
Chantzou 1981: 195). Dreyfus was finally rehabilitated in 1906.

Tovewpo is, nevertheless, a representative example of a thesis novel/roman a
these, written by an educated man of his era, driven by reformist ideals. Its ideology
operates on many different levels, which at times intersect and overlap to
communicate the main point, and which at other times take different directions in the
narrative.” Psycharis conceived this novel with a plan in mind, to pose a pressing
question. He wanted to explore how far ambition could drive a human soul: “Je me
suis posé la question que voici: ‘Quel est |’aboutissant (sic) dernier de [’ambition?
Que veut-elle et que cherche-t-elle? [...]". Et c’est a quoi j’ai tdché de repondre en
dressant, autour de mon héros, tous les trophées imaginables” (Psichari 1898: iv).
Yanniris is not only a characteristic type of ambitious and passionate young man, but

is also the idea of ambition personified (ibid).

“Psvcharis records the climate of the trial and the ensuing upheaval in his correspondence. Significantly,
the scene of Yanniris's reception by the crowds in Paris when he presents his social reforms is very
similar to the real life event of reception and support from the people towards the ‘Dreyfusards’ during
one major demonstration for the case (see also his letter of 1899 to Eftaliotis in Nea Estia 1954, 55
(644): 632 published by Stamatis Karatzas).

"My references to ideology do not mean political commentary but rather a set of ideas similar to a kind
of vision either for the society to which they are directed or for literature.
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Yanniris, the main character of the novel, is a self-made intellectual who
manages not only to get a very good education in Paris but also to become a famous
writer whose prolific output is always crowned with extraordinary success. His genius
is such that he also conceives and preaches a new religion.7 Some of the episodes of
Yanniris’s life refer directly to the real person behind the fiction and his work, the
author Psycharis. The novel comprises two parts, with different settings and activities.
The first presents Yanniris’s life in Paris, the social circles he frequents and his
acquaintances there. In the second, Yanniris is transposed to an island near
Constantinople. Feeling overwhelmed by all the fame he has attained and by the
intrigues of the Parisian circles, he decides to live on this island amongst the simple
people he used to know in his childhood. However, during his stay, he comes into
contact with characters who are not at all unlike those he associated with in Paris, with
the same flaws and attitudes. He finds love there in the shape of “Myrriana’. Although
the two never consummate their love, they are nevertheless, vilified by locals because
their relationship is inappropriate, Yanniris having been married in Paris to Versa. In
terms of lifestyle, Yanniris achieves everything that he could wish for: he attains fame
in Paris through his creative pursuits and finds love in Greece. The emotional
fulfilment marks the end of his ambitions and of his more organised life in Paris.® The
two parts of his life never come together, and as fate would have it, when his friends
from Paris arrive unannounced on the island, dramatic natural events intervene to
make the separation permanent. An earthquake destroys almost everything in the

island, except the narrator of the story because as the narrative conventions require, he

“There are clear parallels with the importance of science in this aspect.
*In that respect, the author suggests that the culmination of human ambition is to find love or that the
driving force of ambition ends when there is love instead.
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has to be saved in order to present Yanniris’s tale.” Therefore the novel is structured
around a bipolar scheme composed of the ‘Paris period’, representing creativity, logic
and attainment of fame, and the ‘Greek period’, representing emotional fulfilment.'”

The novel begins with the narration of a dream and the first sentence
introduces the two main vehicles of the narrative process, as well as its object: “O
[avvipng moAAéc popég pov dnyndnke tovelpd Tov Ko mavta tov dpele v pov 1o
dnydran” (Psycharis 1897: 5). The narrator and Yanniris himself will take it in turns to
relate his story, which is the pursuit of a ‘dream’. The first chapter of the novel, “To
nopaBvpo™ which opens a channel of communication with the readers, has an
allegorical function in relation to the story of the narrative. The significance of the
dream will be revealed gradually during the narration, although the heavy symbolism
offers many clues as to what will happen: Yanniris’s life, as will be revealed, will see
the realisation of that dream. Thus the novel starts with a specific thesis, to prove that
someone’s life may be as he has dreamed of it being, if he only thinks and acts in a
certain way. In order to achieve this, there are various stages and experiences which
the main character has to go through, with many different people to meet and to
interact with, allowing in the process, the narrator to convey his message.

As mentioned above, the French version is shorter, without too many

repetitions, since according to the author’s explanations in its prologue: “[en frangais]

’Psycharis mentioned in his /a 0 Pwuaiico Ofatpo (1901) that the account of the earthquake referred
to a real incident that happened in Zakynthos in 1895 (1901: 82-83).

"These two poles: love and fame (glory), and the tensions they create in people’s lives, are encountered
in many of Psycharis’s novels and non-literary texts: “Nos réves de gloire et d’amour passeront-ils
comme une ombre ou attesteront-ils un jour que nous avons été?"” (Psichari 1884: 797), asks Psycharis
in an earlier text which discusses most of the issues that will occupy him in his literary writing for the
rest of his life. Furthermore, responding to an unfair review of his novel by a lawyer called George
Apostolidis, the author explains that the writer of the review did not take into consideration the two
main themes of the novel: “K1 610 10 popdvtlo GAAo vonua dev £xel amd Ty Wuyohoyia g 0&ug Kat
mS ayammge, and ™ cOyKplon mov yiverat orotva Petagh Ta dVO T PEYGAe Ta WVXOPUNTU TOV KaBE
uBpdmov. Aev 10 onpedvel TOVBEVE O KPLGOYPAPOg pag, eneldn) dev tov cveépvet [...|7 (Psycharis
1908: 62n).



132

nous ne supportons pas I’abondance” (Psichari 1898: xii). It focuses on presenting the
typical “Greek spirit” to a non-Greek readership, whereas the Greek text allocates
equal analysis to both contexts, French and Greek (ibid: xii-xiii).'" The novel in
Greek, though, appears to be disjointed; it introduces various episodes and different
lines of narrative, none of which are fully explored. Most of them remain open as far
as narrative organisation is concerned, and perhaps their function is simply to paint a
faithful portrait of the characters depicted, as there is an emphasis in this novel on
presenting different characters.'” The overlapping of the novel’s ideological positions
can be held responsible for some redundancy in the discourse, although the superfluity
of the text overall serves other functions. It indicates that the author wishes to
emphasise the content, ‘the message’ of his narrative, sometimes at the expense of its
organisation. Therefore, particularly when examining the Greek text, it is more
difficult to classify all of its ideological statements in a systematic way, because they
are scattered throughout the text, literally in every utterance in the novel.

The ideology of the novel is the result of two major influences. On the one
hand, there was the cosmopolitan upbringing and education of the author which made
him well informed about the scientific advances of his era and of their emergence in
literary writing; it also instilled in him the ideals of European culture regarding
progress and education. On the other, Psycharis was aware of the situation of Greek

society and the attempts in Greek literature to find a form of narrative, which would

"In his prologue to the French edition, the author explained that he had attempted to make a sort of
‘ethography’, drawing a portrait of two or three representative Greek types, who exhibit the qualities of
the race. Therefore, in this version he condenses the first part of the novel dealing with the French
social circles of the period, since “il y a d’autres probléemes, dans le vaste monde, que ceux qui agitent
le boulevard — ou les salons™ (Psichari 1898: iii-xvi).

"An ‘overpopulation® of characters in novels was noted in Victorian literature, demonstrating an
affiliation with the currents in biology that examined abundance, variation and diversification in nature,
which in turn, was reflected in the humanities, in the perception of the complexity of human life and
relations (see Levine 1988: 18).
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reflect its new cultural identity. The novel’s ideology revolves around either general
issues to do with science and ‘truth’ or the question of Greek identity. Moreover, in
many cases, these two themes are associated with literature and its function. In
particular, the question of ‘truth’ in relation to literature is significant in most of
Psycharis’s novels (see also Chapter Six). In the parts of the novel where the emphasis
is on the act of writing, the novel’s self-reflexivity overshadows the attempts to refer
to things in the non-textual, physical world. There is, | believe, an extremely
ambitious plan behind Psycharis’s intentions regarding his novel. He conceived it both
as a vehicle for disseminating truths in society, and for restoring the value of literature
independent of other social and cultural manifestations. In that respect, it is not
surprising that it did not achieve its intended success, being entrapped in its own
multiple and sometimes conflicting directions.

One significant element of the novel, however, is its depiction of many
different characters, whose psychology the author aims to convey faithfully: “[...]
Koitae tovelpo 1o 810 oty apyn. Aev £xet dpdon; Ae paivetar Tov Kabevoc i yuyn

3

Umd TO TOPTATNHE., OO TO KOVUVIUO TOL Kepalwov, and kdbe Aoyo;” explains the
author in his correspondence (Karatzas 1988: 135). Apart from Yanniris, more than
twenty different characters, main or secondary, appear in the novel and most of them
are related to the activity of writing, with their own dreams and ambitions: poets,
novelists, linguists, historians, journalists, publishers, all striving to make a name for
themselves (see Sachinis 1971: 208). The author describes his environment, which
inevitably influences him to perceive the world as full of writers. Even ordinary
people on the island cite proverbs and demotic songs and collaborate with linguists

who come to the island for research purposes (the island must be Prinkipo, close to

Constantinople, also mentioned in the novel Ta dvo Adéppia). Most of the characters
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who represent intellectuals are connected with some aspect of Yanniris’s versatile
personality, reinforcing his superiority by their inadequacies. The major ideological
focus of the novel is the discourse about science and evolution and this chapter will
analyse how the pre-eminence of science is presented in the novel through discussion

of two of its major strands, positivist and evolutionary theory.

1.The emergence of ‘scientific’ writing

Toverpo closely follows the increasing interest in science in nineteenth-century
Europe. This period saw science gain general acceptance, having escaped from its
status as a branch of the occult and developed into a belief system as an alternative to
religion (see Beer 1983, LeGouis 1997). Indeed, in a world where everything was
undergoing transformation, and nothing seemed stable, people would look to science
for answers concerning their existence, and try to organise their lives and their
immediate environment into understandable structures. It is indicative that in 1888
Psycharis wrote in 7o Talidr uov: “O daBpomog aAhdler K1 0 KOOHOG cdViK
petopopeavetor” (1993: 134). The advances in natural sciences, and especially the
methodology of observation and taxonomy that was being used in biology, were
perceived as a metaphor for understanding the world, offering a kind of reassurance
about and control over the unknown. The natural scientists Jean Baptiste de Lamarck,
Charles Lyell and Robert Chambers paved the way for Darwin’s evolutionary ideas.
Claude Bernard explored issues relating to the operation of medicine, and tried to
systematise it theoretically in his text Introduction & ['Etude de la Médecine

Expérimentale (1865).
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In addition to the emphasis on biology, another school of thought developed,
that of positivism. Positivism was inspired by the process of classification adopted in
the natural sciences, and although not directly challenging religious beliefs, it
suggested that knowledge about the world could be acquired only through specific
epistemological approaches. Positivism flourished in the second half of the nineteenth
century, systematised by Auguste Comte, as an attempt to apply the methodology of
the natural sciences to explain social phenomena (Smith 1996: 14). “For Comte,
positive science was a distinct third stage in the development of knowledge, which
progressed first from theological to metaphysical knowledge and then to positivist
knowledge” (ibid: 14). In literary studies, the principles of positivism were summed
up in Hippolyte Taine’s Introduction a I 'Histoire de la Littérature Anglaise. A literary
text, Taine argued, must be regarded as the expression of the psychology of the
individual, which in its turn is the expression of the milieu and the period in which the
individual lived, and of the race to which he belonged (see Taine 1880: 1-36, also
Taine 1936, and Robinson 1978: 73). The basic aim of positivists in the literary
context, was to combine science and literature, in order “to make the best literature
more accessible to the common man and woman” (LeGouis 1997: 14). Although this
statement seems ambiguous, it suggests that positivists understood their function as
that of educating the public at large. Thus the belief in science and its connection with
literature was supported by many thinkers, and was considered the most notable

advance of the time."

"“As we move away from this period, we can follow the divergence in the paths taken by these two
areas of intellectual activity. Science becomes less literary and less comprehensible to the general
public, relying on mathematical equations. Literature also becomes more problematic, reflecting a new
unstable situation through its emphasis on multiple realities, abandoning the scientific approach both in
terms of theme and of narration.
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Psycharis considered himself a positivist and attempted faithfully to follow in
his work, both linguistic and literary, a system. In his fiction this is apparent in the
reworking of his texts and the importance he places on finding the correct expression
which must be followed with consistency and on the dissemination of specific ideas. It
is also significant that the form of the novels is almost always a noteworthy feature,
which suggests that the author worked methodically. For example, in Toveipo, there is
symmetry between events and correspondences between people from one part of the
novel, the French context, to the other, the Greek one. Furthermore, the titles of
chapters are the same — in reverse order — from the first to the second part, further
highlighting the importance of form. As a precursor of future tendencies, in addition
to declaring the importance of science in real and fictional life, 7oveipo also includes

elements of metafictional writing, which draw attention to the act of writing itself.

1.1. Science and fiction: the positivist model

Science, according to the OED (Oxford English Dictionary (vol. 14), 1s “the
state or fact of knowing”; in philosophical terms, science is understood as
‘knowledge’ as opposed to “belief” or ‘opinion’, with an emphasis on “the distinction
to be drawn between theoretical perception of a truth and moral conviction™ (1989:
648, no.l). Psycharis follows Ernest Renan’s definition of science, and thus he
perceives it as contributing to all fields of knowledge.'"® According to this, there

should not be any distinction between the natural sciences and the humanities, as they

"On sait qu’aujourdh’hui, en parlant de sciences, on comprend aussi bien sous cette denomination les
sciences historiques que les sciences de la nature. Le chimiste qui cherche a déterminer le corps le plus
simple, le philosophe qui veut aller au plus profond de I’ame et de la raison, le philologue qui remonte
au manuscript le plus ancien et aux primitives racines des langues sceurs, obéissent au méme principe
d’analyse et d’investigation™ (Psichari 1884: 794n).



follow the same methodology and contribute equally to knowledge. This is one of the
ideological points, which will be addressed many times in the novel.

The author’s aim in this novel was to describe human nature and what drives
people to achieve their ambitions. He explores people’s behaviour in two different
contexts, French and Greek. Yanniris frequents social circles in the Parisian “milieu’
and mingles with the haut monde, where he is able to observe people closely and to
note certain patterns of behaviour. He is also well received by them and respected as
one of the intellectuals of his time. Analysing this life-style offers some insights
which can then be confirmed if they exist in the second focus of his examination, the
way of life on a remote Greek island. Thus Psycharis treats his fictional material as a
case study, insisting on the theoretical aspect of his approach. Like many intellectuals
of his time, he attempts to apply the methodology of the natural sciences
(investigation and analysis) to literature, believing that literature should not be exempt
from developments in other fields of human activity (Psichari 1884: 794). Palamas
was also of the same opinion. It is significant that in his prologue to dwdexdioyos tov
I'vprov, he praised Psycharis’s article “La Science et les Destinées Nouvelles de la
Poésie”, for its accuracy, confirming that poets get inspiration from scientific
advances (1960a: 298n, written in 1906).

An important part of the novel is the dialogue between Yanniris and the
doctor, Palmis, about science. These characters represent aspects of the author’s
personality, as is the case with some of the main characters in his other novels; for
example in Ayvi (1913), there is a similar exchange of ideas between Andreas, the
writer, and Kamekos, the violinist (see Chapter Eight). The dialogue between Palmis
and Yanniris, in this case, represents more specifically the connection between science

and logical ordering, as opposed to imaginative thinking. As the author claimed in his



138

dedication of Autour de la Gréce (24 April 1895) to Louis Havet: “la science et la
littérature ont toujours été les deux grands courants de ’intelligence humaine [...]
dérivaient d’un méme principe, coulaient d’'un méme flot [...] les mémes qualités d’
imagination, de pénétration et d’analyse, de divination souvent, la méme force de
combinaison et, par conséquent, la méme somme de travail sont nécessaires au savant
comme au littérateur” (Psichari 1895a: v-vi). Palmis is working to locate the causes
and understand the spread of tuberculosis. He meets Yanniris during both phases of
Yanniris’s life, once in Paris and later, when traveling from Paris to the Greek island.
Palmis does not relate to the other characters in the novel, nor does he have any
function in the plot. He is carefully chosen to introduce the positivist ideology of the
narrative and make the author’s beliefs clear. He explains that each new discovery will
yield more possibilities, gradually providing more new information in every field of
research. Referring to his research and its usefulness to future generations, he asserts
with confidence: “nothing is ever lost, nor can it be lost” (46).IS Palmis also suggests
that science is analogous to a tower, indicating the importance of ideas in the gradual
building of the whole, acknowledging the individual efforts of those who form the

tower’s foundations:

H emotiun, @iie pov, eivar to povo abavato mpape cTov
koopo. O aBpwmog, tdtopo, umopel v mebavr, pmopel
paitota kol va Egxaoty 6hovg d10iov. H 1bén Ttov opmg
mavra Bo Cfom, ywrti ki GAAN va @aviy, Ba g xpwoTdn
mv vmapél] T™C, apov 1 dEQTEPN YwPIG ™MV TPp®TY d¢ Bu
gawotave motée. H emomun powdler cav mdpyog mov
avePaivel ynAd ymid kon mov sivon Pubid péca oto YHUW
Bepempévoc 600 vydvetal, Pubilovvron Ta Bepéiw Aiyo
Alyo kot dev To PAETEIS po 6g BaPAemeg ko Tov mhpyo, av
EPhemeg ta Bepéha. K érot Lodpe mavrotvd. "Agavy k°
oV TETPa EipaoTe 0 Kabévag [...](46).

Al references to the novel are from the 1897 edition. The translations into English are mine.
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Palmis’s beliefs focus on the importance of work and the ordering of experience. The
image of the tower is indicative of the positivist ideology, which can comprehend
experience only in the terms of continuity. The character explains how the temporal
ordering of experience is necessary in order to arrive at timeless, universal truths, the
ultimate aim of scientists.

Then there is Yanniris, who has more imaginative qualities and successfully
combines scientific with creative thinking. As the narrator of Téveipo explains, unlike
the doctor, Yanniris conceives of science in an abstract way, attributing a mythical

dimension to it in certain parts of the text:

H emotiun, Navvipn pov, oe 9ovale kat oe tapade 11 Qovi
e Eivar cav g avepddag ™ @owi), cav tpoyoiddi
payepévo mov o€ tpafh oty Balacoa pica. Odlacca sivar
K 1 emomiun, £va xGog mov yaveosar ko pebag, ywori
Prénerg mwg éva dtopo timotig Sev cival Kar mog dovAéPerg
pali pe Tovg GALOVS Y10 TAYKOGHIONS GKOTOVG, Y10l VAL POV
KOop pépa 1 adndeta kat vo yivn apapa 1Ko pog (49).

However, this understanding is close to the positivist theory, which in its attempt to
replace religious dogmas with verifiable causes, seemed to be moving towards a
different type of mysticism (LeGouis 1997: 46). It is also significant that it includes an
implicit critique of its own credo, because it suggests that the security that can be
achieved by organisation is always desired but always elusive.'® Therefore, the very
possibilities opened up by science can give rise to both optimistic and sceptical

attitudes.

"“The above comment resembles Mr. Brook’s statement in George Eliot’s Middlemarch (1871-2),
when, having realised science’s all-pervasive character, he expresses his disillusionment: “I went into
science a great deal myself at one time; but | saw it would not do. It leads to everything, you can let
nothing alone™ (Eliot 1994: 17).
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The conception of science as a direction with multiple possibilities is in
accordance with the general notion of its contribution to human knowledge, which has
no limits. At the same time, there is always the hope that there are hidden laws
waiting to be discovered and deciphered, in order to obtain ‘truths’, as is pointed out
in the above extract from the novel. A contradiction becomes apparent, then, within
this metaphorical image, and the context which surrounds it: even though there is an
awareness and acceptance of the ‘fictitious’ aspect that characterises the primary
hypotheses and their discourse and therefore, the relative and indirect approximation
to the material things described, there is also a deep-rooted desire for these
abstractions to produce generalised laws, presenting truths about people and the
world. In another one of Yanniris’s discussions with Palmis, the doctor states that in a
way. science allows him to overcome the constraints of his nature, making him
stronger even than death. He adds that, although he firmly believes that science leads
somewhere, he does not know exactly how it can benefit people. He can only presume
that it affects people’s lives in a beneficial way: “Ilov mder k1 wg mo¥ mael, dev Ex®
wWéa. Ma kémov myaiver. To épyo to awdvio 1o Sikd pac, eivar n kahoovvny™ (247).

The three important notions in the narrative are science, truth and life, and the
aim is to arrive at a full understanding of life through science.'” The path leading from
science to an understanding of life, however, involved going in two opposite
directions: one way led towards mystery and expansion, and the other towards fixing
and proving. The views discussed by the characters suggest the need to pass from one

aspect (that of mystery), in order to arrive at the other (that of proof). When Yanniris

“Psycharis had also expressed his belief in these ideological positions in his essay: “Réflexions sur la
Science et la Morale: Une Parole de Socrate”, where he wrote: “connais ton dme et connais la planéte
oll ton ame est née. Connais toute la réalité” (in Psichari 1895a: 27).



141

contemplates the role of science, he conceives of it as the source of life that entails the

mystery of the indefinable:

Alhig vouhBovpe, arAlmdg cvAroyilopucte, aiiamg Codpe,
apa exeivy to my. [...] pag €deige apm) [...] mog 0,11 £xel
avamvor), £xel Kot pav apyr), Eve aipe Kol e yoxn. [...]
Kat dev mg péher g emomiune  Ba wovy kar 1t de O
TovV, v 1O £pyo mov Bepchdver O ykpepoti, av katom Oa
10 Bopolvrar ot abporoL, apod To £pyo g eivar ) aAnewa
K’ 1 eAqlew wavro Ho vikion, ywti n tpomtn eAndeia eival
1 Com (200-1).

When he occupies himself in a more specific way with science, he manages to make a
discovery about a phenomenon on the surface of the moon, and this leads him to
connect physical phenomena with human life in a more systematic way: “’Apyioe va
oLALOYIETOL TG COPATOL Kot TAAVITEG AKOVV EVaL VOO, £X0VVE [ TOXT, KoL oG 1)
Y16 pac pe pépa kol keivn Ba tedewdon ocav 1o @eyyapt [...]"7 (237). An indication
that the laws of the universe rule human life is glimpsed in the destruction of the
island by an earthquake, which mirrors the destruction on the moon predicted and
observed by Yanniris.

Apart from Palmis and Yanniris, two other characters in the narrative also
represent aspects of the author’s own personality. They are linguists, who also
constitute examples of the positivist approach. The narrator explains how they observe
the way ordinary people talked, record their speech on the new phonographs,
formulate hypotheses and suggest laws with general linguistic application — even
though they do not agree with each other. The laws which are derived from this

process have the status of truth, by which he means knowlf:clgt:.Is We see, therefore,

"*The importance of these discoveries leads one linguist to challenge the other to a duel, as a result of
their disagreement about their work — an episode from Psycharis’s own life, when he challenged
Chatzidakis to a duel, because the latter claimed that Psycharis had copied an essay from one of his
students in exchange for money.



142

that the novel incorporates the positivist ideology in its discourse, and in the choice of
characters, who represent specific examples of hommes savants. 19

Yanniris is the most perceptive character of all, incorporating all the qualities
of an enlightened person, and is able to make a connection between science and love,
viewing science as a positive energy, “kaioovvn”, which embraces all mankind.
During a lecture in Paris, a sociological analysis entitled “Love and Science”, Yanniris
refers to the mysteries of nature which are reflected in the human psyche, and explains
how the evolution that takes place in the physical world corresponds to the energy
which is love and with which people could shape their futures: Yanniris’s dream is to
attain glory, but this dream is associated with the improvement of the world that can
be achieved through the insights of science, as the latter helps understand how the
world functions, and how to progress. Therefore, science is viewed by the characters
in the narrative as encompassing glory for the scientist and love in its wider form,
since in accordance with the ideals of the Enlightenment, it aspires to improve
people’s lives. In this respect, the two aspirations of the main character, glory and
love, are not so much in competition, as working jointly to create the ideology of the
novel. The improvement of people’s lives, the warming of their hearts, the reassurance
people require, are all expressions of unconditional love, as preached within the

domain of religion:

Avoe dvo mapadeg Tov PTOYOD” dOCE Evay KaAO AdYo TOV
600A0L GOV TTOV JEV TOV MPOCREVEL YidTpePe, OGO yiveTul,
715 Yuyéc. O Loyog 60v 0 KOAOS Kol TO KUAO GOL QPEPGLIO
Ba provve péoa ot péot e Kapddg Tov kabevog [...] 1
KaAooOvn cov 1 pkpn Ba peivel mavrotewva (248).

"The term implied scientific as well as literary achievement, and it was applied to writers such as Zola,
Bourget and Barrés in French culture (LeGouis 1997: 43).
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Yanniris believes that in order to fulfill his ambitions, he must preach a new
religion; he believes that every new school of thought, which aspires to make a
difference in the world, must follow the guiding principles of a religious system:
“Koitake Opnokeio va otiong N va yordong, xar toteg GAloeg Tov Kocpo™ (198).
Therefore, the new ‘religion’ of positivism shared by the author and his characters
leaves its mark on the discourse of the novel: “yw Tov @8pwno dovAéPw kot yo kot Hu

dovréym tow pe o Eeydynud pov [...]7" (242), explains Palmis.

1.2 The organic model and evolutionary theory

In 1859 Charles Darwin published The Origin of Species by Means of Natural
Selection, or the Preservation of Favoured Races in the Struggle for Life. This work
presented the whole case for the theory of evolution and caused an instant sensation
among the general public, and more especially the scientific community (Howard
2001: 9). Darwin’s theory proposed that organisms tend to vary, even though only
slightly, and that these variations tend to be inherited. The overproduction of
organisms is controlled by a mechanism of selection, introduced by nature to ensure
the survival of the fittest, and unlimited adaptive changes were made from one
generation to the next (Darwin 1859: 81 & Howard 2001: 36, see also Bateson 1910:
85-101). Even though the evolutionary theory, at the time of its publication, was still a
speculative argument, it became influential as an explanatory device for a changing
world, diverging from hitherto imposed theological limitations. Darwin’s evolutionary
theory also “brought together two imaginative elements implicit in much nineteenth-
century thinking [...] the fascination with growth, and with transformation™ (Beer
1983: 107). A common image of the theory, the tree-like arrangement, which

symbolises the various stages of life (Arbor Vitae) or the various stages of knowledge
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(Arbor Scientiae), was used to represent the connections existing between all beings,
since the concept of growth exemplified in the tree and its branches corresponded to
the evolutionary process. Furthermore, in nineteenth-century romantic thinking an
equivalence was claimed between creative imagination and natural order, the latter
represented by the process of growth (Beer 1983: 108). I would like to suggest that
Psycharis thematises some of the intrinsic elements of the evolutionary theory in this
novel: there are analogies between the model of growth and the production of ideas,
we may also identify the main evolutionary principles: the cycle of life, the web of
relations between human beings, the competition for the survival of the fittest and the
sexual selection which secures the continuation of a specific group.

Organic continuity, as in the metaphor of a tree and its branches or of an
orchard with many fruit-bearing trees, finds expression in many of the novel’s ideas.
The process of creative thinking is compared metaphorically with the growth of a tree
up to the point of blossoming, alluding to the completion and perfection of an idea.
Yanniris’s ideas, for example, develop and take shape as trees do, and this “orchard’
of ideas becomes accessible to all those who may wish to profit from it:
“Tavayvoopard tov ekeivo sitav éva £idog mepiBorr @vteye péoa Gha OV TO
dévtpa, EBule Tig 106EC TOV OAEC” pa eitav Ta dEVTpa TOAAG Kot OEV KOUAOPUIVOLVTIQY
0 kaBéva: Emerta, GAA MKPOVTOIKK OKOUM, GAAC yepdta KAOSWL Kol QOLVIOTA
[...]7(91). This image suggests metaphorically the branching out of writers of fiction
like Yanniris towards interesting new fields.?’ Furthermore, the creation of ideas is
important in the novel and the interdependence of ideas on other clements is

emphasised: “H 3éa tov dpog mavta o (hom, yoti Kkt GAAn va eavr), Bo g xpmaotin

““The implication is that, in a self-referential manner, Yanniris mirrors the activities of the real-life
author, Psycharis, who is his creator.
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mv Vmapén e, oo 1 déeTepn xwpig TV mpdn d¢ Ba povotave moteg” (46). The
metaphor associating the tree with an ‘idea’ introduces something specific in the place
of something abstract, something which grows as opposed to something which exists
or is found (Tziovas 1986: 68); this is exactly the theoretical basis of evolutionary
theory which challenged the earlier fundamental concepts which had been imposed by
religion and which could not be proven true or false, replacing them with something
more quantifiable. Thus, in a direct parallel with the model of growth, it is suggested
that the workings of a creative mind can be understood as a natural phenomenon.

Similarly, sometimes, material and ideological progress are compared in order
to stress the connection promoted in the narrative between abstract ideas and specific
natural entities. When Printas, one of the characters whom Yanniris meets in Paris,
suggests new methods of cultivation in mountainous areas for the benefit of poor
people, the way in which sowing and production of new crops is discussed between
characters alludes metaphorically to the fertile exploitation of ideas: “[...] mpénet va
eépovpe K Eva dV6 omOPoVS 6TO PBOVVO, VO GIEIPOVUE, VUL GKAYOVUE, VIL GLTEYOVUE
otov Povvod to TGy, o TOmog va koAlepynOn [...]”7 (134). In this passage,
Printas’s ideas find fanatical support despite the fact that the soil in the mountains
does not stand much chance of bearing fruit, and this is because his arguments are so
convincing that people believe they are true. As is explained elsewhere by the
narrator: “[o] ombpog yvpéPel va QLIPOOT, TO KOVKKOUTGL va. yivi) @povTto, 1o
2.0010001 va Eavoi&n. H dikn pag n euhodotio tétow eivar movtayov Bo v £Bpng
KoL oty mAdon v dw” (245).

Love too, an ideal, abstract concept, follows this evolutionary pattern in the

novel, when it is compared with a flower, something beautiful but destined to die.
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Yanniris’s and Myrriana's love, though idealised, forms part of the evolutionary

discourse, which reveals the powers of life:

Ti Béder, Tt yopéPer o kampuévo To Aovaoddt; Tt 6o kat T

okomO Aeg vaym oav Eavoiyel, Kavéva oxond ko ad0o kavéva,

xavéva mapd povo va Eavoiln, va Chom, va papabi. No

tizoteg GAAo pny 10 pOTHENG T0 PTMYO" dev LEPEL va Gov ).

Aev fiepe @hro k¥’ n Muppuavar a@tdg eitav o mpoopiopisg

™G AQYTOG EIvaL TNG Ay@mmg 0 Tpoopopds (379).
The various parts of a tree, which symbolise either the various stages of life or the
various branches of knowledge, are all equally important in the formation of the
whole. The miracle of life can be witnessed in everything in nature. Accordingly, it is
explained that everything and everyone in the world is part of a process of generation
and degeneration, and nothing happens for which nature cannot offer a suitable
explanation. As Yanniris points out, referring to science: “[...] pag £deife a@m TG
xat to (oo, To CKVAWEL Kot To HEPUTIYKIO EIval dEPPLO NG KOL TTWS O,TL £YEL AVOTIVOT),
EYEL Kat oy apyn, éva aipa Kot o yoyn” (201).

The tree image, suggesting the affinities between all beings, is also part of the
narrative organisation, because the author’s aim was to portray human nature with all
its competitiveness in two different contexts. Even though the environment and the
situation change between the first and second parts of the novel, the author portrays
almost the same characters in both sections, suggesting affinities which are deeper
than mere accidents. The quasi-anagrammatic names chosen for the characters in the
two parts reinforce the impression that we are reading stories about the same people:
Cholvos is turned into Volchos in the second part, Ralivas into Livaris, Chumos into

Churos, Printas into Tapris, and so on. There are a few authentic characters and these

are the simple people of the island, who look after Yanniris during his stay there:
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Stamatis, Eftalula, Morfo. These characters introduce the beautiful folk songs, which
are the true manifestations of the authentic Greek soul.

In the plot, too, there is a web of connections between characters, which
throws light on the various episodes in the novel. This web of connections exists in
both parts of the novel; in the first, on a reduced scale, when Psycharis presents the
social circles in Paris, but more particularly in the second part of the novel. In the
latter the author describes in fine detail those associations which involve a system of
thoughts, desires and actions concerning every character. Due to their interdependence
they all have to modify their plans to some extent, and these minor alterations change
the outcome of the story. The point is to make clear the similarities and differences
between Greek and French people. For example, the Greek context favours sociability
between people, unlike the French one, which is characterised by a sense of distance
and alienation, at least as perceived by Yanniris: “[y]Opioe onitt Tov, 631 OpmG PovVoC,.
"Exape ome Bépoag évav kawvovpio ¢iro. ‘Epabav tog kabBovviat oto ido omitt x° o1
dv6 tovg. Ko var pny 1o Eépouv!” (45).%! In striking contrast, in the second part of the
novel, everyone on the island is involved in everyone else’s affairs: “KdaOovvtav o
évag oto mopdbvpd tov xar koitale ™ e oto mapdbvpd g [...]7 (268).
Furthermore, in the second part, Marika’s decision to marry Thanassis leads her to
form a plan according to which, in order to force him to propose to her, she will have
to make him jealous of somebody else’s success in love. For this reason, Marika tries
to find a suitable fiancé for the elegant Myrriana who is loved by Yanniris. Marika’s
efforts in this respect and her conversations with Myrriana will affect the latter’s

relationship with Yanniris, as well as the life of Myrriana’s aunt, who is desperate to

*'These sort of differences will be pointed up again in the novel Ta 4vo Adéppia (1910-1), this time
between the Swiss and the Constantinopolitan Greeks.
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avoid becoming the centre of attention or controversy by association. When Myrriana
declines the offer of a match, she and her aunt have to face the wrath of Marika and of
her mother Saveraina. Gradually, they all have to modify their behaviour and their
plans, to a greater or lesser extent in order to restore the equilibrium which had
previously existed, and these changes affect the fate of the minor characters in the
story as well. The narrative employs metaphors to describe the functioning of human
relations in terms of relationships encountered in nature. When Marika tries to link
Myrriana with Volchos for her own ends, the narrator presents the failure of this
relationship as a problem which could never be solved, since the two belong to
different trees: “Tov gpyotave cav EEvo, cav GALOV KOGHOV TTPAua” TO £vvolwbe Kat
Keivog Tmg dev eitav o1 du6 Tovg evag dEvipov khapid™ (309).

One of the aims of the novel is to define the “Greek character’. This can best
be illustrated through its counter-example, the European, and more specifically the
French character. In the author’s opinion there are two elements which distinguish
Greek people from other Europeans: their intense competitiveness and the lack of
method in any work they undertake. The narrator explains that Europeans, and
especially those people linked by a Latin culture, are driven primarily by an ambition
to conquer and to achieve material success, whereas the Greeks are driven by strong
passions to achieve a glory similar to that of their ancestors, and, on a personal scale,
to become more important than their neighbour. In other words, renown for Europeans
is won by mastery over things, while renown for Greeks is won by supremacy over
people. This is why the web of interrelationships works better in the second part of the
novel, which involves the ‘Greek characters’. The progress in life towards which

French people are striving exemplifies something of the scientific programme
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discussed earlier. The French are practical in their outlook, working methodically,

overcoming problems gradually and reaching specific goals:

K’ étor mepupryvpioav tov kO6opo ot Popaior kar tov
éxapav 6lova d1ké tovg. Kat do&domkav, 1o kdtov KaTov,
600 xou oeig. Kot onuepig axoun, yu tovto pog Prémeg
gpas toug Ppaykovg MOAD WO APAYTIKOLG, WOAD 7O
mdé&ovg and cag 1 avtéva tov tpomo yrilovpe Pucilew
K’ £yovpe kot mopades. Ae yopéfovpe mpapato ov va sivar
nEP amd T SV pag, Sev Kovnyovpe T d6&a Ko Kokl
vouhOovpe T adilel kale doviewd xat kGOe vikn (245).

The Greeks, by contrast, compete more fervently among themselves, even over issues
which are not important, and as Yanniris observes when he visits the island, they lack
the practical qualities of French scientisme. They do not work methodically, but want
to achieve everything at once and are not satisfied unless they do so. In this respect,
they allow their emotions to interfere with and suppress the objectivity and patience

work requires. As is pointed out in the narrative:

O1 mtpoydvol oov ERyaiav GVOp KAPTOoo — T0 POAOYH —
koitade Opuwg mog KAaier 0 €évag, aua o GAAOC TOV
Eemepaon dev €xer ma novyia. [...] Eoeig JovAéPeote
avapetald oag pe Tov 1000 Gug TOV TPOREPS Vo YUVITE,
VO 60G Kapap®on o KOopog, Péfura kGt Kata@Epate Kat
GOg YPWOTOLUE TNV I0TOPI, TOV EGEIG TNV TPOTOYPAWYATE
— Kot y1at, Tapakod®; yur v unv EEYcToOVE To Aapumpd
00g To KuTopBhpate: oug YPWOTOVNE TN QLAocOPia Kat
yri wdAe; ywal pGAlovay ot QIAocOQOL GG UOULKOMTN
[...](244).

The author’s optimism is expressed in his belief that the idiosyncratic characteristics
of the race, which often seem to create problems, could in time, turn into positive
qualities since the Greek hereditary line suggested the potential for progress: “Ka1 vt
10070 Aéw TG omd T onuepvi avakpifieio pmopel Katom vo. EEQUTPOON KavEVH

KUvoupto peyaheio, Kot mog 10 AATToR oV THpe GaiveTal Hovaxo, iowg péca Tov
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kpvPer ko pav apetyy” (13, the emphasis as it is in the text).”> Nevertheless, this
progress could be secured only through hard, methodical work. Thus the author-
narrator presents his belief in the progress of the Greek people, in accordance with
their past, and despite the attitudes that predominated at the time, of jealousy,
competitiveness, and a tendency to overlook important issues.

The sexual drive and selection discussed in Darwin’s The Descent of Man
(1871), reflected the relationship between evolutionary theory, and the social and
psychological theories, which were also gaining currency at the time (Beer 1983: 210).
Sexual selection suggested an added element in the evolutionary process, one that was
not imposed by nature, but which was voluntarily sought by the species. In Tévepo,
one could argue that the author inverts Darwin’s belief that the human male has the
power of choice (ibid: 211), presenting women, competing with their sophisticated
intrigues for the love of men, as the powerful sex instead. In Paris, for example, Versa
and Liana compete for Yanniris’s love and attention, and Versa succeeds in sending
[Liana away and marrying Yanniris herself, basing their union on their common
ambition. In the second part of the novel, Myrriana competes in her own way with the
absent Versa in order to win Yanniris, and the narrative suggests that this time the
union between Yanniris and Myrriana is based on love. Marika and her friend
Chryssoula also openly compete for Thanassis’ attention. What becomes clear is that,
in both cases, the female will choose the stronger of the partners available to them,

and this point is in line with Darwin’s theories on the behaviour of species in relation

“It is worth noting that the words selected to express these beliefs, ‘Egputpdon’, ‘kpdPer’, direct us to
the organic model, which, as its representative image of the tree indicates, possesses visible, and
invisible parts (the roots).
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to sexual selection.”” This selection helps both the individual and the community to
survive and is part of the competition between species which ensures the survival of
the fittest.

The novel also presents the rivalry between men who work in the same field,
the same “niche’ for professional achievement and recognition. Volchos, for example,
competes with the anonymous Athenian linguist, and Yanniris thinks of competing
with the anonymous writer who is supposed to succeed him in Paris, while Thanassis
competes with Antonis, the cashier from his office. Even though the narrative favours
the “fittest’ in each pair every time, ultimately the natural order manifested in the
carthquake destroys all these relationships and makes the conflicts seem meaningless.
The author, however, manages in the meantime to convey some information about the
Greek personality, and how it contrasts with the French character, suggesting perhaps
that, in Darwin’s words, “transmitted qualities make specific the character of diverse

cultures and races™ (ibid: 211).

2. Literature, science and didacticism

Literary texts which aimed to make scientific ideas accessible to the general
public mirrored in their plots the scientific linear model and discussed the current
scientific tenets of their period explicitly. As Psycharis claims in his essay “La
Science et les Destinées Nouvelles de la Poésie™, the poets of his time were looking
for inspiration in new discoveries, since poetry is always the daughter of its time:

“Chacune des sciences qui ont rajeuni notre intelligence provoque des méditations

“Yanniris for example, is a famous writer, unlike Cholvos, who competes for the same women in Paris,
but who is presented as a mediocre writer. Similarly, Thanassis becomes more desirable than his friends
in Marika's eyes, when he gains financial security.
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poétiques nouvelles” (1884: 795).* And, indeed, as he explains, “il serait difficile, en
vérité, d’énumérer toutes les voies que la science s’ouvre a I'inspiration. Le champ de
nos connaissances est infini [...]” (794). Science opens up possibilities which enrich
literature, and gives fresh meaning to the combination of instruction and pleasure,
which had for a long time been considered the aim of literature.

In the discussions between characters in Tovewo, it is suggested that the
qualities of imagination necessary for the creation of fictional works are also
indispensable for the promotion of scientific advances. There are two interrelated
concepts with implications for this narrative and for literature in general. The first
considers science as fiction, in that it promotes investigation generated by the
imagination: “Na, Tdpe Kal TOVG GOPOVE, TOVG HAONUATIKONS, TOVG HGTPOVOUOVS, EVOL
Nwovtova k”* évay ['kodidaior 1t Oo propovoay a@tol va Kapovve povayoi Toug, diymg
0 ypappata, dixmg v moinon mov wpotov vapbovve pog yévwnoe v wuyn Hog
[...]” (36-7). Again, in the second part of the novel, we find the same belief: “Xmv
apyn, 0 momtig SOMVNOE TOV KOGHO, TOL ¥PWOTH MG Kl 0 0OQOG TOVE TPMTOVG
L0Y1o[00¢ TOV, KOt CNUEPLS akOUT UE TO oTopa Tov Bo Aainon K 1 emotiun” (202).
The other interpretation conceives of fiction as science, as the application of scientific
principles. As a result fiction becomes more important, gaining the status of a carrier
of truths: “Avtic va Bgpeidon mopyovg, éheye aptdg Wéeg va Bepelidon: enedng
Opo¢ timota diymg ™V emoTiun Kt 6w omd TV EMOTUT de YIVETAL, OC K O1 10EEG
TOV OO TOL TOTES NPV CLijta KoL ohpKa wov dgv eiyave mpdta” (S1).

Science attempts to organise the world in structures, by pointing out new
possibilities, and literature attempts to popularise these by helping us to understand

the new ‘meanings’ through the mediation of instruction. Indeed, during periods of

NB}' poetry, we should understand literature in general, in accordance with the definitions of the period.
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change, didacticism tends to prevail in social and cultural manifestations, uniting
these two areas of human activity, science and literature. In the narrative, both science
and literature share the same status and compete to present truths and educate people.
Thus the didactic element in literature corresponds with the theory put forward by the
narrator about what is considered a successful artistic expression (a play to be

precise):

K £&ton, oa Bopodcovy katém my napaotact, Efyuive kot vonua
Kot Quioco@ia, mov de yOpePe o Navvipng pe to otavid va oe
KQTNYNon, Kl OpmG povaydg cov £UMUIVEG OE OKEYN K& EMAIPVEG
YOUTAPL TG KATL TPEYEL, ONAad] Twg O momTHG dev KaTapepe
pHOVO Kot HOVO VoL GE KGUT VOL YEAAGNG, o TWG ELXE TNV 10£a TOV
Ko TNV KataAdPaves Thpa, agov 6oa Bwpoldoes ot oKV Eitay
o KaOnuepva pag, sitav n aiidew [...] (151).7

The narrator of the novel is very anxious to promote his views, and he
excitedly proposes a type of ‘ideological transfusion’: “Ay! va pmopovoe kaveic va
T0VG £XM 6A0VC, 6AOVG TOVG 0lpd®TOVG palmpévous 6° Eva HEPOS KOt VI TOVS OIPMYVT
KOL VO TOUG UV OTOV £YKEQPOAO TIG 10ée¢ ToV [ ! Oa eitav apiotovpynuo”
(61). The desire to transmit one’s ideas to other people finds its most suitable outlet in
literature, which is viewed as a vehicle for all types of communication between author
and readers, and between readers themselves through the text. For this reason, the
author views literature as a suitable medium for the popularisation of contemporary

scientific advances.

as. . - - - . . = + - v,
“The insistence on the truth of its discourse is characteristic of the roman a these, which aims to
educate readers and promote its own moral views.
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Conclusion

With its carefully thought out plans for reforming Greek society and culture,
Psycharis’s methodological approach to his work is characteristic of his participation
in the intellectual climate of the period. His novel is written with a specific thesis and
specific aims: to suggest the importance of science, and 1o propose that the creative
work could be viewed on an equal footing with scientific endeavour. Its most
noticeable weaknesses, repetitions and minor episodes which function as obvious
examples of the author’s views, reveal the intensity with which the latier are
promulgated at the expense of the readers’ pleasure. Psycharis considers it only
natural for other people to be part of his vision and to work together with him to
accomplish a common dream. That is why he points out that he aimed to create a
“IpJopavilo povadikd, amd T omdvie ekeiva wov aAndel kATl Kdvovv, KATL
katopOdvovv, arkalovv tov aBpwmo” (167) — indicating the self-referential aspect of
the text. Though it is open to discussion whether or not he achieves this aim, 76veipo
certainly functions as a product of its time, exemplifying all the tendencies and new
approaches which were shaping literature. To conclude, the aims of the novel are
summed up in Palmis’s legacy to future generations, which refers equally to fictional
writing, and to his own scientific efforts: “Tlaipve yopti xor kpatd onpeiowon. Oca

onuewdve paldvovtor kat de yavovtar ma puite umopei va yabovve” (46).
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CHAPTER FIVE
ZQH KI ATAITH XTH MONAZIA, IXTOPIKA ENOX
KAINOYPIOY POMIIINES2NA: A NOVEL WITH A
DOUBLE THESIS
1. The plot and the author’s sources

Zwn k1 Ayamn oty Movacia (1904) is one of the two novels that Psycharis
wrote in both Greek and French, the other one being 76veipo tov INavvipn. To some
extent, Zwn ki Ayann is a case study for the theoretical principles that were presented
to readers in Toveipo tov I'avvipn (1897) and the views of its author are an extension
of those expressed in the earlier novel.' The didacticism of the novel revolves mainly
around the moral issue of the type of existence that an individual can lead in and out
of social context, and questions of identity viewed through the prism of the division
between the “self” and ‘others’. The main character and his behaviour are analysed in
the light of the dominant theories of the period.

Psycharis worked painstakingly on this novel. There are three different
manuscript versions in Benaki library: ms. no. 3893 (first part dated 1902 and a
second part dated 1902-1904) with various notes and corrections, some written in
pencil, and information regarding Lent which was related to the author by Argyris
Eftaliotis; ms. no. 7538 (dated 1902-1904) which contains chapters A" to 1" (1 to 10),
and a second part (stopbwuévo B”) which contains chapters IA” (11) to end of the
novel; finally a third draft of the novel is a type-written document with some
handwritten corrections also numbered 7538 and dated 1904. The first version (of ms.

3893) was serialised in Noumas in 1904 (16 May to 5 September, issues numbered 96

'Another connection between these novels is the choice of similar names for the two main characters,
Yanniris and Myrriana in 7éveipo, Yannis and Myriella in Zwsj ki Ayaran oty Movacida.
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to 112). The second, reworked version of the novel (ms. 7538, and typewritten draft
7538) produced the 1904 edition by Estia (see Tomadakis 1991: 22).

The novel was favourably received by Greek critics, as was the case with
Tovepo tov Iavvipy. Elias Voutieridis made positive comments, claiming that like
Stendhal Psycharis placed an emphasis on analytical psychology and wanted to
achieve the impression of an all-round character (1904: 6). Palamas praised it in his
correspondence with Psycharis for its lively narration and the originality of the
language (Palamas 1975: 96, written in 1905). Psycharis was very proud for the
reception of this novel, and he refers to some of the favourable reviews in his letters to
Eftaliotis (Karatzas 1988: 550-51); he even includes one of the French reviews in the
beginning of the French text of 1922 (Le Solitaire du Pacifique). This was written by
the author J.H. Rosny Sr., and makes a nice pun with the title of the novel. The author
explains: “J’ai dévoré le ‘Solitaire du Pacifique’. C’est une évasion dans la nature,
dans la vie primitive. Il y a des passages délicieux, de la poésie, de I’intérét (I'intérét,
d’ailleurs, ne languit pas). Enfin, c’est un de ces livres avec les quels on vif [...]" (the
emphasis as it is in the text). Yannis Chatzinis characterised Zwn x1 Ayamn oty
Movaéid as “detypa omaviag yoxoroyikig meipag Kat EEOVUYIGTIKNG TapaTPNoNS”
(1943: 43). In a similar tone, Apostolos Sachinis praised the psychological analysis
and the description of the setting (1958: 231-32). Rather more reserved comments
came from Alkis Thrylos, who also pointed out the faults in the narration: too many
digressions and suggestions that emphasise the author’s views and distract readers
from the plot (1963: 267). Of all of the reviews of the novel, the most caustic one was
written by Xenopoulos in Panathinaia in 1905; this review was particularly abrasive
with regard to the language of the novel and must have angered Psycharis, who had

paid considerable attention to this aspect: “[...] Kat 01’ avtd, €1 pav yAdooav, —
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g€ pov, T yAdooa! — mov eite yoyaplotig eiobe, eite dnpotikiotig, eite apyaiotig,
gite ovpPrfactikoc kol podYA®Oo0G, TPEMEL VAL TNV UETAPPALETE HE TOADY KOTOV £1¢
mv popaikny yhdooav, dw v Pyalete vonua 1 kot va pn Byalete dioiov! [...]7
(vol. ®": 375-6, cited also in Psycharis 1906b: 289, together with his response to these
remarks, and in Psycharis 1991: 40-41). However, apart from this very negative
review, Psycharis’s novel was undoubtedly praised overall and was accepted — if not
with enthusiasm — at least with approval by literary circles in Greece and in France
(for more reviews see also 1bid: 38-42 & notes).

Zwn k1 Ayary oty Movaia is set in the years 1725 to 1750, a few years after
the publication of The Life and Adventures of Robinson Crusoe (1719) and almost a
century after the period to which the latter refers.” The author of Zw# ki Aydnn refers
directly to Defoe’s novel, acknowledging it as the inspiration for this work. However,
even though both Defoe and Psycharis use the same theme of the castaway in their
novels, Psycharis aspires to promulgate different views from those expressed in
Defoe’s Robinson Crusoe. To this extent Psycharis’s novel is also a critique of
Defoe’s novel, and has accordingly to promote a double thesis.

From the very beginning of the novel, Yannis Petroyannis, the main character
of Zwn k1 Ayamn ety Movacia, appears to be an appropriate subject for a Naturalistic
study because he possesses a character defect which has led him to turn to drink, and
an unfortunate family situation, having grown up without his parents. Psycharis must
have been influenced by the movement of Naturalism that prevailed in the European
literature in the last decades of nineteenth century. This becomes apparent from the

objectives of the narrative, which are conveyed both in the text itself and in the

“Defoe’s novel begins with Robinson Crusoe’s first-person narration of his life, stating: “I was born in
the year 1632, in the city of York, of a good family, tho’ not of that country, my father being a
foreigner of Bremen, who settled first at Hull [...]" (2001: 5).
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afterword. It is therefore important to discuss how the Naturalistic movement was
developed in literature.

Naturalism is a mode of writing which attempts to represent human nature
faithfully and in particular the baser human instincts. There are specific elements
which define a novel as naturalistic, but overall the idea is to create fiction in the
manner of scientific writing. As is generally accepted, “[the ideology of naturalism]
was influenced by the philosophy of positivism and its later corollary, the notion of
determinism and by the development and popularisation of the scientific method [...]”
(Berg-Martin 1992: 9). Naturalism was the name given to Emile Zola’s literary theory
which followed from Taine’s determinism; the four principal components of the
theory were heredity, milieu, historical moment and experimentation (Furst & Skrine
1971: 18). Zola suggested that humans, and by extension characters in literature, are
subject to the forces of their heredity, the environment in which they are placed and a
particular moment in history that puts its mark on them, or a set of circumstances that
propel them to certain actions that are usually destructive. The element of
experimentation referred to the technique of literary writing, and it suggested that the
author should initially observe methodically and then set up an experiment to verify
his/her hypothesis. Zola based his theory to a large extent on the principles of Claude

Bernard’s Introduction a |'Etude de la Médecine Expérimentale, and claimed that:

[...] le romancier est fait d’un observateur et d’un
expérimentateur. L’observateur chez lui donne les faits tels qu’ils
les a observés, pose le point de départ, établit le terrain solide sur
lequel vont marcher les personnages et se développer les
phénoménes. Puis, [|'expérimentateur parait et institue
I’expérience, [...] fait mouvoir les personnages dans une histoire
particuliére, pour y montrer que la succession des faits y sera telle
que I'exige le déterminisme des phénomeénes mis a I’étude” (Zola
1971: 63-64, written in 1880).
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In Zw# k1 Ayarn oty Movaéi also, Psycharis sets his main character in a
specific environment, examines and presents his progress to readers in detail with the
object of verifying the hypothesis with which he started the narrative: that man is
fundamentally a social being and cannot live alone. The hypothesis is based on
Aristotle’s philosophical views which are expressed in his Politics and in his
Nicomachean Ethics, as to the nature of man as a bio-social being (see Dictionary of
the History of Ideas 1973 1I: 377). In presenting the adventures and finally the
salvation of the main character, Psycharis also discusses other issues relevant to man’s
social existence, such as the importance of language for communication and the role
of religion. The plot follows the theme of the castaway in Defoe’s novel, but taken to
extremes, by examining the fate of an individual in conditions of complete isolation.

Yannis Petroyannis is a sailor from Naxos, a rather unsociable person with a
drinking habit. On one voyage, while acting as steersman of the ship, he gets drunk
and falls asleep. When the captain finds out the danger they had faced because of
Yannis’s reckless behaviour, he decides to punish him in an unusual way. He wants to
teach him a lesson regarding his responsibility towards other people. The ship is
sailing the Pacific Ocean and the captain decides to leave Yannis, a young man of
twenty-two, for a couple of years on the isolated island of Santa Clara — one of the
Eastern Pacific islands in the Juan Fernandez archipelago — with the intention of
picking him up afterwards, once he has learned his lesson. Yannis accepts his
punishment with some relief at first, as the narrator explains that he did not like the
company of other people very much and preferred to be alone. Furthermore, although
the island appeared uninhabited, it was very beautiful at first sight, with its vegetation
and blue coasts, and it made a positive impression on him. The pleasure provoked by

the scenery, though, turned to terror once Yannis realised that the island was
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completely deserted. It was then that he sensed for the first time his absolute and
irrevocable isolation. What had appeared to start as something positive, freedom from
duties, was in reality something very negative, as being deprived of human company
led to the destruction of his human nature. The narrator reveals to readers how Yannis
copes in this isolation.

At first, Yannis talks to himself, and converses with his old shipmates in his
imagination, but gradually he forgets how to speak because he does not need to
converse with anyone. Even though he makes an effort to keep an account of the days
he spends on the island by remembering, for example, to observe Greek Easter by
fasting for forty days, the loneliness gradually eats away at him and he becomes
paranoid and delusional.” During this time of intense emotions and disturbed thoughts,
Yannis sets the woods of the island on fire. Fortunately, the huge flames reveal to him
the neighbouring island of Mas-a-Tierra, where he notices some movement. Coming
to the conclusion that there could be some animals on that island, he decides to go
there, as an escape from absolute solitude. In the meantime, it is revealed that
Yannis’s ship had come back to pick him up but had sunk. When some of the wood
from the shipwreck comes ashore and Yannis sees his own name carved on one piece,
he realises that he has lost his chance of escaping from the island. This realisation

makes him even more determined to try and find some company, and after a few

3Detailed descriptions of Orthodox customs appear in both the Greek and the French texts. Although
this information is understandable in the French text which addresses a different readership, it is not
expected in the Greek text because for the Greek reader, it is redundant. Perhaps the intention is to
point out that the Greek Church functions as a community. The narrator also finds the opportunity, in
this part of the narrative, to criticise Defoe’s novel indirectly for its preoccupation with religion and in
particular for the passages that refer to the indoctrination of Friday by Robinson Crusoe. By contrast,
readers are informed that the Greek character is neither a theologian, nor a philosopher, just an ordinary
man trying to keep the traditions with which he grew up, even in the adverse circumstances he faced:
“[...] Nu tov onxdong o Ilaska tov, Ba tov onkmong kot ) Opnokeia tov. Apé Péfua! K' a1
Bpnoxeia cov 10 BEAEL, ©° GAOVg TOVG TOMOVG TOL KOGWOV, va gican poali pe Tovg GALOLS, UE TOVG
GUVTpoPoug 6ov [...]" (Psycharis 1991: 125).
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months he manages to build a type of raft from the wood of an orange tree, and sets
off with the hope of reaching Mas-a-Tierra.

On Mas-a-Tierra, he starts afresh with new ideas for his everyday survival. In
an attempt to create a different existence there, he organises a type of community with
the wild animals. As he had hoped, he finds some wild goats and dogs which he tries
to tame. His efforts bear fruit and he finds himself in charge of a community, where
he eats, sleeps, and communicates with the animals. Yannis lives for twenty-three
years in these conditions, devoid of human company, until one day he sees a beautiful
woman on his island. She is a survivor of another shipwreck, as the narrator informs
us, the daughter of an Italian ship’s captain and a Greek mother. This encounter is in
the context of the second part of the novel, which explores the way love develops
between two people in extreme living conditions outside organised society. The love
he experiences for the girl will give Yannis back the human characteristics he had lost
in the hardships of the everyday life he had been forced to live there. The theme of
love is important because it reinforces the main idea of the novel that humans need to
interact with each other and to feel accepted by others.

In the first part of the novel Psycharis has retained some elements from
Defoe’s novel, such as the overall atmosphere from Robinson Crusoe’s last
shipwreck, when he was stranded in an island off Venezuela, onwards. Readers of
Defoe’s novel know, however, that even before that, Robinson Crusoe had had a few
similar adventures as a result of his roving spirit, because of which he defied his
family’s wishes for his well-being. Robinson Crusoe had developed an addiction to
travelling, seduced by the process of trading with indigenous people and making a
profit. These ideas are absent from Psycharis’s novel, where the main character is a

simple man whose main fault is not taking other people into consideration.
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Nevertheless, like Crusoe. who defied his father’s plans for him to settle down and
lead a hard-working, middle-class life, choosing instead to travel and thereby ending
up in trouble, Yannis too defied the captain of his ship, albeit unintentionally, and was
faced with similar troubles.

Furthermore, Defoe’s novel is referred to directly in Psycharis’s text: the
narrator of Zwy k1 aydarn oty Movacia suggests that the captain of Yannis’s ship must
have got the idea of abandoning Yannis on the uninhabited island from Defoe’s novel.
As he explains, the captain had read the book and considered it unconvincing, and

used Yannis’s case as an experiment to see what would happen in ‘real life’:

O xanetaviog PéPara oxomd dev eixe va Tov agnon OAn tov
™ Con ot Zavra Kiapa. Aoyapule paiota va Sovapbn
6’ éva duo ypdvia, va Tov mapn. Ma eitave moAd mepiepyog
aBpmrog APTOC 0 KAMETAVIOG, 16MG Kot AtyaKl Tapdievos,
KOAOG, PTPOVOKOG, aOTONOG oV KovPéva, pe BEdnon pe
Kpion kai pe dvo ypaupata. ‘Efyawe toteg éva mepipnuo
popavroo otnv Efpom, o Robinson Crusoe tov D. De Foe-
eiye Pyn omiudn tOpa YPOVIa, HETUPPACTNKE OF KoL
pOUOiIKE, POt HETAPPACTNKE POVO OTOV Kapd Tov £ywvay
oo Aépe. O kametaviog pog 10 Aowmov Gpmole  pur
petagppaon,  odface, v métale yduov, eimer —
MNapoapdbe! Kar tov mipave ot Aoytopoi: — A@ro, Ager, Ho
TOXN YPUMMEVO KOVEVOS HOPIYKOG, Vo pog 0eiln mmg Katéym
™ pepaykikt [...] oo pova&ia Paler kaveig ahia pe to vou
tov. Kaipdg dev Tov amopvioKEL Vi KATayiveTal o8 TETOWL
apapata [...] FAfyopa Ba o vouhon o Ndavvng, k* i Lo tov
BudGEn and Gxpn ot dxpn (Psycharis 1991: 59-60).°

Behind these comments readers can perceive the author’s belief that his work is a
more realistic version of the story presented in Robinson Crusoe. Indeed, the latter is
dismissed by the captain of Yannis’s ship as ‘mapopoft’ (see also below). As the

captain of the novel suggests, life in solitude is not like an expedition, and people end

“The 1991 Ouranis edition from which I quote is a faithful reproduction of the 1904 edition of the novel
by Estia. Henceforth, page numbers will be given in parenthesis after each quotation.
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up losing their courage as their character changes.” Psycharis believed that the harsh
living conditions and being deprived of human company would provoke significant
changes in his character. Therefore, from the beginning, the author/narrator of Zws xi
Ayamn points out the plan for this novel: its aim is to discredit Defoe’s work as
implausible. Psycharis had openly expressed this view in his dedication of the French
version of 1922 (entitled Le Solitaire du Pacifique) to Mme Jeanne Dick May. As
some time had passed since the novel had first appeared (in Greek), he openly
explained that, “[l]e Solitaire du Pacifique, lui aussi, par toute sa conception, par toute
sa donnée, proteste contre le fameux Robinson Crusoé, un des chefs-d’ceuvres,
affirme-t-on, de nos voisins, amis et méme alliés: les Anglais (Psichari 1922: 8).
Although Psycharis aims to respond to Daniel Defoe or at least to open up a
dialogue with his novel, he informs readers in the afterword that his character is also
based on two real-life castaways, one being Alexander Selkirk, who was the original
model for Defoe’s work, and the other a French sailor named Narcisse Peltier (1991:
305-6).° Indeed, Selkirk’s adventures took place in the early eighteenth century like
Yannis’s and the island of Mas-a-Tierra, where Selkirk was stranded, is the second
island inhabited by Yannis in the Juan Fernandez archipelago. Furthermore, Selkirk
ended up there because of a dispute he had had with the captain of his ship “over the
unseaworthiness of the ship Cinque Ports”, which was going on an expedition In
South America (Byars 2002: 2); likewise, Yannis had been reprimanded by the

captain of his ship for disobeying orders. Yannis ends up being the only member of

*Furthermore, Robinson Crusoe, never really experienced the terror of absolute isolation, as he had the
company of Friday and others for some of the time on the island, while Yannis remained without
human company for many years. As Psycharis points out in the afterword: “Ereita 11 va cov nw;
AropucieTiki] 8¢ pov paivetal dtokov n anodeién tov D. de Foe. Movagibng eivat aptog; Tov diver o
uubieToploypdog, va tiyn pali Tov, Eva Gwpo TPANATA, IOV Eivet TPEPATE TOV TOAMTIGHOD" TOL BiVEL
oOvIpogo 6to Nnoi tov wg K éva oKVAL ard o Kapapy, évav momaydhho ko T Eépw axoun: [...]
Katém Bpioker xat ov MNapuokefd k* o1 dvo tovg mu ywpro™ (306).

“It is traditionally believed that Alexander Selkirk was the inspiration for Defoe’s character. As Seidel
points out, “Defoe knew well the circumstances of the Selkirk account as did most everyone in London
[.-.]7 (1991: 39).
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his ship to survive, and eventually returns to Europe, just as Selkirk was the only
member of his crew to return to England (ibid). Even though Selkirk’s exile only
lasted four years, by the time he was rescued he had forgotten human speech and had
acquired the characteristics of an animal: “O Zelkipxng kabnoe 1£66epa Ypoévia 6To
pnuovict tov, anoééyuce ¢’ aPtd 10 ddomua kabe avbpdmvn Aukd, pabe va
TPEYN MO YANYOPIS oo TIC Katoikes, kot Otav Npbave va tov mapovy, Epownle oo va
eixe yivn k1 aptog dAdo {wo pe ta (oo™ (306). Selkirk’s battle with melancholy and
fear and his subsequent adjustment to the environment, hunting and capturing goats,
could have provided the inspiration for similar passages in Zw»j ki Ayamy otn
Movacia, though these scenes could equally have been taken from Defoe’s novel.

The other possible model for the character Yannis is Narcisse Peltier. In this
case also, what interested Psycharis was the eventual loss of speech and the possibility
of recovering it. Narcisse Peltier was stranded in the wild for seventeen years, had lost
his speech and was only able to recover this faculty with great difficulty, with the aid
of writing. The narrator used his example to indicate to readers that Yannis’s loss of
speech was inevitable under the circumstances. When Yannis was forced to
communicate with Myriella, he found himself unable to utter anything, and only after
a mental struggle did he remember how to scribble his name in the sand and give her,

in that way, the first sign of his human identity:

Anyodvrar £va TOAD TopAEEvo TEPIGTATIKO, TOV TO TABUIVE
KL O Imvvng thpa 6o Nnoi tov, arapdiloyra to i610.
Evu.g vageme, o Napoig IMeAtig, agod kabnoe déxa atpm
1POVIA pE TOUG Gyprovg, eiye Eey(ioel OAGTEAR TN UNTPIKI
Ao tov. Ortav Mpbe katdém kot tov NPpe KAmorog
cuvtomitng tov, o vaemgs E£Pfale ta Svvard TOL VA
KataAdpn g Aééeg mov dkovye aviern ta@ti Tov [...] O
[Mavvng o dbotuyog yapti ko tévva dev eixe [...] Enwce va
onuadéPn, va toovyypaviln oTov GULO LE TO. XEPLL, HE TO
Vi, vo mabaivetor ko vo OEPVETUL O KAKOUOIPNG,
PuBiopévog ot dovAewd Tov, K Epotale oa vaBooke 0 voug
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Tov o& MPada oKotEwvd, 6mov yopePe katt va Ppn, va Tov

pEEN (231-2).
The author supports the reliability of his information regarding the development of
his character with evidence coming outside the fictional world. Therefore, at least
three possible sources of inspiration are explicitly mentioned in the narrative for the
creation of character, setting and plot in the first part of Zw# ki1 Aydrnn: the fictional
work Robinson Crusoe, the original inspiration behind the character of Robinson
Crusoe, the sailor Alexander Selkirk, and the story of another sailor, Narcisse Peltier,
as stated above. Related to all of these stories of isolation and extreme living
conditions, is Aristotle’s maxim from Book One of his Politics (ITolitiké) that man is
a social animal, which Psycharis believed to be true. And he aimed to demonstrate
this idea with his story: “Xta pmocwa dev eime o yepo APIOTOTEANG HOG TOS O
6Opomog sivar «(wov molitikovy, | 6av TPOTWATE, TOG diYmS GLVTPOPLG dev propsl
kat tov kakov. Towg ywri o INavvng yevvibnke amdyovog tov, ag¢ eivar Kot
nakplavog, dev o foreye t660 Epxola 6nwe Kt o EBpomaioc (207, the emphasis as it
is in the text).”

The second part of the novel, which emphasises the healing and restoring
powers of love, is a critique of the basically naturalistic model of writing in the first
part of the narrative. In the second part, Psycharis argues against the dehumanisation
of his subjects, he demonstrates that they have souls, not just basic instincts, and
delivers them into a better existence at the end. By contrast, naturalistic novels
emphasise the baser instincts of humans which make them resemble animals and
typical characters in such novels end up being destroyed or assimilated by nature

(Abrams 1999: 262) The archetypal naturalistic novel is Thérése Raquin (1866). In

“[EJx toutmv obv @avepdv Ot1 T@V OUGEL 1) TOAIG £0TI, Kat 6Tt O GVBpWTOG PHGEL TOATIKGY [oov
[..-]” (Newman 1887: 3 & Aristotle 1993: 54).
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Greek literature a typical naturalistic novel is Karkavitsas’s O Zytiavog (1897), and
most of Voutyras’s short stories written in the beginning of the twentieth century. In
the second part of the novel which depicts the love between two people, Myriella’s
character takes precedence. Even though Myriella is frightened at first by Yannis,
little by little, forced by necessity, she starts getting close to him and she even
manages to teach him how to speak again. Fortunately, Myriella is saved from the
impending dehumanisation that the existence on the island might have condemned her
to, because a captain of another ship manages to pick up the two castaways. together
with another sailor, who had become stranded on Yannis’s first island, Santa-Clara.
Psycharis gave two other sources of inspiration for the second part of the
novel, which examines the importance of love: the tale of Longus and a long poem by
Tennyson. The author explained in the afterword that he had taken as his guide for the
depiction of love in isolation, the romance by Longus Ta mepi Addpvny kar Xionv,
which he defined as a well-known “small pearl” of Greek literature (315). Indeed
although hittle was known about Longus himself, and even his name caused doubts as
to his Greek origin, his tale “would appear to have exercised considerable influence
upon |[...| Greek romances, both in regard to incident and style; and it is also said to
have suggested the modern pastorals, particularly those which appeared in Italy in the
sixteenth century” (Longus n.d: ix).® According to Beaton, “the pastoral setting of
Daphnis and Chloe is [...] that of a timeless golden age [...] of pastoral innocence
first explored by Theokritos™ (1989: 53). Similarly, in Psycharis’s novel, one can

recognise in many descriptions of nature, the desire to portray the idyllic scenery and

*The anonymous English translation of this romance, from which | quote the editor’s/translator’s
comments above, is not dated. The only indication of its date is a comment in the text where the
translator explains that “a purse of 3000 drachmas was equivalent to £123” (p. 107). Beaton gives 1792
as the date of the reappearance of Longus's narrative in Greek, in his /ntroduction 1o Modern Greek
Literature (1994: 51n). Psycharis mentions that he had read the 1904 Estia edition, in the translation of
E. Voutieridis (Psycharis 1991: 315).
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the innocence of the main character. The more the latter lives with nature, away from
civilisation, the more he sheds the burden of his past and reaches an ideal condition of
perfect harmony with the environment. Nevertheless, the harmonious existence is
very precarious and the balance is easily tipped: the island becomes menacing to the
extent of dehumanising him. As soon as Myriella appears in the setting, Yannis starts
rediscovering his former self and there is an innocence about the way that the two
characters relate to each other outside moral and social confines. However, the
adventures that usually test the love and endanger the union of two people, so typical
of Greek romances, are absent in this case. This is because the adventures are
presented mainly in the first part of the novel, and there is an emphasis on the softer
side of life in the second part. Therefore, whereas as we have seen the first part of the
novel is inspired mainly by Robinson Crusoe, the second part has some similarities
with Greek romances, such as Ta mepi Aagvny kar XAony.

Like Robinson Crusoe, Longus's story Ta mepi Adagvyv xou Xionv had
appeared in many Greek editions and translations in various languages, “testifying to
the interest of the work for scholars, and to its popularity among readers in all parts of
the civilised world” (Longus n.d: ix). It is therefore apparent that Psycharis places his
own novel in the line of two traditions, the European novel of adventure and
exoticism, and the Greek pastoral romance of late antiquity.

On the other hand, Tennyson’s poem Enoch Arden also poignantly presents
the story of a sailor stranded in a far-away island who, having lost the love of his life,
ends up losing his desire to live:

Once likewise, in the ringing of his ears,

Tho’ faintly, merrily - far and far away —

He heard the pealing of his parish bells;

Then, tho’ he knew not wherefore, started up
Shuddering, and when the beauteous hateful isle
Return’d upon him, had not his poor heart
Spoken with That, which being everywhere
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Lets none, who speaks with Him, seem all alone,
Surely the man had died of solitude
(Tennyson 1995: 157, v.609-617).

Psycharis mentions the last line of Tennyson’s poem in his afterword as a far more
plausible consequence of solitude than the one put forward by Defoe, in order to
reinforce his own message: “[n]oAd mo Babvotdyata sine kdmov otov Enoch Arden o
Tennyson: Surely the man had died of solitude™ (310). He implies that way that he

also had in mind this poem when he wrote his novel.

2. The objectives of the novel

In setting out to prove Defoe’s novel unrealistic with his Zw#y ki Ayann otn
Movacia, Psycharis subscribed to Aristotle’s maxim. He insists that his re-writing of
the story takes into consideration the psychological effects of loneliness in his
character, in accordance with the Aristotelian philosophy, which had so perceptively

described the human condition. As he explains in a humorous tone:

O nepignuog o Popmvomvag, agpod kadnoe ot Moacatiépa
elkool oyt ypovia, Svo ePfdopades kar dexuvvid HEPES,
YOPIOE TIoVYA OTOV TOMO TOV, O VAPYOTUVE A0 KAVEVQL
vootipo tagwaky, ki étav mpwtoeide dfpono oy epuud,
émooce pali tov TG kovPévieg Asg Kar va TOV EixE
anoyoupetioet amd to Weg. Téoov kapd mov Epewe
oAopdvayog, dev Eéyuce pdioto 00Te p pepodia va
onuedvy ¢° éva mokovkL — Batave Tadovkt and oot — T6Go
Bactovoe n eEopia Tov, TL AW, N} KaAomEpaot) Tov oto Nnoi.
AQti Kaveig vrobitw mwg To PAETEL POVO 67 Eva POPAVTGO.
H oMifew pog to mapovctdlel Ta Tpapate Kamwg aAlmg.
Sro undoike Oev &ime 0 YEPO APICTOTEANG MOG TG O
adpmmnog eivor «(ov moAtikévy, 1| GOV TPOTIRATE, TG
diymg cuvipogid dev pmopel kut Tov Kkaxov. Towg ywti o
Mavvng yevwiBnke améyovog Tov, ag eival Kat HoKPLavog,
dev ta Poheye 1600 £proia omeg Kt o Efponaiog (206-7).

According to the author’s assumption, if Aristotle was right when he pronounced that

only God and animals can live in absolute loneliness and man cannot tolerate living
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alone, then, consequently, the sequence of events in Robinson Crusoe was unrealistic
and inconsistent with human nature.” Even if that were the case, one may wonder why
that would be such a problem in a work of fiction. From his comments inserted in the
narrative, it appears that Psycharis places great emphasis on the verisimilitude of a
literary work. He believes that the overall plausibility of the story (representation of
an external objective reality) should not be compromised for the benefit of
imagination and creative freedom. For this reason, he refers to Defoe’s novel as
‘rapopdOl (fiction) and wants to defend his view against Defoe’s through the
development of the main character (sec also Chapter 3, p. 103-4, and Section 5
below).

In addition, as with the rest of his prose, Psycharis’s aim in writing this novel
was 10 create a literary tradition of novels written in the demotic language. As he
explained in the introduction to the French edition: “Mon Solitaire, dans sa rédaction
originale, appartenait, vous le savez, a cette longue série d’ouvrages d’imagination
destinés, dans ma pensée, a créer la prose littéraire de la Gréce moderne [...]" (1922:
7). The novel can be viewed as an allegory for the language problem in Greece. The
character’s escape or return to a non-social existence paves the way for his
reacquisition of language with the help of the appropriate instructor. Initially, the
main character communes only with nature, so he gradually loses his speech and
learns symbolic writing, using his body as the tool and the island where he has been
castaway as the blank sheet. In the second part of the novel, there is a partial
reintroduction of some form of social existence and the character has to learn again
how to speak with the help of his new half-Italian, half-Greek companion. The

assistance he receives to redevelop his linguistic skills means that his story offers an

™0 8¢y duvapevos Kowmvely ) undév dedpevog 81’ autapkelav ovbév pépog moAsws, wote 1) Bnpiov
n 8e6<” (Newman 1887: 4 & Aristotle 1993: 56).
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example to readers of the acquisition and development of language. Psycharis wants
to promote the concept of the organic form of language; in other words, to exemplify
a theory which considers language not as static and immutable but as a skill which
evolves according to the internal energy of the speaker and his context.

The narrative promotes the idea of a different linguistic situation for Greek
society from what had hitherto existed, emphasising indirectly the significance of the
language of the people. In synechdochical terms, Myriella comes from Dante’s line,
because she is half-Italian. This is important because Dante was considered by the
author as the teacher of language for his people, since, in his time, he had supported
the use of the non-standardised Tuscan dialect as opposed to the official Latin, and
through his writings, he moulded the Tuscan dialect into the degree of perfection it
has maintained ever since in Italian literature (Psycharis 1903b: 3, Botta 1887: 61).
Evidently the reference to Dante aims to reinforce a connection between the Greek
and ltalian language issues, as will be pointed out below: “[...] ¥’ &itave Ofapa
nepiepyo, pa Kt mpaio cuvdua, o yrog tov Ounpov va Eavapabaivn ™ Aald tov arnd
mv KO6pn tov Nrdvre” (233).

Thus, the narrative aims to prove three main points that need to be addressed
in this analysis. These are: man’s inability to live alone outside the confines of social
and moral laws; the use of language as a tool of communication and as an expression
of one’s world-view; and finally, the connection between the process of creative
writing and the solitary existence. Significantly, in the latter case, in order to reinforce
this connection, Psycharis has included a photograph of himself at the beginning of

the novel, showing him alone in his study writing, with the caption: “ypagovtag m

Zon kL Ayam, ot povadid pov” (50).
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With regard to the first point, man’s inability to live alone, the events in the
novel follow Taine’s theory about the influence of the environment on individuals,
and the Darwinian evolutionary concepts which justify the mental development and
the changes in the physical appearance of the main character. In relation to the second
point, the author wants to emphasise the importance of language for communication
between human beings, and as a skill which distinguishes the higher level of
intellectual life from the lower one. He wants to suggest as well the ability of the
Greek demotic to express any concept. The exotic setting of the story, the extreme
circumstances of life and the incidents described, provide an opportunity to use many
new words. This links metaphorically with the return of the main character to nature,
away from society, which signifies new beginnings. The third point which will be
discussed in relation to didacticism, refers to creative writing. The creative process
and the role of the artist in society are recurring themes in Psycharis’s novels, to such
an extent that he frequently refers to the act of writing at the expense of the plot. In
this novel, some of these metafictional strategies are linked to the central character’s
solitary existence, making the story appear like a metaphor for the endeavours of the
writer. Finally, it is important according to Psycharis, that readers appreciate any
literary work if it is to achieve its purpose. The connection between author and readers
reflects the enduring association between the ‘self” and the ‘other’, the ‘I and the

“you’ which are the main focus of the novel.

3. The effects of solitude on the individual

Taine’s deterministic theories held that man was the product of heredity,

historical conditioning, and environment (1880: 17). Psycharis must have based his
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narrative partly on this theoretical basis, but Zwn k1 Aydnn oty Movacia is also a
critique of the model which inspired it."

As pointed out above the novel could be viewed as an example of the process
of “hypothesis, experiment and verification’: Yannis is left on the uninhabited island
by the captain of the ship with the purpose of teaching him a lesson. The author aims
to prove to readers that his character will not be able to cope with the demands of the
situation and will lose his most essential human characteristics. This is in accordance

with Taine’s theory which proposed that:

Different climate and situation bring [...] various needs, and
consequently a different course of activity; and this, again, a
different set of habits; and still again, a different set of
aptitudes and instincts. Man, forced to accommodate himself
to circumstances, contracts a temperament and a character
corresponding to them; and his character, like his
temperament, is so much more stable, as the external
impression is made upon him by more numerous repetitions,
and is transmitted to his progeny by a more ancient descent
(Taine 1880 vol. 1: 18).

Not only the captain — who can be perceived as the fictional alter ego of the author
himself — expresses this certainty in the novel, but also. Yannis’s fellow sailors make
advance mention of the unfavourable outcome when they escort him ashore. The
companions appear very briefly in the beginning of the novel, and they function like
the chorus in Greek tragedies, predicting what is going to happen in the rest of the
story.'' The narrator presents and explains in detail the various stages of

transformation of the main character in accordance with the conditions he is facing

"“Psycharis, like most of the intellectuals of his era, enthusiastically followed the developments of
positivism: the belief in science, the attention to facts, the methodology of observation and experiment
(see also Kriaras 1981: 51).

"In their efforts to make Yannis feel better, the sailors talk continuously and they express what they
should have been careful to hide: “~ Evvowr oov K’eivar napideioog 1o Nnedkt, Ou ypuoonepaonsg
£d0). — E&d (ho 8¢ Ba yivng!™ (55). The narration will confirm the opposite but this mention is not
accidental; even though the sailors’ comments express the opposite of the truth, the author manages to
convey from the start his beliefs regarding Yannis's destiny.
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and will demonstrate through Yannis's adventures his hypothesis that a solitary
existence is incompatible with human nature. Yannis is therefore not only a fictional
character but also the subject of an experiment. His case, together with that of
Narcisse Peltier which is mentioned in the narrative, will demonstrate to readers the
validity of the author’s views.

As soon as his exile begins, Yannis becomes the only character for a
substantial part of the novel, and therefore the narrative focuses closely on his
everyday activities. Even though he appears to be self-confident at the outset of his
adventures, there are certain doubts in his mind. He wonders whether the island is
really deserted or not, and whether there are any wild animals or wild people such as
cannibals, as he has heard many stories from other sailors about these islands.
Paradoxically, Yannis tries to ensure his isolation in the first few weeks by exploring
the island as much as possible. The narrator explains that Yannis’s fear was only to be
expected under the circumstances and asserts that Yannis’s famous predecessor,
Robinson Crusoe, had once felt the same: “Evog dAlog pove&udmg, Tepionuog, moid
MO YVWOTOE 0O T0 dIKO pog, €Kape v 6w memoibnon, poiic mov £QTace 610
PNHOVIOL TOV, KOl KPOOTIKE apécms and 0 @oPo tov pnirws avitapmon adpomo 1
TP, IOV Vo Kaxomdon” (98).‘2

In the beginning, Yannis has a very clear idea of who he is and what he is not.
This is indicated in the way he is introduced by the narrator, who informs readers
about his native island of Naxos and his occupation, and also by the way Yannis
distinguishes himself from the other possible inhabitants of the island, who would be
either animals or wild people: “[...] Axovg exel; Nnoidmg kat vaetmg, ASubtng, Kot

va pnv meprat® Eumointog! T (65), “ [...] ywti va gicar pdvog Aapmpd npaua, v oE

“The author tends to compare his character, both with Defoe’s character Robinson Crusoe and with the
real castaway Narcisse Peltier, in order to suggest that his own manner of depicting events has
credibility..
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phve Opog ta (o 1) va og metcokoPouv ot dypior, 660 xowdoar, dev akiler [...]7” (64).
About a week after Yannis settles on the island, subtle changes begin taking place in
his psychology, as related by the narrator. These are the result of all the things that
trouble him and that he does not want to acknowledge consciously. First, the narrator
presents a general statement, which could be applied to anyone, and then he reaffirms
his views using the example of his fictional character: “Me ™™ povadid
noAamiactalovvion péoo pag oo voubbovpe, yiati voiOBOLIE TO TOPOMIKPE UE
UV TTEPIOCOTEPT), TPOGEYOVUE TEPIGOOTEPO OTA KAOEKAUOTU, UTOUOVOUEVOL OOV
nmov eipacte. H amopdvwon Aowmodv, Oyt 10 kiipa, 10 @Taiel mov mabaivovue pav
aAdAnTn otavoydpl kot Tov mv mabaivovve o¢ K ot mo avie€dpndes” (93). Then
the narrator conveys to readers the increasing power of the environment over the
castaway and informs them about Yannis’s terrifying dreams. It is as if the
environment itself is hostile, preventing his wellbeing or trying to envelop and devour
him. At least this is how the character perceives it, because the solitary existence has
distorted his vision. We see, therefore, that the author gradually presents the changes
that are taking place in the psychology of the character, in a realistic way, in
accordance with the unusual circumstances. Together with the omniscient narrator
readers observe what is taking place in the fictional world, and are in a position to
evaluate the information given as correct, that is complying with the narrative
requirements. Even though the setting is exotic and far away from readers’ everyday
reality, the author’s intention was not to create a folktale this time, but a realistic
account and to convince them of his views, the impossibility of life in solitude, and
how events in his narrative were more plausible than those described in Defoe’s

Robinson Crusoe.
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In presenting Yannis's inner struggle, the narrator refers to two sets of values,
which are important for the existence of the main character and for each individual:
the power of each person against the power of the community (xowvovia), and life in
an exotic, wild environment as opposed to organised city living. He explains that the
human being cannot face nature alone and is thus unable to survive. Therefore, in
order to lead an organised life, it is necessary to have not only a community but also

to master the environment, tame the disarray and reduce the consequences of the

unpredictable:

Taerarye 6Aa o oMo, Ta@TUrye 1) povaéld k' 1 ghoT Tov o1
povodld avepMVETaL p’ OA TNV Gyplt Kt aKpaTnTi] dvveu
me. Itg molueieg mov Covpe, M OOLAEWE pag sival vo
TOAEHODUE TN QOO GKATATOQTE. A&V TV GQIVOLUE Vo
TaThoN eXEl Tov matovpe: ytiovue omitia, K@vovpE SPOHOUG,
avoiyovpe otpareg, Opigovpe (ho, OTHVOLPE KOWVOVid,
slpaote avapetald pog, K apo eipaote poali, 0éder de O€hey,
npEmEL Kamov 1 @bon va otabn)' dev pmopei va man mopéket
amd £var onuady, mapékel and to pEpog mov Ppickovial ot
abfpomor x* o moiteieg. O abBpOTIVOG CMPOG CNKOVETUL GOV
TOIY0G OV GTAPATAEL TNV opuT) T™G. TN povalud dev eivat T0
010" M @von mavrod Samidverar, TavTod AEPEQETAL, POV
giva Aéptepn kar pov. ‘Evag abpomog, éve timotévio dropo
otold e Aoyupralelt pmpog ot dnuovpyia, mov ™ Prémet
QAGKOIPT) KOL TOV KAVEVR TPQua, ijte omity, wite kaAvPa,
punte xepapidt dev tov ™ okemaler. To vowwber o idog,
Katahafaiver T prkpoviid Tov Kt apyilel va gopdrar (96-7)."

We can recognise in the above quotation echoes of the Darwinian concepts that were
also gaining force in the social sciences in the later nineteenth century (social

Darwinism). For example, the instinct for survival was a concept often used in a

“Psycharis has also expressed clsewhere, in particular in 7o Tacidr uov, that the individual does not
amount to anything (“To £y® tinotig dev eiven”, 1993: 39) but the discourse here emphasises something
more than the dichotomy between the collective and the singular, it emphasises the importance of a
civilised, organised society.
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social context with varying implications in post-Darwinian thought, and Psycharis
must have been aware of all these developments in social thinking."*

One of the leading thinkers behind the doctrine, Félix Le Dantec, was teaching
general biology at the Sorbonne in 1899 — a time when Psycharis was also teaching
there (Clark 1984: 205n). The former had famously argued that “the most important
human struggle for life was the Lamarckian one waged against the environment, not
against other men”, exemplified in his dictum: *étre c’est lutter, vivre c¢’est vaincre’
(ibid: 74). All of these concepts are filtered through Pyscharis’s novel as part of the
main character’s constant battle with his surroundings. However, the same idea of
competition that had been shown to be a pillar of the capitalist system in the Western
world did not interest Psycharis (Dictionary of the History of Ideas 1973 II: 180-1).
He focused instead on the power of the community relating it to the general progress,
the cultural development, and the happiness of its members.

The authorial tone in the passage cited above conveys objectivity, and makes
evident the plan to propose a specific programme: by examining a particular case, the
author is able to provide general laws that could benefit all. Thematically, it is also
important that the narrator makes this distinction, as he emphasises the notion of
solitude whether in city life or in the wild, though he stresses the latter is more
difficult to cope with. In addition, he argues that only a combined collective effort of
many people can produce beneficial results for their welfare. The above quotation
follows the tradition of an earlier system of thought, and refers directly to Aristotle’s

Politics:

“The term *Social Darwinism’ referred to “the application of the Darwinian theories of natural
selection and the struggle for existence to the evolution of human society™ (Clark 1984: 1).
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[...] N 8¢ TovtmV Kowvin TolEL oikiay Kai ToAw. Kai TpodTEpOV O&
M eYoel mOAG 1] oikia koi EkaoTog U@V £0Tv. 16 Yap OAov
TPOTEPOV AVAYKULOV EIVOL TOU PEPOVG AVAIPOVUEVOD YAP TOU
OAov OUK ot TOUG OVSE yelp, el Ui OpOVINGBG, Worep el TIg
Aéyor TV Abivv dwepBapeion yap £otar TOWHTN, TAVTL OE TG
Epyw @potor Kai T Suvipel, MOTe PNKETL TOWUTR OVIA OV
AEKTEOV TG QUTR Elvar AL’ Opdvopc. OTL pév oLV 1 TOMG Kol
@boel kai npoTepov 1) Exaotog, dniov [...] (Newman 1887: 3-4 &
Aristotle 1993: 54 & 56).

In Aristotle’s philosophy it is stressed that it is in people’s nature to create an
organised community and be part of it, and this instinct is so powerful that it guides
human behaviour and actions. A similar view is also expressed by the narrator of the
novel, who stresses that only an organised community can perform all the necessary
actions required to ensure the wellbeing of its members. Even though Yannis
Petroyannis was used to being alone, he was still part of civilised society. His
existence in the wild, however, offered a freedom from organised community life that
created a psychological void within him, which was difficult to fill.

After a period of isolation, according to the description given by the narrator,
changes were apparent in Yannis’s behaviour. Metaphorically speaking, Yannis had
no hope of surviving unless he adapted fully to the environment and developed skills
suitable for his existence there. These changes gradually took him away from his
human nature, altering his psychology and physical appearance, while his visions
helped him subconsciously to prepare for and adapt to these alterations. The one thing
that kept him alive was the instinct for survival, which is the strongest instinct in all
living beings. In this part of the narrative, the narrator goes once again from the

particular to the general, first explaining Yannis’s feelings and then pointing out that
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his case was representative of anyone who might have been in his place."” Thus the
tone of writing which alternates between the general and the particular, aims once
more to convince readers of the truthfulness and the validity of the views put forward
by the narrator: “Béfaio mwg pnévo pe 1€1010 6Kond cuvinpovviay o ['avvng kot mmg
dev tov £uede doAoL va cuvinpendn yw ve yoaipetor ) povagid tov, aQov ™V
ao@efye omov xt av mv £fAene. To puotikd yuxdpunto, mov pag diver ota Pacava
TOHOVT), dElYVOVTAS pag TN peAlodpevn compia, KIVOOGE YAVKE Kol To OTAGYVE TOV
[évvn mpog pav aetactn eAmida ™ (110)."°

The author describes Yannis’s reverse evolution using as his support the
dominant scientific theories of the period. He presents the beliefs that were gaining
credence at the time through the development of biology, and makes the character
comply with these. The character’s acclimatisation is a typical example of the instinct
which exists in all living organisms, to make use of the conditions in which they find
themselves, in order to be able to adapt and survive, and the transformation into an
animal is required for his survival. His hair grows unchecked to protect him from the
natural elements and he gradually loses his speech which is not essential for his
survival. After only four months Yannis loses half his nature and acquires half of
another nature, sometimes animal, sometimes vegetal, part of the immediate

environment that embraces him menacingly and alters his characteristics'”:

“See also Robinson’s points regarding the function of the narrative voice in Zwj ki Aydan ot
Movacia, 1988: 56.

"*Significantly, the expression of the desire for a return to a social existence is made by the narrator and
not by the main character. The main character, according to the descriptions in the narrative and not the
inserted comments, which aim to provide suitable explanations, seems confused and could not have had
such clear goals and logical reasoning. This point indicates the author’s policy of pursuing the novel’s
thesis from start to finish.

"The motif of the metamorphosis, and in particular, transformation into an animal, is frequently
encountered in nineteenth-century novels and even before, as far back as the Homeric epics (Pitsipios
1995: 19). It is supposed to be a form of punishment of the soul for its sins or generally for the person’s
excessive behaviour. Usually rehabilitation follows, when the transformed person either repents or
understands his/her mistakes. In Greek literature of the period, the most successful allegory of the kind
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Aéve mwg M avaykn @épvel otov  Gbpwmo ko TO
xpe1alodpevo TOpyavo, yu va Kaun o,11 Béker. Anyodvrat
paAoTo, pECO OTAARX, OL QUOIOAGYOL mwg KAt (ha, ot
KounAonapdaies, Adyov yapn, Kavave Aiyo Alyo paxpn
Aad, Y vapralovve mo £gkoha T Opogn wov TIg
oaivovvrav 1) tpotipdtep [...] To avtibero mupatpovue ¢°
Grha pepika mov Emabe o @ihog, ywrl apa 1 avaykn mhyn
otov G0pono va SovAEPn, to1eg umoofeiton owd Ko
TOPYAVO, TOL Katavrdel dypnoto (209).

The victory of nature over Yannis (or Yannis’s victory over nature in the sense that he
is able to survive) is almost certain when the transformation appears to be complete
and he leads the same life as his companions, the wild goats and dogs: “[...] o
Kanpevog pag o Idvwng, mov eitave tOpa Boppévog oy mpocvade g Xavio
Khapag, wod abpomog, pwod (oo, iowg pdiote kot pod @utd [...] aeod 7
TAVTOdUVOUT] QUOT] TOV &iYe Oepévo pe YIMEC KAWOTES Ko il @adla, 6o Vo TOV
EMAEKE VOUGHO VO TOV OMOCKENAOT] OAGKOIPO HE TUKOVPOOSTE TG T¢. GUAAA |[...]”
(115). It is only then that the author introduces another castaway into the novel, a girl
called Myriella. By observing another human being for the first time in a very long
period, Yannis realises how far he has changed since he first came to the island. Even
though his wild instincts dominate at first and he rapes Myriella, he is able to realise
despite his confusion how different he is to her.

It is significant that the narrator uses the verb ‘dnyodpat’ (in the extract quoted
above) to introduce the physiological discoveries of the period. In this respect as well
as in similar mentions of the subject in the novel Tovewpo tov I@iavvipy, the
convergence of science with fiction is treated as something natural. As has been
pointed out in Chapter Four, this convergence not only suggests the status of science

at the time, based on hypothesis and experimentation for which imaginative qualities

is found in the recently discovered and analysed novel of lakovos Pitsipios, O ITifyxoc Zov0 1 ta "HOnp
rov Awdivos (1848) (Pitzipios 1995). See also Mike 2001.
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were required, but also that of fiction, which was far closer to scientific process and

methodology than it is today, popularising the advances of science. According to

Beer’s claims:

In the mid-nineteenth century |...] it was possible for a reader to
turn to the primary works of scientists as they appeared, and to
respond directly to the arguments advanced. Moreover, scientists
themselves in their literary texts drew openly upon literary,
historical and philosophical material as part of their arguments
[...] because of the shared discourse not only ideas but metaphors,
myths, and narrative patterns could move rapidly and freely to and
fro between scientists and non-scientists [...] (Beer 1983: 7).

Psycharis supports this connection between fiction and science, as the novel is based
implicitly on the tenets of Naturalism, and since the central idea of the experiment
suggests some scientific aspirations. In the second part, with the appearance of
Myriella, love takes precedence over other issues in order to show that the character
had not lost his soul. But there is one thing that love cannot achieve, and this is to
make animals speak like humans, because speech, as Aristotle pointed out, is an
essential human characteristic. Therefore, according to the narration which follows

Aristotle’s teaching, language is the distinguishing mark which defines one’s identity
as human or non-human: “oV6¢v yap, g Qapév, patny 1) VoIS ToEL AdYOV 8¢ pévov
aviporog £xet Twv {Omv' 1) pév oV povii ToL Auanpov Kai 118€0g £oti onpeiov, 16
Kai 1015 arroig Umapyet {worg péypt yap tovToL 1) PVHOIG ALTWY EANAVOE, TOU Exev
atoBnow Avmnpov kai Ndéog kai tabTE onpatvelv aAdnrog O 3¢ Adyog €mi T
dnrovy Eott 10 cupépov Kal T Prafepiv, wote kai 6 dikaov kai T6 AdIKOV" TOUTO
yap wpds 16 adka Cwa toig avlpomog ov” (Newman 1887: 3 & Aristotle 1993:

34).
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4. The importance of language for a social existence
The narrative suggests that language is the essential tool of communication

between humans, whereas the inability 1o conceive and to give linguistic form to
abstract notions suggests a non-human state. It also shows that language can be
regained even when lost — as in Yannis’s case — and the process of regaining this
ability is parallel to the developments that take place in the psychology of the main
character. According to the narrator, language reflects how one views the world and
how circumscribed one’s existence is. Language follows the speaker’s perceptions
and the mental processes of recognising and ordering things according to his/her
experience. Therefore, it is not surprising that language is one of the characteristics
that Yannis loses as a result of his solitary existence, not only because there is no need
for him to communicate with other people, but also because his existence becomes
repetitive and monotonous, and this is reflected in his world-view, which becomes
extremely restricted. For the same reason, when he finds a human companion and
starts remembering his human nature, communicating through language becomes
essential. As a result, when Yannis starts speaking again, his previous companion. his
favourite goat, is excluded from the human company as it cannot use language:

v apy), dhadn agobd kabnoe ypovo ot Zavroa Kidapa

eldope mog pe 1o kabe wmpapo mov  EPAeme,

AMOTLTLMVOLVTAY KOL GTO VOU TOV N AEEN OV QUVEPMVE

TO TP, SiymG HAAGTE KAl VOVOiyT) TO GTOMM TOV. Lav

TEPTOTOVOE [...] TO vEPO, Ta PPOVTTL, TNV AppOVdId |... ]

Kt OA0t T@AAQ, eV Tar vORATICE (e TOVOUQ TOVG, G TTOY Ta

ovlhoywovvray N mov Tt Owpodoséleye T Sdgopa

ovopata PO aro péoa Tov. Ot AEEec Opmg apTég eitave

Alyeg, Alya Kol To TPAUATH TOL EIYE TPLYDP® TOL® TR DL

avre. O KOKAOG TOV TEPIMPICUEVOS TEPIMPICUEVO KUL TO

reoroyr tov. Qotdéoo phovoE aKOpa GE KELVOV TOV

Kopo [...] Kotom ma opegn va hain dev eixe [...] Tuva

uon; Aiyo Atyo, cav £PAene ta mpdpata, or AEEeg mov

T pavepovave ¢ Pyaluave 010 GTONN TOL T KAVEVOVE
avtiraro (209).
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There are three distinct identities in the story, two definite ones and one in a state of
flux. The definite ones are the identity of a human being, personified by Myriella, and
of a non-human, represented by the she-goat, while Yannis’s identity is the one that
fluctuates from one type to the other. Myriclla’s ability to speak defines her, in
Yannis’s mind, as human: “Topa, mov dxovoe aBpwmo vo Audn, tov mipe eoPog,
KatdioPe ™ Swpopd. Bpébnke apéowmg oto moddapl. Enkmbnke TtOTE 1) KOPT,
amopaciopévn, tpavi). Oy ! ox! {do dev jtav apm)” apt) dev tov £powale [...|”
(225). The goat, on the other hand. irrespective of its other characteristics, was not
capable of speaking; as a result it was an animal. Yannis experiences the differences
between the two states and comes to an understanding of his own status: “n képn
Aadovoe: aptog odrave, 6mmg kot o (o tov' Lw 1o Aowd Oatave ki o 1dr0g” (226).
Even though there are other forms of communication in the narrative, speech
is the predominant means of communication between different agents. Initially.
Yannis starts talking to himself, answering the questions of his fellow sailors, which
were addressed to him when they left him on the island. This pseudo-communication
takes place after a time lapse of several hours as the narrator wanted to emphasise that
the main character was not a very sociable person: “O I'avvng topa mov dev TOLG
EPleme, Gpyoe va AaAT| HE TOVG GLVIPOPOLGS, Kt VAAEYEG TG HOVOLOYOVoE, adika Oa
TOheYES, £MEON APTOC amokpivovviav iow i oo Adylo mov Tov apddialov ekeivol
[...]" (56). In the process of discovering the island, he either continues to talk to his
old companions, imagining that they are watching him from a distance, or he talks to
himself as, at that time, he had no other company but himself.'® As the narration

progresses and the character gets deeper into the reality of living alone on the island,

"If we notice his words, however, it becomes clear that he is talking to the accommodating readers.
whom, in that way, the author makes participate actively in the story.
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he stops communicating. Certainly. it is understood that the author continues to speak
to his readers, but there are parts where Yannis’s thoughts are expressed aloud, in free
direct speech, and it is as if readers hear his voice: “~ Opiote kat vepod! T kaOovuar
ko opamoviEpot!” (64). Perhaps in this way the character becomes more alive, and
to this can be attributed also the success of the novel, which managed to capture a
significant readership compared to the rest of the author’s Greek novels
(Stergiopoulos 1986: 140-1).

Finally, there is an episode in which dialogue returns to the narration, but this
is the type of communication which can never achieve its aims, because the people
Yannis converses with are dead; disillusioned, he starts hearing voices in his head and
thinks that he talks with his old companions, who had drowned. Thus Yannis speaks

with different voices, adopting different stances, trying to reassure himself:

AKOVYEG paAoTo KOl KATL KOUPEVTEG, 000 TPOYWPOVOE,
o0 va [AOVGOVE dVO T Kal TEPGCOTEPOL vopatol pali
Mape popé, INavwr, €dd eioo tHpa; — Edd eipor ko
BéPara! — Mg pog ta katapepes; Mapyrdiog movoar Kat
oev £Aeyeg Timotig! — Ap’ T Bappovcare, tmg Oo kabion
vae yivo (mo exel kdtw; — Epeig epyopecta vo oe
umopkapovpe, vo oe mape oty matpide! — Kar oog
mhaxwoe N povprovva! Ma prpafo cog ! — O Xdpog xet
ainopovid’ ovyace v Kapdud cov. — Hovy' eiven n
KapdovAa pov otov Adn nwg ta wate; [...] (175).

The dialogue with the dead sailors, the last human company Yannis had experienced,
is still a sign of resistance to his transformation. The companions describe the power
of Charon and suggest that living on Yannis’s island is like being dead, but Yannis is

determined to beat Charon: “O Xdapoc yévetar Nnoi kat {ovravé oe Baetet. — Eyo 6a
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peivo oto Nnoi, 1o X@po va vikiow” (1?6).'9 However, even though what is
communicated through the dead companions is essential in that it allows Yannis’s
intentions to be aired, there is no new information for readers. The importance of this
exchange lies in the use of language. By including this example of a folk song,
Psycharis wants readers to see his work in the same context as the folk songs.

This is the last incident where the author makes Yannis speak out loud. After
the dialogue with the dead he falls silent, and the narrator undertakes to communicate
to readers all the activities and the thoughts of the character. Yannis stops speaking at
the end of the third year of his exile, and thereafter he only utters some screams when
he accompanies the wild animals. In that respect, the author faithfully follows the
evolution in the behaviour of the real castaway, Alexander Selkirk: “O AAé€avdpog o
YeAkipkng, mov eivor aAnfvd mPOcwTo Kt Ol TEXVOMANOTO, O TECCUPW YPOVH
drotnpa, £yve BovPfoc, Kt 0oTOG0 ixe TV i1 cLVTPOPIR TTOL gixe K 0 Mdvvng pag,
dNhadn oKLAWL Ko KATOIKES. AOOV AKOUT TEPIGGOTEPO AMOEEXUOE T1] YADGOH TOV O
[Méavvne, mov kar ota {Ha Tov phovoe pOMG KGOV Kamov pe kAT acviiafiota
Eepovntd, pe katt mapdeva PpoyvoypovAiicpata. Ma AeEovia dev Eeotoule”
(207).%° Psycharis believed that language was like a living organism, as he explained

in his Essais: © La formation d’une langue est si j’ose dire, tout interne. L évolution

""Tomadakis relates this part of the narrative, its theme, style, vocabulary and the fifteen-syllable verse,
to the late Byzantine poems that refer to the Underworld, and in particular to Bergadis’s poem
“Apokopos™ as well as to other later folk songs. It is true that the similarity is obvious: “[...] dwrti oTov
AdnV Tov MKPOV NAIOG OVK aVATEALEL OVIE TO PEYYOS TOV 0VPVOD TO SEAapmpov Tov 6TEAAEL Xpovog
€0 ov yivetat, nuépa ov ywpiler, orki 1o okoTog T duetpov TpEXEL Kat outpog Taviler” (Bergadis
1979: 31, v. 449-52). This reference is part of Psycharis’s cultural plan to promote the tradition and
language of folk songs as a link to the literature written in the demotic. Indeed, the inclusion of this
pseudo-dialogue in simple language between the character and the dead friends, has mainly a
metalinguistic function. It serves to emphasise Yannis's humble roots, as one of the people and the
importance of the tradition of folk songs (see also the inclusion of lines from folk songs in 7éveipo rov
lavvipn — Chapter Four).

*We should notice the distinction made by the narrator between ‘real’ and ‘fictional’ (aAnBivo
TpéoLNo Ki Oyt tExvOmAaoto). The first one refers to Alexander Selkirk whose story was a document
while the second one applies to Robinson Crusoe, who was a fictional character. By association, the
narrator wants readers to think of Yannis as a real case, bringing him closer to Selkirk than to Defoe’s
character.
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du langage se fait d’une fagon intime et s’accomplit avant tout dans I"homme, ¢’est—a-
dire dans I'ame et dans les organes™ (Psichari 1886: 186n). Language thus follows the
speaker’s reverse evolution and reinstatement as he rediscovers his human identity
and speaks not only with his tongue but with his soul as well. Yannis’s reacquaintance
with his own language can be read as an allegory of the fact that most Greeks would
also have to learn how to use their language properly, abandoning the katharevousa.
Like Yannis, the Greek people needed to forget about the past and emerge into a new
situation, and their cultural regeneration could start through the use of the correct
language.

In contrast to Yannis’s faculty of speech, which subsides and then is
redeveloped, the narrator’s vocabulary is very rich and expressive, and this is in
accordance with the author’s intention of working on the language of the narrative
meticulously so that it conveys precisely the ideas and objects described, in a manner
faithful to the popular expression. The aim was to prove that the demotic language
was capable of expressing even concepts that referred to things that would have been
a very distant reality for the Greek readership or to any literary or other concept,
without compromising its origins. As is pointed out by the author in his
correspondence: “ [...] ey® 10x® 0@td Yo Khaoowd Pifiio. Aciyver Buppd mwg o
YADOOH pag Oha UmOpEic vo To g, PLLOCOIKA, Woyohoyikd, 0.t 0EAes. Me v
ayamn mg, pe m dovAsud, yivovvran ta kaAntepa” (Karatzas 1988: 548). Despite the
fact that many of these words are created by the author, and were not exactly used by
people, they can be described as colloquial because they sounded like colloquialisms.
The author researched extensively in order to create this narrative and the correct use
of words was one of his main objectives. As he explains in the afterword: “Eivat 6pmg

Y0P Kot uEON va ypden Kavels ™ dnpotikny pog, myv edvikn pag yhdooa. Tov mhovto
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™me. ot ddytokd cov tov maile v kavelg 0,1 Bédec. Tho epxolorvyiotn, o
TomTIKN Kot eILocoeodpe@t cuvapa, dev moTéfm va vrdpyn AAN xopud [...]"
(315, the emphasis as it is in the text).

The attention to the language of the novel can also be explained by the fact
that the plot of the narrative was well known and there were no surprises for readers;
the author was forced to make it interesting for them by describing to the best of his
ability a familiar story. In a letter to Eftaliotis, where Psycharis discusses some of his
ideas about the formation of words and expressions in this novel, he urges his friend
to observe, if he is making the ‘fatal” mistakes of either being too close to the French
language or to the katharevousa: ** (604) Eeondotnke ano v aykalid tov. MAmwe Kot
yorhilw; s’est arrachée de?, (605) dirda e auuovdidc. 'H pimwg kaboaporoym;”
(Karatzas 1988: 534). The author paid a great deal of attention to the language of his
novel, in order to be able to convey to his readers all of the information needed in the
best possible way and to reaffirm, through his story, the importance of language for a

social existence.

5. The metafictional strategies as elements of didacticism in the text &l

The opening of the novel with Dante’s line ‘ed io sol uno’, /nf. 11, 1 (3), (“and
[ am just one™) gives the flavour of what this narrative is going to be about. It presents
the adventures of a character who is forced to live alone in circumstances very
different to those that he had been used to, but it is also an exercise in fiction writing,

because the activity of writing is also, usually, a battle that the writer has to go

' propose to read Zwp ki Apdan also as a metafictional narrative following a similar approach to
Defoe’s novel. “In a very real way, Robinson Crusoe is a tale of telling. The things Crusoe does on the
island are an emblem for the things the writer does with space and time in the realistic novel [...]"
(Seidel 1991: 77). Psycharis comments on his own narration in an attempt to communicate with readers
and be understood, much as the character tries to make his life bearable on the island.
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through on his own. This becomes apparent through the various comments or devices
which direct the emphasis to the process of writing rather than the story itself. For
example, as mentioned above, Yannis, seems to be aware of the role he must play in
the narrative. In the beginning of the novel, he communicates with the readers, and
talks to himself. He knows that his actions must appear plausible to readers, according
to the circumstances he is in; therefore, he appears to be conscious of the way he
behaves and addresses the readers in a self-deprecating manner: “1t povprog mov
eipal, popé oeig, ko Oa pe mhpete tHpa oto Yro” (62). In that way, two different
worlds and processes are brought together: the fictional world of the exotic island, and
the real activity of reading fiction. This is an interesting technique similar to the more
usual one of breaking the conventions of verisimilitude by making the narrator
address the readers directly.

Similar to this approach of “in-and-out-of text” is the narrator’s habit of
addressing the “poet’, who can be interpreted either as Defoe as author or his narrator
or as the author of this novel (Zw#n ki Ayern oty Movaéia), as can be seen in the
following extract: “[...] e£6v av to kaung Eemitdeg, kot kabe opd mov £xeL avaykn
amd TIMOTIG O EPNUITNG GOV, £pBG TOV AGYOL GOV, O TOM TG, KOl TOV TO PEPTG HE TNV
TEYVN 60V, MoALATAaoIALovVTOS T EMEICOSI0 KOl TG Pavtacies. Ma TOTEG N eppd
mafer eppd vo stvon” (168). In the first case the narrator suggests that Defoe’s
approach is not convincing. In the second it is an indication of the self-referential
character of the text. Another instance of the same self-referential mode of writing is
the author’s dialogue with himself regarding the process of writing, when he
supposedly explains the differences between fiction and reality: “[c]a ypapet Kaveig
Bipria, Baler péou 6,1 BéLeL. Ma i Comy ypaoer dhha, mov oto Pifhio dev tamavtds.

Oon 6peén 1 av £xE1¢ vor g KeAnpépa pag katoikag, naife yéhooe dev etvat va mog
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va mg ™y Mg anave o YKpepvo |[...[7 (176-77). With this comment Psycharis
suggests through his narrator that complete freedom for the writer in the creative
process can be dangerous because it limits the verisimilitude of the story.
Furthermore, the imagination of the writer must be restricted according to the
requirements of the plot, much as the environment in which he is placed restricts the
character’s existence in this novel. By using these unorthodox ways of referring to the
fictional process, the narrator of Zw#n ki Ayamn oty Movalia certainly does little to
preserve the verisimilitude that he is defending. However, by addressing himself, as
his character does in other parts, Psycharis as author and as narrator reinforces the
connection between the character’s fate and that of his creator.

The intention of the author/narrator, and even of the character, to the extent
that the latter leaves the confines of the story to address the readers, is the same. The
aim of these playful references to the process of writing fiction and what it means is to
take the readers to the other side. This is done not only to make them actively join in
the process of creating the character, the setting and the plot, but also, basically, to
make them trust the narrator, so that the latter is able to get his message(s) across
successfully. This is indicated by the way the narrator sometimes uses the first person
plural, identifying completely with his character’s view and activities: “Xpioté kat
[Tavayid, Wov ko to kapafr pag!™ (169), while at other times, the narrator speaks as
part of a group, in order to make the readers join in the process as well, as one can
infer from the title of one chapter: “TawéBovpe™ (164) (which was “Ta&idéBet” in
one of the initial manuscripts, 3893, 1902, chapter 1°(10), see also p. 66 of the novel).
The aim is to create an empathy with readers or in other words, to form a community,

where the ‘I’ of the writer — like that of the character — would mean nothing on its

“The author refers to his own activity and to that of other writers, extending his didacticism to include
himself.
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own. unless it is accepted and shared by the readers (who are the addresses). In this
context Yannis’s need to carve his name on the bark of a tree, can be understood as an
attempt to replicate his existence by creating the illusion of a company.”’

As has been mentioned already, the character resorts to writing before he
ceases to speak. Initially, he writes his name on the tree; later he uses his body to
communicate and master the environment in the hope that he will feel less lonely, and
that his creations will somehow reproduce himself: “kovieye va motéyn nog eitave
Tope dvo vopdtol oto Nnoi, o id10g kar to dépTePO eKeivo T0 dev EEP® TL TTOL TOV
£deyve 0 kabpépmg, OMniadn) 1o £pyo 1o Hikd TOV, 0 dpOUOG OV AvolEe diymg va To
0&A” (104).** As the narrative shows, in real life, humans always require the
company of others to be able to understand themselves better. The author, on the other
hand, requires readers on his side, following his thinking, in order to achieve his
objectives as an educator. Furthermore, this becomes obvious due to the fact that the
author has a multiple hidden presence in the narrative which cannot pass unnoticed.
We can recognise him in the role of the narrator, in the role of the captain. who
decides to carry out an experiment, and significantly, in the role of the educator of the
novel, which is assigned to the female character, Myriella.”” Myriella finds her
purpose in the novel, because she can teach Yannis how to speak again, and help him
rediscover his human self. Similarly, Psycharis believes that he teaches his Greek

compatriots with his prose. In that way, Myriella and Yannis like Psycharis and his

¥ As Constandoulaki-Chantzou points out in her analysis of the French version: “[...] il grava son nom
[...] il se senti ainsi moins seul. 11 dédoublait ainsi, il affirmait son existence dans le vide de la nature”
(1981: 261).

“*We must notice also that the last name of the character is a duplication of the first one (Yannis
Petroyannis).

It cannot not be accidental that Myriella's origins are similar to Psycharis’s: she was from Venice
with a Greek mother; Psycharis, on the other hand, had a Greek father and a mother with Venetian
origins. Myriella’s mother had died when she was young as had Psycharis’s. She was well educated
and elegant, totally the opposite of the ordinary sailor, a typical member of a civilised society, like the
author himself.
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readers acquire their true identities and potential, reinforcing the message of the novel
that the solitary existence is not possible.”

Mpyriella, like Psycharis the author-instructor, can deliver Yannis and the
readers from his/their unfavourable conditions; slowly, with patience and not without
problems, these two will finally understand each other and fall in love. This could be
the ideal result for the didactic process, a total understanding and union between the
one pole, the author-instructor, and the other, his Greek readers. In the end, the author
allows his optimism to overcome the loneliness of the writer: Yannis and Myriella
will end up in Mas-a-fuera and will have the company of their baby and other people:
“QPavraletar ma 0 kebévag ™ xopd tove. TloAv toug apele xar 1 cvvipoPud GToOL
HEYAAMVE TO HoPO TOVG, OOV Eavorye 1 LN Tovg, Yol TABave 1 cVVTPOPLE PéEPL
mv nuépa’ (302). With this allegorical reference, the dictum that initiates the novel,
‘ed io sol uno’, is altered, as the adventures of the solitary writer will finally bring
closer to him, thanks to his perseverance, the ‘other’ side, the company of people who

will espouse his views.

Conclusion

In this novel, the author explores the effects of the solitary existence on the
individual and concludes that it is unbearable for human beings to live alone, but also
that strong survival instincts guide them into alternative modes of existence because
life is a powerful force. Life outside society forces man to understand his nature and
to face up to its limitations. A fundamental change in human nature is, however,

reversible, and the power of love between human beings allows that nature to be

“See also the afterword, where the author mentions that, “[...] To £y eivar mapapddl O eymouog
eival KovQua AEEn. To ey Siywe 10 €00 vOnua dev £xel. ZEPEIG WS DILAPYES, TOS Eiowl, YTl HE
Bréners epéva mov gigtan ket Tov vrdpyw. OPog TOL EYWISROD 0 ETEPIGUOS, Kat TpdTn Tov apyn”™ (305).
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restored to its original state. In Psycharis’s narrative the power of love replaces
religion. which helped the character of Defoe’s novel in his activities. Psycharis
would express the same view about a more tangible physical form of religion
exemplified in the love between two people in his novel Ayvy (1913), as will be
discussed in Chapter Eight. In that respect he follows some of the ideas in Defoe’s
novel but tries to suggest alternative ways of coping with the problems the characters
are facing. The author also stresses the importance of language for a social existence,
since language is the faculty that distinguishes humans from non-humans, and he
refers implicitly to the language question in Greece and the importance of the
vernacular.

Daniel Defoe’s novel had been one of the most successful and popular books
in literary history, with many editions and imitations. Psycharis must have been
hoping for a similarly favourable reception from Greek readers, due to the story’s
appeal. Indeed, it seems that in this novel at least, the author achieved his purpose, his
novel was appreciated and read with interest and he was also able to promote his
views on human nature and the importance of language, and in particular of Greek

language, to his readers.
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CHAPTER SIX

PSYCHARIS’S PROVOCATIVE WRITING

In this chapter I have included Psycharis’s novels that have not been published
in book form. Two of these H Appwary Aodla (1907) and Ta Advo Tpiavrapviia tov
Xapov (1921), were serialised in Noumas, while the third, /1 Nikn tov Ilévov ka1 ¢
Ayarne (1914), remained unpublished. However, it is interesting that the latter is
mentioned on the inside cover of the French novel Typesses (1923), as if it had been
published in Greek. It is referred to in a separate section, following the “Ouvrages en
Grec moderne”, under the title: “Ultérieurement: Le Triomphe de la Douleur et de
l'Amour (en grec moderne), roman”. | consider these novels examples of Psycharis’s
provocative and lurid writing for different reasons in each case. In all three novels the
author’s writing transgresses the social and literary conventions, either challenging or
enticing the reader, and therefore it is both didactic and provocative.

H Appwaotn Aovia presents as fictional material the culmination of the illness
of a young servant girl. Not only the theme, but also the detailed descriptions of the
problems suffered by the main character are unusual in writing of the period. The
novel provoked reactions — even from close friends of the author — as to its suitability
for publication and presentation to the general public. The didacticism in this novel
consists mainly in presenting to the public Psycharis’s views on literature, according
to which, any material that is carefully presented by the author is suitable for fiction.
Furthermore, the narrative also suggests that the acceptance of truth even when it
brings people into conflict with their own convictions is the most courageous attitude

in life and in fiction.



193

Ta Avo Tpavtagvira tov Xdpov comprises two separate extended novellas,
which can be considered as a novel. In any case, this is how the author refers to it,
once again on the inside flap of the book jacket of Typesses, which contains a
bibliography of his work: Les Deux Roses de la Mort, roman (1914) - the date is
incorrect. The two novellas have as their main theme the love of two young people
who were not destined to be together. My suggestion is that in this case, Psycharis
was writing about his own unsuitable love affair with Olga Valaoritis, the daughter of
the poet Aristotelis Valaoritis, as he himself attests in the prologue of the novel. Olga
committed suicide as a result of this unfortunate relationship with Psycharis, a fact
which caused guilt in the author. This quasi-apologetic, quasi-courageous attitude of
the author reflects his belief in frankness in life and in fiction, and is, moreover, an
indication of his advanced thinking, ahead of the conventions of his time. Therefore,
in Ta Avo Tpiavragvila tov Xapoo the provocative writing is a result of the author’s
belief in frankness.

Finally, the unpublished and hitherto unknown novel H Nikn rov [Tévov kai
¢ Ayamnc contains provocative material. It presents various sexual encounters
attributed to the narrator and his brother, recounted by the latter to the former through
his diary, and it would have caused controversy, without doubt, had it been published.
The aim of this chapter is to analyse the novels, and discuss to what extent the

provocative and lurid writing is part of the didacticism of the texts or what other

purposes it serves.

1. H Appwery Aovia
Psycharis’s novel H Appwoty Aobia caused a great deal of controversy

because of its subject and the way the author organised and presented his material.
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The novel presents the fluctuations in health of a young servant in a detailed and
crude manner. It is apparent that Psycharis tried to follow the proclamations of Zola
about the role of literature and to create a naturalistic Greek novel, but the result
lacked the aesthetic satisfaction expected from a literary work. The novel was deemed
too long and tiring by Pallis and Eftaliotis, who believed that its theme would not
appeal to readers. Pallis, who supported the publication of Nowmas financially,
threatened to withdraw his financial support if Psycharis published his Appwoty
Aovla there. This caused friction between the three friends Pallis, Eftaliotis, and
Psycharis — Eftaliotis being in the middle between the other two (see letters
exchanged in Karatzas 1988: 571-89). As is pointed out by Psycharis to Eftaliotis:
“Oco yU' apté mov Aeg mwg Eoutiag evog popavtlov dikod pov Ba wan o IdAing va
tpufnym and o Novpd, Buppd tovTIc g 0 POPog cov dev £xEL TO AOYO TOV Kt dev
pmropet vaym. Odarave toco dromo va tpafiotave o Ildiing, ywti dnuocitfo eym
pouavtCo oto Novpd [...]” (ibid: 571). However, the publication undoubtedly caused
friction in their relations.

The manuscript gives the date of writing as 1905-1906; the serial publication
in Noumas started on Ist January 1907 and ended on 25th November 1907, with a
note at the end of the serialisation, stating that the writing of the novel had started on
16th April 1905 and had ended on 18th September 1906. The prologue to the novel
was published in Noumas on 24th December 1906, 227: 1-2.

Psycharis was not alone at the time in his attempts to create a naturalistic
novel. After the flowering of the naturalistic novel in France, the method of
investigation and objective writing combined with the general concept of presenting
social issues, had an impact on the type of literature that was written in Europe and

elsewhere. It is, therefore, important to present the naturalistic principles that can be
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detected in Psycharis’s novel. Naturalism, as mentioned in Chapter Five, aimed to
invest fiction with the objectivity of scientific writing. The four principal components
of Zola’s literary theory, to which the name Naturalism applied were heredity, milieu,
historical moment and experimentation (Furst & Skrine 1971: 8). According to the
ideology of Naturalism, the natural sciences are not distinguished from the humanities
with regard to their methodology and their aims. In both these cognitive fields, the
observation of the physical and the social environment and the classification of
findings are intended to expand people’s knowledge of the world and offer new
solutions to their problems (see Pateridou 2002: 417). “In addition to its scientific
pretensions, naturalism [...] differed from realism in the attention it focused on the
lower classes [...] and the baser aspects of life (including incest, insanity., and
disease)” (Berg-Martin 1992: 13). It was as a result of overemphasising the above
aspects that Naturalism came to be considered, eventually, unsuitable for literary
writing because of its lack of diversity, despite its claims to represent life faithfully
(Vitti 1991: 96). It succeeded, however, in suggesting, albeit for a short period, that
no subjects were inappropriate for literature.

Elements of Zola’s literary theory referring to the primacy of scientific
methods were presented in 76veipo tov Iiavvipn, but it is mainly in Zw#n ki Ayann ot
Movacia (1904) (see Chapter Five), and in H Appwarn Aobla, that Psycharis attempts
consciously to apply the theoretical model suggested by Zola. Furthermore, H
Appwatn Aodia was written only shortly after Zwn k1 Ayann oty Movaéia, and it is
reasonable to expect some consistency in the author’s aims and method of writing. In
the manuscript, donated with the rest of Psycharis’s library to Emmanuel Benakis —
now part of the Benaki Library in Athens — the novel is entitled: /7 Appworn Aovr.a

kot 1o Ka.o to Koprradxi, instead of the title adopted by Noumas, H Appwarn Aoir.a,
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and there is a dedication to his ‘doctor-friend Yannis Siotis’.! In the preface,
Psvcharis explained that his aim was to create a scientific novel but he also confided

that perhaps this was an unattainable ambition:

Na pnv ta pacoipe, Pynka ve kapm popavt{o emotpoviko.
Popavtla emotmpovika dev £xer. ‘Exer dniadn popavila émov
o popaviligpoc miye ko Eeokahwoe Pifhia emomypovika,
énerta 60a £pabde cov ta kovPaket oto Piffiio Tov Ko Papdid
TAQTIE OOV T¢ KUTUOTPAOVVEL, VUTOPNONG HE TN cOpic TOov.
Eivan avtiypagn” Emomun dev eivar. H emotiun énwg xt av
10 yopiong, faon g £xEL KATOW TPWTOTVTIA" EPYECHL KOL HOG
AEC MPAPATA OV pOVAXOS OOV TO TapaTnpoes, pag Pyaleg
OT1) HEOT] KAVEVE VIOKOVREVTO Kavovpio. Toteg i doviewd cov
Kkabaetd emompovikl). Bpénka oe mepictuon, orapaytikn
Kot Wwitepn, omov idwr n Con pov EPake ota yépa, oL va
MG, TO KOUWOUPIO TO VIOKOUMEVTO, Kkabhg Aéyape. To
vrokovpévto £ywve Pifiio. [lapomipnoa, moepakorovdnoa o
S apPOOTIL KOl GOV TOL SNYOVpaL OTIWG TNV TAPATPTION. KL
omwg EeTvAiytnke ota pdtio pov (1905-6: ).

As becomes apparent, the author believed that the original document can be classified
as scientific. We can contrast these views, in particular the term ‘popdvtlo
gmotnuovikd’, with Zola’s concept of the Roman experimental, where he claims that
the novelist is an observer and an experimenter (Zola 1971: 63-4), a further indication
of the influence of Naturalism on Psycharis. The author also expressed the view in the
same preface, however, that literary creation requires more than objective
documentation: “Eivon Opo¢ K1 avavTileto mmwg ue amhod VIOKOVUEVTO 1) TEXVN deV Ta
Byaln mépa, popavtlo 8¢ yivetat. Aowov EBoda xat pia veR, éva mEEo™ (ibid: 7).

That admission suggests the difficulties inherent in the naturalist movement’s aims in

'Psycharis’s H Appwory Aobie xat to Kev.é to Kopiraducr (1905-1906), manuscript no. 6786.

“Elsewhere Psycharis had argued that the imaginative writer should use popular themes from other
books or stories that he/she had heard in order to recreate his’her own narratives (see afterword toZws
ki Ayamn, Psycharis 1991: 332). We notice a contradiction here with his previous statement about
originality and avoidance of copying. There seem to be, then, two modes of writing that are not
compatible but which can both be classified as literature, according to the author’s views; the one is the
scientific writing, based on the documentation of truth, and the other is based on the art of the
narration, whether the theme is new and original or not. Psycharis must have thought extensively about
the art of narration, since in most of his novels there are the relevant references and suggestions

regarding this issue.
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respect of literature. On the one hand the naturalist writer aimed to be objective and to
document real events faithfully. On the other, it was necessary to intervene in order to
create a fictional narrative because art cannot be based only on documentation.
Unable or perhaps unwilling to define his position exactly, the author admitted in the
preface that he might not have succeeded in writing a naturalistic novel. However, H
Appwaotn Aodia follows closely the ideas and techniques that had developed in
literature as a result of Zola’s theoretical model. Psycharis’s novel starts with an idea
(to write a scientific novel) and he explains in the beginning of the novel how he
defines the scientific aspect of literature; he then proceeds with the writing which
exhibits naturalistic elements, as | will explain below. The novel is a detailed
description — mostly recorded with objectivity, but not always — of the main
character’s misfortunes.

The main character is a poor young girl called Katinoula (also called Katrinik,
since the family was living in France), who after a very difficult childhood was
fortunate enough to find employment in the house of professor Andreas Olpieris
(“yardka Olpier™) (1907 (1/1): 2).> Andreas lived with his wife and two children in
France and Katinoula developed a very good relationship with her employers. The
narrator explains that the professor was working very hard on his essays about ancient
Greek texts and had a talent for depicting things of the past in such a way that one felt
"Antiquity” close to everyday life: “ [...] o x. A. Ohmépng eiye TpOTO H1KO TOV VO GOV
0 TAPACTAIVY TO TPARATA, VO GOV WIAT Yot TNV apyondTnTa, 60 Vi GOV MIAOVGE Yid
TinoTig mov 10 £ideg oTa pdTia cov eyég N mpoyéc. Tov dxkovyeg kal kKatardPaveg
QUECHS TOS TNV AYAmOVGE HE TNV Kapdid Tov, Yo TovTo Kot v Evvorwbe™ (1/1: 3).

Katinoula would often stand around after having served dinner to the family, in order

“All references to the novel are from the publication in Noumas, and henceforth the exact date and the
page number of the issue will be given in parenthesis.
*This is an important point to which I will refer below.
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to listen to the professor explaining the stories from the ancient texts that he was
studying.

When Olia, Andreas’s wife fell ill, Katinoula nursed her and looked afier her
in her last moments. Olia made her promise that she would look after her little
daughter Myriella, and keeping her promise, Katinoula became like a second mother
to the little girl. However, Katinoula also became very ill and her increasingly failing
health was partly the result of the inaccurate diagnoses of the doctors who looked
after her. Contributing to the deterioration of her health was her bad psychological
state because of the arguments with her brother and his wife, who was also a servant
in the Olpieris house, but very jealous of Katinoula’s closeness to the family. Most of
the incidents in the plot of the novel involve describing Katinoula’s bad health, her
visits to doctors, her operations, her minor recoveries and then relapses and the
interest of the professor in the state of her health. Andreas Olpieris follows the
progress of her health with compassion. As it happened, because he had been very
busy with his work, he had been unable to look after his wife when she had been very
ill and felt very guilty for failing to be with her in her last moments. In order to avoid
making the same mistake again, he tried to look after the faithful servant who had
been like a member of the family. The family, however, had to endure not only
Katinoula’s illness but also health problems of other family members. In the end,
despite all her terrible ordeals, the faithful servant survives even her employer, and
manages to fulfil her promise to her mistress and look after the girl, ensuring her
happiness in marriage.

In order to write a Greek scientific novel, Psycharis took inspiration from a
real-life incident, the illness of an acquaintance, as he explained in the preface to the

manuscript. He mentioned this case also in the prologue to his Péoa kar Misa T in
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his *Apologia’ about his linguistic views: “Agv gixa xavéva okond va Bopdoo, ... ]
apywoa va ypheo Ttov APOLOYO MOV oTNV Kapapa pag etaymg dppwomg [...]”
(1906b: 27). It is possible that the person who inspired the narrative was a servant in
his own house, since in one of his letters to Eftaliotis, he gave the following

information that can be paralleled in the story of the novel:

Aev EEperg TIG miKPES pog Kot 6ev umopei va kataddpfng yeti

Gov YpaPw oné o MapEGTL. AVO PIVEG TOPE KAL TAPUTAVE® TOV

1 kanuevn i Noavva eivan appwotn, moin dappootn. Ko EEpeig

TOCO TNV ayamovpue EEPEIS T APOCIMUEVT) TOV pag eivar EEpeg

oG pog avadpeye 6Aa pag ta madd [ ... ] Pavrdcov Aowmmdv mwg

ot yurpoi tov [Mapioiod — ot KeAHTEPOL — YEARGTNKAY KOl EV TN

dwyviroteyav omwg Enpene. ‘Hpbape ommv eoyn, povaape Tov

Aavvioviol to yitpd. Kot tavwowwoe 6ha. Tny £gepa Aomodv

e0m, adep@é, va g kapovv eyxeipnon. K éywve. Kot méruye.

Tng Pydhave v mepacuivn ) de@tépa, dnAad TpompoyTEc,

6X0 TG T0 ap1oTEPS TO VEQPI |... ] (Karatzas 1988: 540).
In any case, it seems that whoever this person was, her health problems impelled
Psycharis to record her unfortunate adventures and present his observations as a
narrative that would describe in detail and with objectivity all the problems
encountered by the patient and the remedies proposed to rectify them. The novel
exemplifies the author’s belief that life should be portrayed in all its details without
any attempt to make things less ugly and disturbing.

With regard to the naturalistic elements, Psycharis aims to convey the

workings of heredity, milieu, and moment in relation to the development of his
characters. Firstly, his choice of character and theme, a young servant from a low,

marginal class, and the depiction of her life, are typical of the naturalists’ preferred

subjects. The father of the girl is also portrayed as a useless alcoholic (see 7/1: 4-5)

*This information is also provided in Eftaliotis’s letter to Petros Vlastos: “Eypaya tov ‘Yuyapn nwg dev
EAuPeg ypappa Tov Kol Tog Kapodg Tov eiven va o Oopundn, apol de ot ayard kul 10c0. Ma &ixe K
aQTog Paoava — due K* EAa pE appdoTovg — k' vobéte awTodg eitav 0 Adyos. O appwoTog eitave pia
T0VG OWKOYEVEIOKY) SovAa Jeanne, mov v £xovve cav maidi Tovg! Tudho-popaike npapata”. The
letter is dated 18.9.1904 (Karatzas 1985: 162).
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and the brother is a peasant, with basic instincts, easily influenced by his wife and
with a tendency towards negative behaviour and actions: “O Ilétpog eitave dovrog
AQWOoLOUEVOS KL ayarmovoe Tapevtikd tov. Pofotave k1 6Aag Tov k. OAmépn dnwg Ta
(oda poPovviar ywpic va to Eépovve yati, and céPag Tov avitepd toug (28/1: 7).°
Secondly, the role of heredity is brought to the foreground in the way the family
doctor treats Katinoula’s case, dismissing her illness as a hereditary condition:
“la]rtaPopds, mpoyovikie kKAnpovounpéveg appmoties, Tt ta Oéheis; Na, o PAémerg
tov adeped ;" (4/2: 5). It seems that the author wants also to castigate the
prejudices against the lower social classes. Furthermore, in order to expose the
prejudices of the period, he multiplies his message by presenting similar examples of
illnesses in the same environment. Most of the characters in the novel get ill at one
point or another, not only the main ill person Katinoula, but also Olia before her, who
dies in the latter’s arms, Petros, Katinoula’s brother, Anna, the sister of Andreas
Olpieris, and at the end Andreas himself, who dies before his servant.” The author
also discusses the influence of the environment on Katinoula’s upbringing and on that
of her brother, and implies that circumstances can play an important role in people’s
development, usually an unfavourable one.

With regard to the third element, the historical or defining moment, the
narrator explains that in Katinoula’s case, her problems escalated because of the
initial incorrect diagnosis she received from the family doctor, who had erroneously
suggested a problem in the urinary tract, instead of the real problem, which was a

kidney infection. The initial mistake proved decisive as it delayed her cure, enabling

°Katinoula’s reaction to her illness is also described by the narrator by using the expression that she
was an animal: “Boovce, Poovoe duvard, fooloe pe @oPépec tauehnuévo, 0 TAPUPLYHEVO, TO
aywpévo, Taypiepévo, tadponivo to {do, mov Aaytapovoe ya Lon” (4/2: 7).

‘It is interesting that Psycharis himself had an operation when he was in the last stages of writing the
novel, and he explained to his friend Eftaliotis that he had felt as if he was not going to recover after
the operation and would die (Karatzas 1988: 570).
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the disease to spread further, and thus the author to continue with the depiction of the
girl’s unfortunate adventures.

Finally, the author used observation and objectivity and as a case in point, he
discussed this approach in the narrative, explaining to readers that this should be the
way of dealing with all situations in life. As is pointed out in the novel the first step in
solving a problem is to understand it by describing it properly: “Xa dovve and minyn
KpOQ 1 eavepn aipa va 6taln, 8o 10 Aéve onwg toOdeye 0 Mihoyxtng, K £161 0md
TOV TOMTIGHO TOV TEPIOGLO KL amd TNV mepicowr v emomun, Ba yupicovpe wicwm
ot YPOVIL TapYaika, pa de Ba povalovpe mo tov movo pog i Ba pdabovpe va tov
kuPBepvovue™ (14/1: 8). However, the tendency to generalise and to comment about
people is part of Psycharis’s overall didacticism, in contrast to Zola’s writing which
was lacking in generalisations (Berg-Martin 1992: 9). In the course of the general
didactic discourse which aims to promote the importance of health in this novel, the
narrator analysed what it means to be ill. He suggested that it is a dysfunction and
pain either in the soul or in the body. According to the point made in the narrative, if
the person who is ill receives some help in their time of need, then there is a
possibility of their getting back to a normal state: “Eivat xoaxég, sivar dewvég
UPPOOTIEC O VEPPOUPPOOTIES. OEAovve apécmg mepumoinon Kat mpocoyn. M kot
dev eivar 1o veppi ot 0éon Tov, umopeic ta yewpmtepa va madng, apkel va wadn
titotic N ovoka, 1 adepPT) TOL VEPPLOV, OV Kot Tar Svd £V GTEVO COANVAEPL Ta
OLVESEVEL, TEC EVOL TOTAUAKL avauesd tovg pe avePfokatéBato pépa [...]7 (14/1: 9).°
However, Psycharis’s writing does not always stay faithful to the tenets of

observation and recording of events, and he often makes the narrator intervene in

“Descriptions such as the above are encountered throughout the narrative. Despite the objective writing,
the medical information is presented through an exemplary language with metaphors, which gives the
impression of attempting to teach. Overall, the descriptions in the narrative are very explicit, in order to
emphasise the point that people should not hide the truth, even if it is uncomfortable to explain it.
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order to present his messages. Sometimes he even reaches a hasty conclusion that
suggests a weakness at analysing things, as in the following extract from the novel
which presents the story of two servants: “Zav £puye Tavipdyvvo, avakalQTNKE THE
KAEWave kaumooa k- ot 6vd tov. Evvoeitan. To nMéepe n dvotuyn yvvaike mog
adOvato va peivovve moAn kapd oto ido onit, aov apya vopic BaPyaive ot péon
TOL AVIPOS TG 0 aAKOAIoNAC, Kat palmve palove ypruato yio va {ijon. Iowg @raicy;
Exeivog 1 epeic; Kavévag, H Con. Kot ipérer vaaragn™ (13/5: 6).

The connection of illness with literature has some affinity also with Zola's
conviction that the writer is like a doctor, and that the work of the literary writer is
similar to that of the physician.” Significantly, the dedication of the novel is to Yannis
Siotis who was a doctor and the references in the novel to Philoctetes emphasise the
art of Sophocles in the writing of tragedy, as if using the skills of a medical doctor:
“Agg K1 0 LopokAng, oTa Tabfuata ToL appOOTO, TAPATHPNOE WG KoL TO TUPCUIKPH
e ywtpod mapotnpnrikémra [...]° (14/1: 4)."° Furthermore, objectivity is also
considered relevant in diagnosing problems with the mentality of the Greek people.
As the author had explained in the prologue, the issue of health was of primary
importance, and he considered it a metaphor for the nation (Psycharis 1905-6: 8°). In
the introduction of Ta dvo Adépgra, he also claimed that the Greek characteristic of
losing faith quickly is almost like an illness which can be corrected with time: “[...]

Bdaon mg ywtpuaic n dwyvootiki. Mo 1 eppdotia n S pog eivar appoota To

*Je n’aurai 4 faire ici qu’un travail d’adaptation [...]"” explains Zola in his introduction to Le Roman
Expérimental (1880), and he goes on to say that the experimental method had been analysed by Claude
Bemard in his Introduction a I'Etude de la Médecine Expérimentale: “Ce livre d’un savant dont
I"autorité est décisive, va me servir de base solide. Je trouverai la toute la question traitée [...] je
compte sur tous les points, me retrancher derriére Claude Bernard. Le plus souvent, il me suffira de
remplacer le mot ‘médecin’ par le mot ‘romancier’, pour rendre ma pensée claire et lui apporter la
riguer d’une vérité scientifique” (Zola 1928: 10). A very favourable analogy at the time, the connection
between writer and medical doctor, was not accepted however without criticism: naturalist writers were
like the anatomists, often viewed performing their science on a dead body (see A. Yannopoulos's
Emiorosipaia Aiazpif, in Mastrodimitris 1985: 250).

“Furthermore, Psycharis had also expressed in 7o Tacid: uov his admiration for Sophocles’ art stating
that he was the greatest of all and his poetry was as powerful as fire itself (Psycharis 1993: 161).
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KATOL kATOL oL YiaTpd de BELeL. O Y1aTpog TG TOVAGYIOTO dEV £ival 6TO ¥EPL Hog O
yiTpds me etvat 0 kapds. Inpepa Bproxopacte oe pav emoyf g (wng pag, evwob
me ebvikic pog Cwng, mov umopel va TNV TOOUE KOV QGiveETl TTPOCKULPT) Kot
uetaforikn [...]" (Psycharis 1903a: x§°).

Apart from stressing the importance of health for the people and the nation,
Psycharis’s aim in writing this novel was to challenge the conceptions of the period
regarding the definition and role of literature. He wanted to prove that there was no
distinction between admissible and unacceptable subjects for literature and, that on
the contrary, everything depended on the way that the author depicted the subject and
the reasons behind his/her choices. As he explained in the beginning of the novel, in
his usual favourite practice of reflecting about the role of literature, and what literary
writing consisted of: “Agv vrapyer mpapo oTov KOGHO, dev vapyel Oéua eite g
EMOTAUNG €ite TG Priodoyiag, mov va un fyn apOTOTVAO, PTAVEL TPOTOTLTA VUL TO
KOtaéng, oniadn va 10 KOWTAENG KATEPTEING HE TO VOV TO S1KO GOV KoL 1E TN S1KT
cov Vv youyn. Apéowc 1o Eavovidvell” (14/1: 5). Psycharis’s objective was to
promote the importance of adopting an attitude of frankness in leading one’s life as
well. As the narrator suggests in the novel, if people face up to their problems with
honesty and courage, without feeling ashamed, even in the case of uncomfortable
issues such as bodily ill health, then this will help the progress of mankind overall.
Consequently, the author views his own contribution through this text, as having a

wider influence on people:

Muotikd npapata d¢ Odvor T mpapate ™G vyewns. O
kabévag Bo Eépn ooa ofpepig pite vroyaletal, onAad to
cTOYEMdIK Kot avaykaio. Ta @uowd Ba tov @aivovvral
ook, oyt g vipormngs. Ntpom 8¢ Ba to vopilovve va (i o
KkaOévag, kot ywo va propéon va &, Oa katardfovve mug
npénet vo PAémn EEBappa TV TAGOT KOl TO TAGGUOTH OTMG
givar. Oa Eumvijon ota oTAGyVe pog SUVATE TO YUXOPUNTO
mg otepyolmiag [...] [8]e Ba @oPodvrar va probve pe
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amAdTTe Y1 To KeBEKaoTe TG LYEING Kal TG appOCTIS
(14/1: 8).

The conception of this novel was both original and groundbreaking for its
time. The emphasis was centred on the notion that everything can be discussed freely
and openly and even transformed creatively into literature. This served Psycharis’s
didactic aims: firstly, to stress the importance of health for all members of a
community, and secondly, to challenge the way intellectuals viewed the role of
literature. In that respect, Psycharis anticipated recent attempts to discuss the
complications of health problems in a literary context. A case in point is the work of
Hervé Guibert, an AIDS sufferer, who had written about the progress of his disease
and his responses to it in Le Protocol Compassionel (1991) and Cytomégalovirus:
Journal d’hospitalisation (1992), in such a way that the dissection of the body and its
function resembled the process of writing (Forbes & Kelly 1995: 206). In Guibert’s
writing the idea that the body is a laboratory recurs repeatedly in the text, something
which can also be said for some descriptions in Psycharis’s novel: “Tov katéfnke
Eapvikd pua 18¢a. Na oparoitn v miny! TNati va pun yAutdoovve KL o’ a@tove
tov umehd; [...] O Avipag, dtav dKovse Y KatvovpL YITPIKT] Kot SOKIHAGHTa,
o va dvcapeombnke. T taya; Mirmg tov £oepve omitt yur vo dokyualn; Mmag «’
eitave anima vilis  Katwvovka;” (20/5: 6, the emphasis as it is in the text).'' It seems
that in both these texts, despite the chronological gap between them and the different
circumstances that surrounded their writing, the main concern had been to challenge
readers’ ideas about what were appropriate subjects for literature. In Psycharis’s
narrative, the writing depended entirely on the course of the illness. In Guibert’s case

as well, this association had a dramatic poignancy, to cease writing signified not only

"In Psycharis’s text there is a third person narrator that secures an additional impression of objectivity.
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the end of the narrative but also his own physical death. Psycharis seems to be aware
of this connection and decides to kill Andreas, who has been observing the course of
the servant’s illness, at the end, rather than Katinoula, the main character, as one
would expect in the light of her health problems, in order to end the narrative and his
own observation and writing, but allow, metonymically, his work to continue its
existence.'? Furthermore, describing the illness openly and taking it from the personal
to the public domain signified a transformation: in H Appwotn dodia the illness is
turned into a literary text, which reclaims on behalf of its author and the main
characters, ‘another life’, a second chance to life."

Psycharis’s third aim, as was the case with the rest of his novels in Greek, was
to write a novel in the demotic and to exemplify that the latter could be used to render
even medical terminology, which had traditionally been expressed in katharevousa:
“KaAg, tov Adyov toug Qreidvouve AEEES DIKEG TOVG, TTOV GOV AEVE O,TL TOVG MEPAOT|
Kol 0gev Kokkwilews. 201000 mEPlEpYO VA MAUPVOLVE TNV TPOGOYYT| TOVG TETOLEG
avooteg dovielEs, va cov Eetalovve to vepd ocov! [...] Bdpog mpoaeyyiotiko |...)
I'vopiouata guoika [...] H tpitm ocov Eeddhvve xar to Aeydpevo™ (21/1: 7).
Interestingly, he makes his character read her urine analysis (to herself and to readers)
trying to understand what it was all about, thinking about the words and using her
own colloquial terminology, while the official katharevousa text of the medical
documents is juxtaposed in the same extract. In addition the narrator gives a
“translation’ of parts of the document in his phonetic transcription of demotic:

“Kavovikd onuada. To Eeralovpevo ovpo. Tocd twv 24 wpd”, instead of “To

"*The same desire for the work to continue its existence, to outlive the biological life of its narrator, is
expressed also in Ta Avo Adéppix (Chapter Seven) and Ayvi (Chapter Eight).

"Ipwv appwotion 6pog N Katvovha, o Avipiag tovrig dhho dev gitave tapé 6o9os TOPX HE TNV
upphreTia, £yve ABpoROg Kat propPOHGE Vo Kataddpn tov GBpwro, va katahdfn 1o Zogokin” (18/11:
6).
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eZetalopevov ovpov, moodv v 24 wpdv”, which would have been the standard
expressions. (21/1: 7). The character becomes fascinated by all these new words that
describe her condition and make her feel more important: “Tng eina Opmg TOG o pLov
Barovv éva mombeto — va, mov Euada kat Tovopa — Ba koundd and v Kovpaon”
(14/10: 4-5) (instead of the standard medical term ‘vr60eto’). The author’s irony is
apparent in the double voice of this text (va, mov £paba kar tovopa) which implies
that the terminology in katharevousa did not help people understand each other and
what was happening to their bodies. It is important to mention also that around that
time, Psycharis was working on an article entitled “Sophocle et Hippocrate”
(published in Revue de Philologie in 1908) which was later included in Quelques
Travaux de Linguistique, de Philologie et de Littérature Heélleniques (1930: 892-935).
In this article, Psycharis presents the claim of H. Weil, who argued that for a length of
time, in Sophocles’ era and even after, the medical language did not differ at all from
the spoken one (ibid: 907). In this way the author wanted to support the claim that
there was no need for people to use a different (more formal) language to express
medical terminology, as the ancients had shown (see also Kriaras 1992: 19n).

The fact that the novel was written in demotic was used by the author as well
to support his creation in the face of the stream of criticism it received for its subject

and length:

[t]nv alnBew 6An va movpe 1 vo dwAdéEovpe povo v
téyvN; Yot madd mapopdfl Tong N Exvn K N aifbew éva
givar. Eina, xaintepa 1 adnfewa eival Kal VIOKOUPEVTO 1)
Appwaotn dovia. To paxpog, PéPae. Ma to péKpog g
aAifewn, TL To Kavelwg; dnAadn To HAKPOG TG appOOTING;
Tétoww PiPhic o @opd  yivovvtar ot Confj  evog
ovyypagd, dev pmopei pnte ahhog va ta Savaxaun. Qote
i60¢ Kaho ov £yve. Ae vopiles Kiohag mmg Katt Ba m va
VIGaPYN 6T SNUOTIKTY éve POpavILo TOV TO KATIYOPOUVE
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yie 0 pdxpog; €tor Buppd pmopel viyw xdmowo dikio

(Karatzas 1988: 588)."
Furthermore. as has been pointed out above, Psycharis connected in his ideology the
simple language of everyday life with an attitude of openness and courage, unlike the
concealment and hypocrisy that characterised the use of katharevousa. Thus the
theme of illness and the way the author proposed to handle it brought to the
foreground the interplay between fiction and truth and emphasised how the depiction
of truth depended on the correct language used.

Because of the unique subject of the novel, Psycharis wanted to use in his
defence and support the authority of ancient Greek texts. He aimed to show to his
Greek readership that a modern Greek text could reproduce the ideas and timeless
considerations presented in ancient texts like @doktimne In that respect, I Appwory
Aov/a is a prominent example of the author’s tendency to place his work within a
network of intertextual references, ranging from ancient Greek texts to those of
contemporary European writers. This tendency is more than a traditional case of
influence; as with his other novels, most notably Zwy xi Ayann oty Movaéia, the
author attempts to open a dialogue with another text and to use this dialogue in order

to promote the values that he believed were required to enrich Greek culture. Thus

““The naturalistic writing with the explicit descriptions of anatomy indicated a provocative and
innovative approach for the period and the audience to which the novel was addressed. As pointed out
above, even Psycharis’s close friends had expressed concerns and strong opposition to this novel,
arguing that the detailed and long descriptions of medical problems had very little to do with literature
but resembled instead an article in a medical journal. The opposition is recorded in Psycharis’s
correspondence with Eftaliotis in a few letters of the period, in which Pallis’s attitude is also discussed
(see Karatzas 1988: 575, 579, 582, also Kokolis 1989: 53-54 & notes). Characteristically, Alkis

Thrylos includes, in her very unflattering — and perhaps unfair — review of Psycharis’s work and life,
Pericles Yannopoulos's comment regarding the length and the content of this novel: “Ma gptayuvyn
elvir aut n dovAw: Aev Bu meBaver téhog mavrwv;” (in Thrylos 1963: 269). It is indicative that
Psycharis replied defensively to these reviews, suggesting in a letter to Eftaliotis that the public must
have the opportunity to read a literary work and form an opinion before it is condemned: “To ypauua
GOV WPaio, K’ 1) yvun oov nug N Appwary dobia eivar paxkpviy yia 10 Nevpd Kat tog iowg Papedbn o
avayvhotng ta tabohoyikd Ko Yo TV Topov) Tov, HIopel va eival cwaoTi] yvoun. Eivat kat yvoun
d1KT ooV, MOTE UnAivel TOAD 6€ Aoyaplaopud. Mo 0T Ki av gival, yvdun atopikn, k' Eve £pyo g
VNG TPEREL TPOTA Tp®@TA va iy oto dnudcio, To dnudcto varnopucion” (Karatzas 1988: 571).
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there are at least two other texts or movements underlying the writing of this novel,
the naturalist movement and the Sophoclean tragedies, and they both converge to
promote the relevance of “truth’ as a necessary element of life as well as of fiction."” [
have discussed above the naturalistic elements of the narrative. There are also a few
references to Avmyovy, Hiéywpa, Tpayiviar in the novel: “[...] o k. Kabnynmg
Avipéag OAmEpng TEAEIOVE Ha YOPIOTH TOV PEAETN Y1 TO DPLAOYTHTH KL 0pYIVOVOE
aalnve v mv Higympa tov ayamnuévou tov Zogokin™ (14/1: 9).

The main parallelism in the novel, though, refers to Katinoula’s illness and
wounds which are compared to those of Sophocles’ character in the tragedy
®u.oktitye. Philoctetes was bitten by a snake as he tried to lead the Greeks to
Athena’s altar during the Trojan war. He was then abandoned ill on Lemnos from
where Odysseus tried to take him back, first securing possession of his bow, which
the oracle had predicted would help the Greeks conquer Troy if used by Achilles’ son
Neoptolemus. Philoctetes suffers in isolation terrible wounds and pain (Sophocles
1990: 25). Apart from this thematic connection between the two illnesses described in
the two works, the narrator explains how admirable was the simple and frank writing
of Sophocles, which emphasised the importance of truth, even if the scenes described

would make readers feel uncomfortable:

Melet@vTag OUmC TUPIOTONPYNHUT, O K. KonynTig avaxkaivye
Kot k@t GAro. Oapale o Avipéag pe T Bappog, pe T xphuaTe
YTUTNTG, pe moon aAifew Kt arAdTnTa CVVApT, 0 ZOQOKANG GOV
Tapactaivel THY uppdotie Tov PRoymm. Aev 1o @ofatal va

“Palamas’s review seems to have touched very succinctly upon both influences: “*H Appootn
Aovha!” Yrapyel 0épa mo varovpediatis, mo TpocTuyo yia Toug yeraloniputovg; Kat opwg o ponog
nov petayewiletar o teyvitng Lwypapiloviag TRV €KOvVe 10V, NG OiVEL ™G APPWGTNG TPUYIKT
GTOVAWOTITA GOQPOKAIKNG NpodIcoag, Kabdg sivar coed ko mapateva pali cQITomASuéva Ta
Ttotévia nell 16ToPIKG TG S0VAUS HE TNV VYNAOVONTY ToinaT 10 Ze@okAn” (the emphasis as it is in
the text). The review was published in Noumas (while Psycharis’s novel was still appearing in the
journal every week) as part of Palamas’s article: “Ané v Agopun evég Adyov: I'a 1o EBviko ‘Enog
tov Neotépav EMdjvav. [ (1907, 20/5: 1-3). It appears to be the only article in the journal though
reviewing this novel. Xenopoulos also reviewed the novel in Neon Asti (28/5/1907), as mentioned in
Valetas 1979: 303,
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oov deiln ta mpapoata Omwg eivor and TOLG TPOTOLG OTiYOVG
o0V A£EL TOS ATd TO MOS TOL aipw oTadel, TG 1) TANYH TOL 70
TPMEL TOS TO KOUPEARLDL TO £V YIORATR EUTTLO, WG GYPIO TO
KOKO TOD Kt (et oxovvrdyy movdevi TEPTATOVING, 0 TOVOG TOVE
Bepiler Tmv appdotia TV TPOMEPT], O mowmTig dev v
AMOCKENGLEL, OEV TNV KPUQTEL, GOV TN QUVEPMVEL OTA PATWY, £V
kaxolol toiad ', oioig opag, mveé frémers. 1o v appdote il
£YEL MAVTOL VO OOV 7N Kot v oov Savar: eved pall pe tov
appwato {ng, 660 Eetvhiyetan o dpapa, cov Afel KiOAug mwg o
yivetan xat Ba T YOpTAcNC THV AVUTOYEPTN CLVTPOPIL, NGRS
™]C vooon Covonoior Kul Tiwg Voo Uy andiaong Ko provyTiong;
(14/1: 3) (the emphasis as it is in the text)

There is an interesting twist in the tragedy between truth and deception, which is used
metaphorically by Psycharis in order to defend his literary theory: “O x. xa@nynoig
pmopel va unv KateAdPove akopn Omwg EMPERE TOVS apyaiovg, WNTe Tov id10 Tov
2o@oxAn. ‘Epelle katom va uabn nog n midvn koPepva tov KOGHO, WS 0 Yopog
exeivn ) otypn} YopePe pe Adyw va yeddon tov £a@Td 1oV, TWG £TGL YiVOLVTOL TOMG
KaL GTHEPIS AKOUT, Kot TG o1 apyaiot, 6ca pug Balovve ota SpApaTd TOVG, TOPUEVH
etvar 6Aa tovg amd ™ Zwn” (7/1: 3). Interestingly, the manuscript of the novel does
not contain the reference to the deception that governs the world and the art of the
Ancients, pointing out only that everything in the tragedies is taken from real life: “O
K. kaBnynmg pmopet va pny xataAdBoive akOun OmoG EMPETE TOVG UPYXAIONG, UNTE
tov 010 tov Zo@okAr]. ‘Epeiie xatom va uabn nog muppéva ivor OA0 Tovg amd ™)
Zon” (1905-6: 23).'® It must have been added later for the publication version — an
implicit jibe against Pallis’s attitude perhaps. The ancient text empowers the author,
symbolically endowing him with a voice that had a timeless appeal and allowing him
not only to reach out more to his readers and challenge their preconceptions but also

to remind himself perhaps of how one should conduct one’s life: “Anoudvnoe duwg o

"This leads me to believe that there must be a second manuscript (as was the case with the previous
novel Zen k1 Ayarn oty Movaéia, see Chapter Five) or that the author was making changes while the
novel was serialised, suggesting extreme control of his work, always with an eye to the outcome.
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KanuévoS o xafnyntig Toug otTixovg Tov peydiov tov momnt [...] [:] xpn & €xtoc
ovta TMudtev ta deiv’ opav. Xwtav 1ig €V (1), vikavta tov Biov okomelv pdiota,

un dwgBapeic Aabn™ (24/6: 3).

H Appweoty Aovza is imbued with the spirit of ancient writing and its
injunctions, adding to its didactic style. It is almost as if the author urges readers to
keep in mind the words of the Ancients, and to lead their lives accordingly. This novel
also includes two other innovative elements, which must have posed some difficulties
in the printing of the period: the inclusion of transcripts of musical notes (18/11: 8)
that were to be used more extensively in Psycharis’s novel Ayvij (see Chapter Eight)
and in many parts of the novel, the chart of the patient’s fluctuating temperature.
While the latter is included in the name of authenticity and detailed writing, the
former betrays the author’s increasing interest in literary experimentation and the

need to expand artistic inspiration through diverse cultural stimuli.

1.1. Concluding remarks

Psycharis’s novel balances admirably between the strict proclamations and
aims of the naturalistic movement by which it has clearly been influenced, and the
author’s more expansive programme to promote his views on issues of health and
illness, and how they should be dealt with, on language as an expression of honesty
and understanding of life, and on literary writing overall. However, it is obvious that
the length of the novel undermined the author’s innovative aspirations and made the
reading tiring and repetitive, with the risk of readers abandoning it altogether. This
was the point on which the attacks and criticism even from his close friends and
collaborators concentrated. However, the length of the novel, like the illness of the

main character which seemed to have no ending, represented for the author the
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process of reading and writing that he, apparently, considered infinite. Accordingly,
compromising its length would have meant betraying the examination of truth, and
adopting a totally fictitious approach. Furthermore. as has been pointed out by the
author, a novel written in the demotic, even if it was attacked for its length, was a
considerable achievement not to be underestimated (see extract above). From
Psycharis’s point of view, the benefits certainly outweighed the disadvantages. This
novel foregrounds the question of whether documenting reality in fiction is more
important than the aesthetic pleasure of reading, and deviates significantly from the
author’s early work, To Talior pov, which has been described by him as an attempt to
entertain as much as to teach; it was perhaps unavoidable, considering its rather

provocative and original theme.

2. Ta Ave Tpravrapviia Tov Xapov

In January 1921, the periodical Noumas prepared its readers by announcing
the serialisation of Psycharis’s unpublished novel: Ta dvo Tpiavrapviia tov Xdpov:
“Eto1 ot avayveoteg tov “Novpd’ Bo pmopEGouvve vo UToHVE apécmS TNV OVGI TOL
abavatov épyov — ywti Ba peivovv ainbwva abavore Ta dvo Tpuavidaeuila tov
Xdapov” (30/1: 65). The novel (‘popdvtlo’, as it is called by the author in the
prologue) consists of two parts, two independent novellas, the second one being
longer than the first: Tov @bun ta Tpaviapviie and To Tpiaviaguiio tov Kwory.
They were both published in Noumas from 6™ February 1921 to 8" May 1921, issues
722-735, but they were written much earlier, in 1899."” The author noted that the first

novella had been published independently in the newspaper Asti from 30" December

""Psycharis uses the term ‘poudvtlo’, meaning novel, as the demotic synonym of ‘pvictopnua’.
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1900 to 6™ January 1901, explaining also that the first title of the novel was
‘HioBaciiépata” — indeed the word features prominently in both novellas, especially

in the first one:

[...] T 806 pali taypaya népot 10 kahokaipt, Oro to pubotopnua
Odym xad Sruxooupid cerideg Tomwpévo. Ma de BELW va Kovpaom
ToV avayvaoty: dev Tapraler Kat oA yur emeuAride 6Ao poli. Kt
£1ot agive 1o ped- oa Pyn, Oa Pyn oe Pifiio pe to TpdTO pPéPOS.
Afagva OpmG uropel 0 avayvootg va Bpn Kat 6To TIpOTo AT,
Mradn “Zrov Obpn tov (sic) tpuavtaevira”, dvo tpioe Aoy 1
HEPIKES @paoeg ywr TO dé@repo pépog, “To tpuavraguiio TOL
Kwom”. Agptd dev tdrrada, ywrti dev eivar kot mOAAQ, £QKOAM
xataiafaivouviar Kt 6mo1og SwPdon mo VoTEPR TO SEQTEPO HEPOS,
oiywg va SavadwPaon 1o mpodTo, B0 O MG KA povayxd TOL
Srafacerar (1921, 6/2: 85).'8
This quotation is included in the beginning of the first novella exactly as it was
published originally in Asti; the author refers to the date of writing the novel, and
therefore, ‘last year’ refers to the year 1899.

The novel is dedicated by Psycharis to G. Averof for his personality, his
rational use of his material wealth and his efforts on behalf of the standardisation of
the demotic. However, in his usual opinionated style, Psycharis admits in the prologue
that even though his friend Averof spoke of the benefits of adopting a more
conciliatory position in the linguistic struggle, in order to gain practical benefits for
the cause, he himself insisted on taking the struggle to the end. In that respect, the
author appears unrealistic to the point of irrationality: “Ki andé ™ ypvon cov v

kovBévta pilmoe axéun mo katdfabu 610 HVOAO pov, mo yepd pilwoe n memoifnom

WS ATAPAiTNTOS OPOG, GTOV AYOVE TO YAWCOIKO, eivat va unv motéPel Kaveig, yio to

""The novel was not published in book form and it is unfortunate that the manuscript no. 4844 entitled
Hiiofaovépara, mentioned in Psycharis’s bibliography prepared by Valetas (1980: 128) and in
Tomadakis's introduction to the Ouranis edition of Zws ki1 Aydan oty Movaéia (1991: 16), has been
lost from the Benaki library, at least as far as | could ascertain on my last visit there in September 2003.
The references to the 1921 serialised publication in this thesis will be given henceforth by date of issue
followed by page number.
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hmua tov cvPiPacpod, piTe TOVG KOANTEPOVS GIAOVE TOV, UNATE GEVO TOV id10-
unapaitmrog 6poc va un (n omyv EALada: 6pog amapaitrog vor unv eivon Koveic
npuyTnikos” (6/2: 84). He justifies the above terms and conditions by stating that he,
who had been uncompromising, impractical and living outside Greece, had achieved a
lot more for the cause than anybody else (ibid).

Psycharis’s contradictions and completely egotistical style are apparent also in
the other two references in the prologue that are difficult to explain. Firstly, there
seems to be a confusion regarding the aims of the novel and its genre. Even though in
the beginning of the dedication the author renounces the first title of the work
‘HhoPaciiépata’ as too romantic, he fails to prove in the course of the narration his
claims that the novel is a “positive historical narrative™: “Opopen A&En, pa mov pov
pavnke katom mog dev taipale dw, emedn k' eixe kdmowv aopiotia, sitave
KataAnAn BéPaa yo kapd Tvilhoyn otixove, mapa oM Op®E TOMTIKY Yo éva
podiotépnpa mov sivor paioto BeTiko, 16TOPIKO TPAUw, OTWS sival TO d1KO pov |...]"
(6/2: 83)."” The reader fails to see how this novel that consists of two novellas, which
are both based on the theme of unfulfilled love, presented in a sentimental tone with a
degree of lyricism, can be defined as ‘Betixo, 160t0pk6 Tpapa’. The contradiction is
even more apparent when, further on in the prologue, the author decides to define his
novel as “[...] Aatpeia Tov [davikod. Amd kel ki 0 Tithog ToV [...]" (6/2: 84). Thus
calling it a historical positivist novel seems like an empty claim that the author makes.
then dismisses in the same prologue, and which is nowhere justified in the narrative.

The other contradiction involves the disproportionate mention of the person
chosen to be honoured, and his merits, in contrast to the author’s own ideas and

actions, and in particular with regard to the discussion of the author’s love for Olga

“Perhaps meaning *positivist’ by the word 8etix6. ‘Historical’ in the sense of presenting the course of
the love affairs, which were based on a true story, at least in the second case.
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Valaoritis. who has inspired most of the main female characters in his novels. It is as
if G. Averof is only being used as long as he can function as a convenient recipient of
the author’s confessions. Olga Valaoritis continues to guide Psycharis’s work even
after her death and is elevated in his mind into a symbol of the eternal soul of the
Greek people. By being alive in spirit she illuminates the way for the Greek nation.
As is pointed out by the narrator of the second novella, referring to the character
Myrro, another representation of Olga Valaoritis, “[...] éByoawve ohoya, eroyo mov,
nebave dev nEbave 1 Moppo, dvepog kavévag de B Bpedn va umopéon va ™ ofijon”
(13/2: 99).%°

The first novella is the story of a young man, who has entrusted his confession
to the narrator. The second novella is the story of the love of a young woman, as
expressed in her letters to her lover: “Ta i6topukd Tov TpdOTOL [...| £ival 16TOPIKG EVOC
vEou Tov pov ta Eepuompiéeke Giloteg omyv Abnva. Ta wtopika tov dEQTEPOL
eivar abavata. K £tot ta ovopdlm, yuti dev elvar dwkd pov. Awd pov dnhadn dev
gival To ypappaTe OV amoTEAOVVE TNV ovcia tov popdvilov” (6/2: 85). As is
mentioned also in the author’s correspondence, that novella consists of the translated
French letters of Olga Valaoritis. In the first novella, Tov @iun ta Tpravrapoila, the
main character meets his beloved again unexpectedly after thirty years and
experiences a resurgence of the feelings he had kept in his heart for her all these
years. The novella is written in the first person, which gives an immediacy to the
narration and a realistic and frank tone in the expression of the sentiments. The main

character reminisces about his love for Mella that was not fulfilled because. as he had

Mr. Markos Dragoumis has brought to my attention a significant letter and poem written by
Psycharis, included in Olga Valaoritis's personal collection of letters (AeOkwpa). It is obvious that
Psycharis considered her a source of inspiration from the very beginning of their liaison. In the poem
written for her, she is vividly portrayed as the writer’'s Muse who could help him formulate a new
language for the people of Greece: “[...] Et je fagonnerai, pour vous faire plus belle,/sur le vieux sol
d’Hellas un langage nouveau (Psichari 1893, collection of Olga Valaoritis, Charamoglios Library).
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thought until then. she had rejected his proposal of marriage. He meets the object of
his love accidentally after many years, and after exchanging a few reluctant words it
becomes apparent to both that they had been robbed of their happiness because of the
interference of the girl’s father. The latter had managed to convince each one
separately that the other was not interested. He had insisted that Mella married a
count, who eventually took advantage of their situation, spending all the money and
abandoning Mella. As a result, both the narrator and the object of his affections had
had unhappy lives. Even though the years had passed, the two lovers felt the same
warmth in their hearts for each other; it was however, impossible at that time of their
meeting to bring back their past happiness and change their circumstances. The two
lovers parted company once more, having gained the bitter knowledge of what had
caused their separation: “Kou yiati; ywti; yua 10 neiopa ko v nepneavew, yio my
TPOANYT £vOG 0BpOTOV, EVOS TAOVGIOV, OV GdIKO oS TN XAAAGE, SiYMG T KAVEVIS
TOTEG VO UOPEST) Ve pag v avadmon” (6/2: 96).

This story reminds readers of a similar plot in Psycharis’s French novel L’
Epreuve (1899), which was published, significantly, at the same time that the Greek
novel was being written.?’ The French novel describes how the cruel. selfish father of
Lucy, the main character, employed every means, psychological and other, in order to
separate his daughter from the young painter with whom she was in love. In both
narratives (French and Greek) there is a tendency to generalisation in order to engage
readers and encourage them to participate through the feelings of anxiety and
disappointment that they may have experienced in their own lives: “meg pov t@pa
Opwg, o€ mapakal®, kat kit alho. H dpa mepva- épyetar aiin. Ma népaoce n (o

oov. Maag ka1 Ba oov Eavapn; [...] Mropeig aEaeva va v Eavakaung, Umopeic va

*!Jean Psichari, L 'Eprezwe, Paris, Calmann-Lévy, 1899.
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™My ZavaeTeldons. ooy TEPUCE MM, UMOPEIC UE KAGROTE Kol pE dappods Kat pe
PWVEC Vo T @épng mioo [...]” (6/2: 87). Expressions of powerlessness in the face of
the forces of evil. bitterness and loss pervade both narratives.

In Tov @vun ta Tpiaviapoiia, there are a few references to the title of the
manuscript, "Hhopaciépata’, which becomes like a leitmotif that suggests the loss
of youth, the inevitability of an end approaching and a sadness at what is left
unfulfilled. Loss of youth and anxiety over time passing are two of Psycharis’s
repeated themes in his novels (see in particular H Ayvyy (1913) in Chapter Eight).
However, the lyricism and the mainly first-person narration indicate a considerable
difference from the usual tone in which most of Psycharis’s novels were written
(omniscience and remarkably frequent addresses to the readers), and create a very
alluring poetic style: “Me 10 681 cav to poAvPr Papi, pe podiid cav o yoOvL, UE TO
KeEQAAL okvETo, B maw o610 1610 TO OWTL, YEPOC, VO YAPETAGH TN VIOTH MOV T
YapovpeEVT], oV O Ba e yvwpion, av Toyxn kot pe Eavady™ (6/2: 93).

Apart from the tendency to generalise, there are almost no elements of
didacticism in this novella — but ‘almost’ is the correct word, as the author advertises
the work of his friend Eftaliotis in a footnote: “Xtiyot mapuévolr, amd v wpaio
[Tativada tov Apydpn Egraiidm. To ido kot mopaxdtm’™ (6/2: 87). Furthermore,
there is a reference to the significance of Greece’s national poets Solomos and
Valaoritis, who form part of Psycharis’s literary canon, as expressed in most of his
essays, and comparison with the literary climate in Constantinople, that indicated the
absence of a national poet there: “H ZaxvBo £xer to Xolwpo, H Ayux MdaPpa 1o
Balawpitn, Madpove cov povaler to Mecoroyyr. ESd de pavnke motég uite EEvog

momthig! Ovopa éyer povaya n Eepn pog n [1oAn, ovopa kapopévo and ceayeg, and
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daxpra xt and aipa [...]” (6/2: 88).* The author wanted to emphasise the importance
of a literature written in the language of the people. Had it not been for these
references, one might have thought that this work did not belong to Psycharis.

The second novella, To Tpiavrapviio tov Kwoth, justifies the inclusion of this
novel overall in Psycharis’s provocative work as I will explain below. The second
novella is a series of letters written by Myrro, addressed to her lover Kostis, and
entrusted by the latter to the narrator, who was his friend, and who makes a
comparison between his own and his friend’s unfortunate love affairs. This novella
reminds readers of Psycharis’s short story Zodiia, consisting of two parts, and
presenting two unfortunate stories, using the same technique of letters received by the
narrator, analysing the universal themes of love and jealousy. In To Tpiavrdguiio tov
Kwaorn we find the title appearing again as a leitmotif as in the first part; this time, the
reference is to a collection of poetry written by Kostis, entitled “Tplavtapouilo’ (see
for example 27/2: 132 & 135). This collection of poetry is sent to his beloved in
sections while he is still working on it, representing perhaps the gradual appearance of
the novella itself in the periodical. However, there are also references to the first title
of the novel, “Huopaciiépata’, thus making a link with the first novella (the first part
of the novel) as well: “Equepa tamoPpado, mv dpa mov o fhog PaciéPer, ay! m
Bopdoor v kakopopn pag v ayermuévn v opa [...]7 (13/2: 102). These
leitmotifs are markers that indicate the self-reflexive style of writing, always referring
to itself and its own creation.

In the second novella, the love of the two young people is doomed because of

the obstacle of religion — one was a Catholic and the other one was an Orthodox

“For more on Psycharis’s views on his literary precursors see Chapter One of the thesis. He also
mentions his esteem for Solomos and Valaoritis in his letters a few times: “O Zohmpog Kt 0
Barawpitng eivan matépeg pag. Kat dev tapraler va to Egyvoope” (Karatzas 1988: 102). See also
Psycharis 1906b: 23 1.
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Christian. The mother of the girl, who was Orthodox, showed some tolerance towards
her daughter’s weakness for Kostis, but had stated clearly that she would curse their
union if they ever got together. Thus in this case, it is the mother of the girl who poses
obstacles to their union, whereas in the first novella it was the father. Through these
letters, the readers realise the increasing despair of the two lovers until in the end, the
narrator informs them of how they perished: “Evavnia tovg otabnkave 6ia. Ma ka
V0L UV TOVG GTEKOVTAVE, Tt TOUG QeAOVEOE; [...| [TaAéBave agTol pe v appdotia, pe
™M evon v idwr. Tov Evave tov E6Pnoe 10 FTKIO- TV GAANVE, Aiyo Aiyo TNV £MwoE 1)
ayamn, mov dvvaun dev eixe péca ™g, oon Enpene, vaviiotadn mapamdve” (8/5: 291).

However, the obstacle of religion is only a fictional pretext for a far more
serious implication. It covers the illicit love in real life between the author and his
beloved Olga Valaoritis and the fact that their union could find no outlet in social
terms, hence becoming the creative force behind most — if not all — of Psycharis’s
novels. As is mentioned by the author in the prologue, the letters belonged to his
beloved and he “used’ them, translating them from the French, to express the intensity
of their emotional connection. The novella is based on these letters exchanged
between Myrro and Kostis, in reality between Olga Valaoritis and Psycharis. [ have
not been able to locate any of these possible letters that Olga could have sent to
Psycharis but it is without doubt a possibility, since this novella seems to be very
different form the author’s usual writing, hence supporting the argument that the
letters were not his fictional creation. In my search in the archives of Aristotelis
Valaoritis, I did not find any of the letters that Olga might have received by the author
either. However, Olga Valaoritis’s correspondence with her family presented the
following interesting finding to the researcher. In her letters to her brother and mother

she writes in Italian, which was widely spoken in Lefkada — though other members of
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the family wrote in formal Greek. From a certain date onwards though. which must
correspond to the period after her meeting with Psycharis, she starts writing in French
(to her family). as an influence of her contact, at least through correspondence, with
Psycharis. Perhaps this explains also why Psycharis informs readers in the prologue

that the letters of his novella were translated from French into Greek:

Ta ypappoate mov Bu SwPaong eivar ypappive yarlikd

Kol Yo To pETA@pact popaika. I'pappate mov npéney,

PIAE POV, Vo T TEPAONG, OYL POVO pE ay(mn) Tapd pe

oéfac. Me ocvykiviion ma, pomua dev sivar [pappoata

KOPNG ayvis, ypaupata peyding mapbevas, ypappata

™5 Muppiavvag. @édom yie ™ Mupuavva (sic) onpepa

Vi 60V Kapw AOYo Kot dev pmop, emeidn pe mviyouvve

aKOMT TO KAGUOTO, £IKOGL TPia Xpovia Thpa Tov TEbave,

KUL e nviéav.:: Kabe op Tov TV AVAPEPH OTA YPUPTA

pov (6/2: 85).%
Olga’s handwriting overflows the page she uses and she continues even in vertical
lines on top of the normal horizontal writing. Most of the letters are indecipherable,
and in particular, during periods of family tensions the writing becomes more unclear.
From what I could understand of the contents and the style of writing, Olga must have
been a very passionate personality, possibly also mentally unstable.”* This type of
overblown emotional expression also characterises the letters of the novella. There is
an absence of any form of didacticism. not even an occasional mention or the usual
Psycharean digressions. Instead, there is a repetition of feelings, as a result of the

fragmentary form (presented in letters) and the serialised publication. Only at the end

does the narrator put his personal seal on his creation, by exposing his own bitterness.

*Myrriana” is one of the names given to Olga Valaoritis, in Psycharis’s novel Téveipo tov lavvipy.
and in some of his letters. Olga had died in 1897, the prologue was published on “INMupackepn, 12 tov
Smopta 19207 (6/2: 85), exactly twenty-three years later as mentioned.

*'See Archive of Valaoritis Family, archive of Eloisia Valaoritis, files 8.8-10.8: letters of children
Emilios, Andreas, Olga to their mother Eloisia (1867-1890) and Olga’s letters to her brother loannis
(1877-1897), Greek Literary and Historical Achive (E.L.1.A) 1999, edited by Ch. Varda and S. Bora.
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He appeals to people in power to change the mentalities of the public in order to
protect the need and the right of lovers to live together.”

Psycharis mentions the creation of this novella based on the letters of his
beloved in his correspondence with Eftaliotis. In one of his letters to his friend, he
includes one of “Myrriana’s’ letters, and this is an indirect proof of the close liaison
between the author and Myrriana and of the existence of these letters. She writes to
him (in French) about the significance of his work: “[...] Je dis d’autres, car tu lui as
déja 1ant sacrifié de ta vie et méme de ta carriére, ame noble et généreuse que tu es!
Mais une oeuvre pareille est avide et exigeante, tu le sais. Ne I’abandonne pas. Jean,
qui sait? Morte, je serais peut-étre ton aide et ton soutien plus que je n’ai pu étre
vivante” [...] K1 apod cov ta Aéw aptd, Ou cov oteihw, dua Ppedn, ko ta
Hriofaoiiéuara, To popdvifo pHov EKEIVO OV TOKApE TO TEPUOHEVO Karokaipt [...]”
concludes Psycharis (Karatzas 1988: 278).%

It 1s understandable that, like Kostis, the recipient of the letters, Psycharis
must have felt under pressure at the time, because of, on the one hand, his feelings for
Olga Valaoritis, who is elevated to the rank of sainthood, and on the other, his beliefs
in honesty and fairness. The tension must have collided with his established domestic
and social situation, which prevented him from honouring his love towards her. As a
result, the resolution was for the unfortunate girl to commit suicide, while Psycharis

had to live with that burden all his life.”” With his last remarks in the narrative, asking

“*Psycharis was always in favour of the expression of true love (see letter to Eftaliotis in Karatzas
1988: 606).

“*See also letter on pages 247 & 8 about their doomed relationship and the girl's death.

“The decisive date for their liaison, when they realised that they were in love, is discussed in
Psycharis's letters to Eftaliotis, in this part of the novel, as well as in his other novels. Furthermore, it is
written in his dedication to her of the French publication of Zoi/ia (Jalousie): “Mademoiselle Olga A.
Valaority, En souvenir du 25 Novembre 1893, Jean Psichari, Paris, 28 Février, 1895" (Psichari 1895b).
As is pointed out in this novella, Myrro’s wish must have been realised in all the author’s narratives:
“Ay! H pépa pag exeivn, exeivn pag n Bpadeid n tpiopdxapn k° n tpodyia, 6mov xpoTayanndikeue,
0oV TPWTOYUPNKUUE TNV aydmn pag! Mépa Phoynuévn, pépa povadiki, péoa o'Okeg TG HEPES TNG
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people to help the lovers in the world, the narrator of the novella demanded the
impossible. Carried away by personal feelings, he seems to envision a society where
all the constraints would fall away in the name of love. This seems to be his message
overall in the novel, intensified in particular in the second novella, which appears as a
very personal account.

As in Zobiia, the author uses the technique of the epistolary novel and allows
the voice of the writer of the letters to come through. For once he remains effaced
behind the voice, the words, and the feelings of the writer of the letters, in accordance
with his reassurance in the prologue that “dika pov dniadn dev eivon Ta ypappeTe Tou
amOTEAOVVE TNV ovoic Tov popavilov” (6/2: 85). He shares with the rest of the world,
however, through the pretext of a fictional story, his own love story and turns his love
into letters. Even though the novel does not fit with the rest of Psycharis’s novels in
terms of the emphasis placed on the issue of love, without its counterbalancing
notions of ambition, hard work, and glory, it is in my opinion, provocative and
original, because the author presented his secret love and his deepest feelings to the
world. One could say that he thus exposed the feelings of the girl: “Ag dotalw, de
eofovuar didrov, 6 oxialovpat ve piAnoo yw T ypappate s Kopng tov
OTOIPLELYTOV TOWTH HOG, TOL HOVOG GQTOG, OTOV Kopd Tov, TapaPyike pe to

Sohmpd” (6/2: 85). 2

Comgs pov! AxOun Kt oav meBve, oa 8& GOV YPAP® TE 1OV, VU HOV TNV UPIEPHONS, AYURTNUEVE, TN
pépa exeivn, £tot dev eivar” (8/5: 290),

SAlkis Thrylos also mentions that Psycharis lacked the measure to judge whether exposing his
personal affairs was suitable in certain circumstances or not (1963: 249).



2.1. Concluding remarks

Therefore, in terms of didacticism, the two stories overall present a few
general remarks about the precariousness of life, the importance of love, and the
unjust interference of parents in their children’s lives. The importance of demotic
literature is expressed only in the first novella. However, the two novellas are part of
Psycharis’s work that analyses the issue of love. Even though most of his novels
present some aspect of this issue, in this serialised novel, in particular, love seems to
be the main theme: the memories in the first novella, and the letters in the second, are
filled with expressions of love. Love is associated also with the creative force (poetry)
as the character in the second novella writes verses that are part of his expression of
love towards the girl. Thus in this novel love represents one facet of the dualist
Apollonian-Dionysian expression (the more artistic and idealised aspect)”: “Tloinon
KL ayamn, po omme yoxig pov tomdfaba. Na fyovve 6w, timota! To otopa pov
pappapo, 1 mEvva pov poivPu [...]7 (6/2: 88). Unlike the above reference in the first
novella, the overt presentation of the loving feelings of the girl Myrro in the second —
who is also the ‘fictional” Olia in Kostis’s collection of poetry (without doubt to
honour the real life Olga) — reveals a degree of audacity on the part of the author. If
we consider the customs of the period and the author’s social and family situation, it
is reasonable to conclude that the novel was part of his provocative work. It did not
cause any controversy and it did not promote the usual views of the author about

language and literature but it functioned as an opportunity to confess and to relieve

some of his personal burden.

*For this division, see also Chapter Seven of this thesis.



3. H Nixn rov Iévov kar ™ys Ayanng

As explained above, in H Appwatn Aobra (1907), the elements of didacticism
and controversy are located in the analysis of topics that were considered
unmentionable: people’s bodily functions and medical details regarding health
problems. In the novel Ta 4vo Tpiaviagpviia tov Xapov (1921), the author’s audacity
in presenting his secret love to the world and, one could say also exposing the feelings
of his beloved constitutes a very provocative stance. In the unpublished novel H Nikn
tov Ilovov kat e Ayamns (1914), the provocative writing is created through explicit
erotic descriptions following similar scenes from the novel 7a dvo Adépgia (1911).
Inasmuch as Psycharis had already presented Ta dvo Adéppia to the general public,
and had entertained, in his correspondence with Eftaliotis, the idea of a volume of
obscene poetry. that he and his friend would create together as an escape and
relaxation from their serious work, one is probably not too surprised to read this
unpublished last novel in Greek.” Let us not forget also the author’s public speech in
“Parnassos’ in 1893, with theme ‘The kiss’ (see Psycharis 1996)."

The novel was discovered through my research in the Benaki Library. As I
was looking through Psycharis’s library, I came across his handwritten unpublished
novel entitled: H Niky tov lévov kar g Ayamns (AOfqva 1914, numbered 18677).
The novel is mentioned in the prologue of Ta dvo Tpiaviagvila tov Xdpov in
Noumas, where the author talks about all the female characters in his novels, who are
representations of Olga Valaoritis: “[...] Mippe ™ Bagnioca (sic) cc xamowav
avékdotn pov Nikn tov mévov kar e aydang, éva popdavilo kot tovto” (6/2: 85).

However, it is not mentioned in any of Psycharis’s bibliographies or any of his other

' tov T6p0 1OV Topnaiob’ wov Aeg, Yo ta ‘Kporradie® mov Ave 1y yia *To Bifyiio e y. Kai oo .’
OV UMOPOVUE VUL TO TOVHE PELS, APpro uebafpio kart cov otéive” (Karatzas 1988: 153).

*“To @i was published in Estia (1893, 45: 289-302), in Pdda kat Mijza B” (1903b: 43-99) and its
French translation in Autour de la Gréce (in Psichari 1895a: 93-159).
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novels and critical essays. apart from on the inside flap of the book jacket of Le
Solitaire du Pacifique (1922) and Typesses (1923). On the inside cover of the author’s
last novel Le Crime de Lazarina is written: “ la liste complete des ouvrages de
I"auteur se lit dans Le Solitaire du Pacifique (Albin Michel 1922) et dans Typesses
(Editions du Monde Moderne 1923). It does not seem to be known to scholars who
have discussed Psycharis’'s novels in their articles. There is no mention of it in
Psycharis’s correspondence, not even to the process of writing it, which according to
the author’s note at the end of the document took about seven years: “Xapfaro, 16
tov Mdan 1914 to Ppadt, (Ba eivar apyivnuévo amd to 1906 [or 7, the number is
corrected on top]. apéner va epefynOn. Ao toTEC, HEPA dEV TEPACE TOV VL [UN] YPAY®
TovAdyoTo pia Asodia, oo dev Gdealo KuplodeyTikd va ypayo dvo. OPETo povayo
10 KOAOKOipt TO I pa AydKt amd mo KOVIQ Kol TO TEAEUWOW GTUEPE PE TN YaApd TOV
ATpmpov mov diver 6to vou N Asptepid) Yoyxapng” (1914: 255).

The novel is not known, therefore, to the general public, despite the mention in
Noumas, which leads one to think, nevertheless, that perhaps its publication was just a
matter of time or of finding the courage to proceed with it. It is also not without
significance that the novel starts with a quotation from Dante’s Inferno, Canto II,
which was common practice for the author, and ends with the specific mention of the
time it took to be written, like in all his other novels. This is another indication, in my
opinion, that the author intended to publish it at some stage. Yet considering the
provocative content, and the fact that Psycharis lost his first son shortly after he
finished writing this novel (22 August 1914), it is perhaps clear why the novel

remained in his drawer (see Kriaras 1981: 234, and Karatzas 1988: 640 for the death
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of his son).”* As the novel is not accessible to the reader, I will only make a
rudimentary analysis, including it in this chapter of my thesis because of its lurid
content. | hope that in the future either I or another researcher will be able to get this
work published and made widely available. Being such a prolific writer, and an
expansive personality, Psycharis was constantly writing and had plans for future
novels and for other literary work. I believe that we do not possess the full extent of
his creative work — perhaps we never will. This discovery leaves open the possibility
of other similar texts that have either not been found up until now or have been
destroyed. At least until 1920, however, when the prologue of Ta Avo Tpraviapviia
tov Xdpov was written, there is no mention of another novel; had it been written
before then, the author would have included it in the prologue of Ta Avo
Tpiavrapviia tov Xdpov, where he mentions all his female characters who are
representations of Olga Valaoritis, as pointed out above. Nevertheless, we cannot be
certain.

The novel is part of Psycharis’s autobiographical writing, fictionalising events
from his personal life. The author adopts the stance of dividing himself in two
personas, his brother Andreas (or Kostas as mentioned in the beginning of the
narrative), the more impulsive and audacious, and the narrator, who is conventional

but similar to his brother in tastes and manners:

AlnBewn, cav KeOpEPng pmpootd pov, eitave o adepOG.
Aniadn), 0ca £YGD HEGH LOL KPUTOVGW, OO EMVIYE HEGH POV
0 H1GOG LoV 0 TOAITIGHOG, 1) TOAD MO owotd, doa mepubpile
YOPO HOVL O TMOAITICUOG TMV MAAOVOVE Kot 6eV TAQIVE va
Byodve, agta, o Avtpéag tafyale 6w, diymg va tov pEAN:
Omwg eftave HEGH TOV, AYPIOC, AYUAIVMTOS, ATOPIOC KUl VI

It is worth pointing out that in Psycharis’s previous novel Ayv#, which is mainly autobiographical, the
main character, the writer Andreas, kept some of his work in his desk drawers, with the confidence that
it will be published after his death. (Psycharis 1930a: 176 & 1912-3: 20). It is possible that this mention
applies to his H Nixn tov Hovov ke the Ayémne.
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LNV TO KPUPTOVUE TAAE, HE TO KATIL EKEIVO TO HUYEPTIKO OV

Ot OuVEmaipve. TETOWS @Quvotave Kwohag. Eyd  dev

toApotoa. ‘HOera Prémers va pe mepvoive Kat yu ['aiko

(1914: 31-2).
The fictional brother was living in Constantinople while the narrator was in Paris.
When the former became very ill, he asked for his brother to come and support him in
his difficult times; in the meantime though, he had sent him his notebooks, which
presented with frankness and audacity episodes of his life. Reading these notebooks,
the narrator thinks, as a result, about their lives, the special moments from their
childhood years, and also his own adventures: “[...] 0 adeppdg pov, 6tav £ncos
appWOTOG, POV £iye GTEIAEL KATL TETPGSIN OOV dNYOTAVE TU LOTOPLKGE TOV, &va £idog
iofioypagio, TapGLevY), FOPIC Kopd TEXVY, MREPSEPEVE OA0 KU Gve KATO,
aoOVTaYTN Kt WOTOC0 ypappévn pe ondvia cvukpiven” (1914: 1, my cmphasis).33
Thus the novel exploits again the ploy of a fictional writer whose work is received by
the narrator. There are, therefore, two narrators, the writer of the notebooks, and the
recipient of the notebooks, who reads and presents them to the prospective readers
together with his own story which follows a parallel path to the first set of stories.

The brother Andreas or Kostas writes about his erotic liaison with a sixteen-
year old girl named Myrro, he describes how he masturbates in front of her, then
throws money at her, how he hits her in order to dominate her, how he seduces her to
have sex with another man, only to repay her by playing around with her younger
sister. There is no logic in the presentation of events, no sequence and a lot of
repetitions. For example, the motif of the seduction is repeated again with other
characters in another part of the novel; this time, the seducer is a servant who initiates

a younger girl in a sexual awakening and encourages her to have sex with her suitor.

- [810poypagia’ is an interesting term used by Psycharis, it implies not only the term “autobiography’
~ somebody who writes about his own life - but also the mode of writing, which is non-standardised,
peculiar and corresponds to the personality of the writer.
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The idea that somebody else’s erotic adventures, or talk about them, will arouse the
desire of the character who happens to watch or hear about them is repeated several
times. playfully suggesting that the readers of this work will also respond in a similar
manner.

The author adopts the double stance of being the narrator and the reader at the
same time. One story read from the notebook of his brother incites him to present his
own parallel story. At the same time, this double perspective mirrors the position of
the prospective readers who perform the act of reading through which they may be
thinking about their own stories. The fragmentary, even confusing writing of the
novel, in accordance with the ‘received notebooks’,* the implication that the writer is
also the reader, and the creation of a fictional brother again, as in To 7acidt uov and
Ta Avo Adépgia, suggests that the author wanted to believe that his readers were like
him, bringing to mind Baudelaire’s address to his readers in the poem ‘Au lecteur’
from Les Fleurs du Mal: “Tu le connais, lecteur, ce monstre délicat, — Hypocrite
lecteur, — mon semblable, — mon frére” (Baudelaire 1942: 2). The creation of the
brother betrays the author’s tendency to recreate himself as an extreme expression of
narcissism.

This novel is an example of the author’s intention to provoke readers with the
depiction of erotic adventures, very innovative for the period, and is part of his main
theme of exploration of love and eroticism and their implications. In addition, it
emphasises again, as in the novel H Appwatn Aovia, the author’s belief in frankness
and openness even about issues that were considered forbidden or very personal.

However, if in the previously discussed narrative, Ta Avo Tpiavtagpuiie tov Xapov,

the love presented was very idealistic and associated with artistic creativity, in this

*In most parts of the novel it is not clear whether the narrator is recalling his own story or reading that
of his brother. This may be partly due to the handwritten text, not entirely clear to read.
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novel the author explores various forms of perverted love.” The force that lies behind
the love described in the narrative is not used by the characters in order to create
poetry but mainly to satisfy the desires of the flesh, and the noting down of all the
incidents, operates as a form of relief, in accordance also with the dictum that initiates
the novel: “D’inanzi a quella fiera ti levai” (I have relieved you from this monster).®
The fragmentary thoughts of the brother present various incidents from his life where
the main aim was to experience an increased erotic satisfaction.

In a rather different tone, at the beginning of the narrative, the author honours
his origins by including a line from a Russian song, which suggests that life is made
up of a series of happy and unhappy moments. Furthermore, the title of the narrative
finds its justification in a reference that encapsulates the dualism that pervades it: “H
xapd g Cong etvan n aydmn. Kiu av eitave tovtig yapd, ai! toteg ag dépvovpat og
nove Kt ag madaive, TovAdyioto va mov yvopios pali pov m xapd!™ (1914: 28). The
question remains though why Psycharis wrote this type of narrative. Was he trying to
reinforce his own confidence in himself and his ability as a man to seduce women?
Did he follow to the letter his belief that people should talk freely about everything or
was he simply trying to tease readers and provoke them with his lurid writing in a
similar manner to that seen in Ta dvo Adépgra (see Psycharis 1910-1: 384-85 or
Psycharis 1955b: 280-1 and Kokolis 1988)? The answer must be a combination of all

of the above, an indication of his ‘larger than life’, expansive personality.

**Psycharis talks about ideal love, which is the type of love experienced by poets, in a letter to his
friend Eftaliotis: “Ti aydnnoeg o 18106 £6v; éva moinpa, o béa. To moinuo k' 1 18éu ndvra Sikd pog-
(T EOVUE: O TUPES PUG TOC Eival K 1) e@TuYia pug a@t. H aydrn mg ayamng @iko dev eivat to
KATw KQTm muph e téxvne n ayann™ (Karatzas 1988: 56).

**My translation.
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3.1. Concluding remarks

Provocation is not connected to didacticism but the narrative’s self-
referentiality is indicative of the general tendency that pervades most of Psycharis’s
novels to reflect on the process of writing, the activity of reading, the importance of
literature and the crucial role of the writer. A multiplication of the author’s ego is
expressed in the creation of the two brothers, the one the narrator, the other the diarist,
which mirrors also the internal replication of a text (diary) within a fictional text.
What has the reader learned at the end of the novel? Perhaps nothing apart from the
obvious: how important his position is, in relation to the author to whom he acts as a
counterweight. Perhaps the author simply wanted to tease readers and nothing more.

Finally, we can say that all three novels analysed in this chapter are
expressions of the author’s belief in frank speech and in transposing elements from

real life to fiction through a creative process.



CHAPTER SEVEN
TA AYO AAEP®IA: THE GEOGRAPHY OF
THE GREEK SOUL'

Ta Avo Adéppia was published in 1910-11 — as indicated on the inside of the
cover - with the subtitle “Meydho eBviko nBoypaeukd puBictopnua” (see also Zolotas
1928: 833). The first draft was written in 1903, and then it was reworked between
1908 to 1911 (Psycharis 1910-1: 460). It is interesting that Psycharis chose to define
his novel in this way at a period when Greek literature was already moving away from
the “ethographic’ mode of writing.” As early as 1900, there had been an attempt, on
the part of novelists and poets to embrace new themes and modes of expression from
Europe.” Novelists began to be influenced by the problems of urban life, and to
examine images of a different type of society, that of Greece at the beginning of the
twentieth century. They also looked for innovation, which was understood in terms of
broadening their sources of inspiration, and literature’s horizons.

Instrumental in the creation of a revivalist climate was the periodical Techni
(1898-1899), which promoted the philosophy of Nietzsche, and viewed art as an
activity that could be produced and understood by only a few people. However, the
periodicals 7echni and Dionysos (1901-1902) also promoted the sort of writing that
could function as social criticism, even within the usual depiction of aspects of Greek
society (Melissaratou 1992: 18). Overall, the tendency to innovate in respect of the
mode of writing led to the adoption of symbolist forms of expression. The symbolist

view presupposed a different approach from the one that had been current during the

“[...] Naypage kaveic, [...] T yeoypapia e wuxnc. AQTo va kavoups popdiwa” (Psycharis 1902b:
271).

fThis is partly explained by the fact that the first draft was written at an earlier date.

“For a discussion of the varied connotations of the term ‘ethography’ in relation to the development of
Modern Greek prose fiction see Melissaratou 1992 and Voutouris 1995.

*For more details about these periodicals see Tomadakis 1969-1970.
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period 1880-1900 in Greece. taking the emphasis away from the collective and
promoting a more idiosyncratic mode of writing.” Therefore, when Psycharis’s novel
appeared in 1910-1911, it was a transitional period: Naturalism was gradually losing
its appeal and being replaced by the prose fiction of Aestheticism and by a fiction
which brought social issues to the forefront, both of which derived from the
predominance of the Symbolist movement.® The period was marked by the
manifestation of different genres, but the distinctions were not clear-cut, and writers
who started as naturalists, like Chatzopoulos, might develop into aestheticists;
whereas, on the other hand, Theotokis, who started out by writing aestheticist prose,
turned towards a more naturalistic expression later on in his career (Dallas 1997: 17-
9).” The prose fiction of aestheticism embraced themes that explored the idea of
‘Greekness’ but also had close links with European trends, while social prose fiction
gradually became more and more political. These different modes of writing
overlapped to a large extent, and the principal feature in the prose of the period was
an emphasis on the psychological analysis of characters and their in-depth
representation.

Psycharis’s novel is related to urban life (in Constantinople and Athens) but
remains a more static description of people’s customs. It does not participate,
therefore, in the general tendencies of the period. It analyses the life and customs of
certain Greek communities, in Constantinople, Athens, and the lonian Islands, by
presenting the adventures of two brothers. The objective of this ‘ethography” was to
express the views of the author regarding the most prominent characteristics of Greek

people and what, in his view, needed to change in order to ensure the cultural and

*Symbolism as a mode of writing was based on the use of symbols as a means of constructing a special
language that could correspond to each writer’s idiosyncratic way of experiencing life (Wilson 1984:
24, also Gounelas 1984: 43).

°For the fiction of Aestheticism see Sachinis 1981.

"For an examination of the different aspects of Theotokis’s prose fiction see Louka 2002.



social development of the nation. In order to make his case Psycharis often offers the
counterexample of Europeans (the Swiss), to make the relevant comparisons between
the characteristics of each people: “[E]Bala tovg dvo moMTicpole, 10 Sik6 pag mov
apyiCer xat tov egfponaiiko mov yepaler, avrikpv avrikpv, ve. TOVG GLYKPIVn O
KaOévag: £fleneg cvvapa oto PifAio pov moon dvvaun £xovve LEGH TOVG 01 OIKOL pag
[...]" (Psycharis 1910-1: 245). It could be argued, therefore, that the novel remains in
the area of nineteenth-century ‘ethography’ with an aim to present supposedly typical
Greek characteristics; nevertheless, there is an interesting use of the ‘mirror’ as
symbol. through which the author turns a personal account into a general case.”

The author starts from the childhood of the two brothers, making them
complementary in their aspirations and adventures, so that an endeavour on the part of
one brother reflects a comparable one by the other brother. Furthermore, many of the
characters in the novel seek to define themselves in relation to others in a similar way
to that whereby the novel intended to reflect the life and behaviour of real people, as
observed by the author. There is also another more general objective in the narrative:
to define the role of literature and of the artist in society. One of the two main
characters is a writer, whose efforts to write an exceptional novel take him through
various places in Greece and through various personal adventures. The mirror, which
is a symbol of introspection in the novel, is also turned to face towards the narration
itself, since the effort required in creative writing, and in particular artistic inspiration

and the vocation of the writer, are the main themes of the novel.’

*Even though the mirror refers to a technique of realistic representation, in Psycharis’s novel it
functions mainly as a symbol of reflection and interdependency for all the characters, and also of
introspection for some of them.

"These issues were the subject of extensive discussions in the periodicals of that period. and in what
appeared to be public fora. For example, the periodical Techni had hosted some of these discussions
about literature and the role of the writer, with the viewpoints of Psycharis, Nirvanas, Palamas,
Gryparis and others (see Gounelas 1984: 40). This practice suggested a deep introspection on the part
of novelists regarding their work, and a sense of responsibility towards the general public.
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In addition, Psycharis’s aspirations were to write fiction in the demotic
language so as to enrich Greek culture and be representative of the Greek people. Tu
Avo Adépgra exemplifies these aims, and as in Psycharis’s other novels, there is an
emphasis on the correct use of words. The emphasis on the language, the analysis of
Greek people and their characteristics in different parts of Greece and in

Constantinople, justify the characterisation of this novel as ‘national’ in the subtitle.

Ta Avo Adéppra is a semi-autobiographical novel written as a
‘Bildungsroman’, at least with regards the early stages of the novel, presenting the
development of two brothers. The narrator, who is one of the two brothers, follows
their transition from childhood into adulthood. The two main characters were born
and bred in Constantinople, eventually taking different paths in their lives. The
narrator dedicates himself to writing literature, glorifying the Muse, while his brother
devotes his time and energy to women. The narration alternates between episodes
concerning the lives and development of these two: of the narrator Asteris, and his
twin brother Astras. It starts from the brothers’ childhood, when they were nine years
old, since this is normally the age when people start having a clear concept of their
place in the world. The two brothers grew up in an affluent environment, in a house in
Constantinople, with private tutors for ancient Greek, and friends from respectable
families.'” Their family, and those of their friends, belonged to the typical upper class
of Constantinople. However, the narrator distances himself from his acquaintances

and describes with irony the attitudes and customs of the ‘[Toiiteg’ (Greek citizens of

'“The house described in detail in this novel, as well as in other of Psycharis’s novels, was his own
family home: “[t]o maTpiké pov omitt 10X TEPYPAUUEVO, KANUPU KAPUPE Kl OKUAL GKOAL, o7a obo
Adéppie (in Zolotas 1928; 847n).



Constantinople). who had inevitably been influenced by the Oriental mentality as a
result of their cohabitation with the Turkish population of the city.

The two brothers were still young when they started to experience their sexual
awakening. Asteris, the narrator, initiates himself through literature, reading foreign
novels of the period which make him understand his sexuality, while Astras
experiences an admiration for and attraction towards the female presence, and feels
the urge to conquer as many females as possible: “Epyeton mévte po dpa 6mov Ba
Evmvnong. Adiipopo morog oe Eumva. 'Etol pov étuxe kot péva pe to EEXOOHEVO TO
Bprio” (52) [...) “Tyv 0w otiypn Kt 0 adepoving, Kobmg pov 10 poAdYNCE oo
yupicape oto I'ahatd, tpopale kat yorpodtave otdAho matope pe m Ay (53). The
female presence, ‘real’ or *fictional’, becomes the symbol of love and beauty for both
of them. When the two brothers reach twenty-one years of age, they know their
vocations. The narrator decides to leave Constantinople and to dedicate himself to
literature. Astras chooses as his vocation the exploration of love. They both fall in
love, during that summer of entering into adulthood, with Myrtoula, who inspires
their devotion. Astras sees her as a female beauty and companion, Asteris as the ideal
inspiration for the creation of poetry. Astras marries Myrtoula, but their union does
not last because she dies from a sickness which is caused by her strong passionate
love. As the narrator explains, she was destined to burn, not consumed by an actual
fire, such as the one which had destroyed her home and deprived her of her family
when she was very young, but by the fire of love, leaving her husband bereaved in his
turn. She remains, though, throughout the narrative, the Muse who guides Asteris,
who often has visions of her ghost.

Before Myrtoula’s death, while Astras was living a married life, the narrator

went to Athens, a place he considered appropriate for the cultivation of art, and there,
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he wrote his “masterpiece’. Just as Astras loses his loved one, so Asteris loses his
manuscript. which gets burned after he leaves it next to his favourite writing place,
under a big pine tree.'" This incident marks the end of his stay in Athens. We see that
the lives of the two brothers follow similar paths: the narrator loses his work after his
brother loses his beloved wife, as they both have to go through the experience of loss
and recovery: “ELeyo g T Kpipa vo TEPVOVVE, VO YAVOLVTIOL TTEPX VI TEPOL OAL TG
wpaia kol o keAd. Mall pe ™ oxéyn mg Muptovhag p’ €6epve Kot 0 KANHOG TOV
ta@laopévov pov tov £pyov [...]" (170). They both remain faithful to that first real
love, the one still communicating with Myrtoula in his thoughts, having her as his
Muse, the other as her husband, because he never remarries despite all the
relationships that were to follow in his life.

The narrator continues his topographical itinerary in the Greek cultural
centres, finding refuge in Lefkada, while Astras remains in Constantinople and is
looked after by a young servant, Frosoula, who becomes his lover. From then
onwards, the two brothers go from one adventure to the other, each one in his field.
Astras falls in love with many different women and Asteris tests his strengths in
creative writing. Frosoula, who even assists Astras in his various sexual conquests, is
the constant presence and anchor in his life. Astras dies before the narrator, while still
quite young. He drowns in an effort to meet his last love, Aphrodite. Asteris decides
to reinstate Frosoula, the loyal servant, touched by her true love for his brother. He
marries her as a gesture of appreciation for her love and dedication, which for him
expressed simply what was important in life. The lives of the two brothers are thus
intertwined, sharing the same loves and disappointments, and being forever united,

even after death. The author puts forward the idea that the desire to conquer all

""T'his brings to mind Psycharis's collection of short stories with the title: Zrov Tokio tov [Tiarivon
(1911). in the prologue of which he mentions that Greek people tended to enjoy reading underneath the
shade of a tree (Psycharis 1911: 10).
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women is compared with the multitude of inspirations competing in the poet’s mind

to take definite shape.

1. An unknown Introduction

Vrettakos's 1955 edition of Ta Avo Aoépgia, published by Makedonikes
Ekdoseis, was an attempt to faithfully create a corpus of all Psycharis’s novels and
follows the first edition of the novel by Estia (1910-1). However, both editions omit
the “introduction’ (“a@epmTiko ypoppatakt”), an extensive document that formed
part of the first manuscript version of the novel in 1903 (it is included in the
Appendix, see also Introduction and Chapter One to this thesis). This letter offers
valuable information regarding Psycharis’s views on literature. It was published with
some alterations in Noumas 1904, 77: 7-12, 78: 5-8, 79: 4-8. The Noumas version,
which is slightly longer than the original, is also included in Psycharis 1997a, in pages
312-36. The prologue-letter is dedicated to Katia Episkopopoulos, wife of Nikos
Episkopopoulos (Nicolas Ségur), who had a prominent career in Greece and in
France. The dedication is understandable in the light of the novel’s emphasis on the
role of the Woman as Muse who guides the poet.

The author explains that his novel was not for young girls. He claims that he
tried to portray Greek society in Athens and in Constantinople, and the faults in the
characters of these people, which were clear to the eye of the careful observer (x”). He
argues that most Greeks were like children as was the Greek nation itself, “[e]ueig
omv EALada, poig yevvnOnkape. Molg Euavovpue. Kar Euavovpe and vavo Papi.
Zunvovpe and Tov Vvo ¢ okAaBAg [...]" (ky”). Furthermore, he explains that even
though the constraints of the period would probably direct novelists to write a

historical novel, tracing the changes in the psychology of the Greek people since the
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revolution (since it was impossible to ignore this landmark in Greek history), he
wanted to show instead the cultural development of the people and to define their true
potential and faults in order to pave a path for national progress. Thus he explained
that the narrator of his novel had passed through a period of perpetual movement
analogous to that of the Greek people. He also views the characters as they grow up,
travel, try to gain an understanding of their own identity and leave their mark on the
world (kg”).

An important point made in this introduction is Psycharis’s idea that one of the
Greek people’s faults was the use of katharevousa, in Constantinople in particular,
betraying a tendency to give in to pedantic attitudes: “[...] ka1 1 kaBapevovoa oV
HOG QOIVETOL TO GKPOV GMOTO TOV TOMTIGHOD, HOWLEl TOAD TEPLGCOTEPO Oay
QIOUEWVAPL TNG KaTapapévng g okAafidc” (kn'). The author believed that the use of
an unnatural language, like katharevousa, prevented people from forming a clear idea
of who they were, which meant that they lived in a state of denial and confusion,
probably convinced that the language they used would demonstrate their direct link
with the ancient Greeks. That is why the role of the novelist takes on greater
significance; through his novels he could help people in their progress towards self-
awareness, and show them that they should not be afraid to employ the language that
was used in everyday communication. However, the same people depicted in his
novels would also help the novelist develop his skills, and find his own identity as a
writer. As the author concludes: “Kdafe Popiog mov Ba tov yuyoloynoovpe, ba pag
TAOVTION KOl p’ €Vl KAvOUPl0 TP®TOTUMO POUGVTeo. AmO ket B pog Pyovve
Tolotondeg, MmaAlaxndeg kat Phounepndeg, mov kard Bdtave vo Tovg Eexvodoule
KGOV KOOV, YL VO, TPOGEEOVUE GTOVG OIKOVG WG, TOLG Turtotéviovs. Eival to

poudvtCo £pyo £Bvikd, £0vikd kot to ddPacud tov™ (L'). The ideas of self-awareness



and the formation of identity, which are discussed in the introduction, are central to
the novel. Within the concept of identity also lies the Apollonian and Dionysian

division that is exemplified in the attitude of the two brothers.

2. Apollonian and Dionysian division as represented by the two brothers

Each of the two main characters operates primarily in terms of one of the two
elements that guide people’s actions and thoughts. Asteris is motivated by his
intellectual needs and his brother by his physical ones. This division is very
schematic, as people in real life are complex with many different characteristics but it

serves to point out the author’s analysis of the human soul:
Draver TOpo vo P PE PWTATE TOWOG EITUVE O AOEPPOG POV O
Aotpdg ovte adep@d 0OTE adepPi] HOV YAPIOE O OVPAVOG.
Bpébnke aviykn va giiocopiow, Vo 10c0loynem Kal 3o Ty
Yoy TOV HECH TNG CUYKEVIPWVE OVO TACES SLLPOPETIKEC,
apa va ™ ywpicw ot dVO POAOVE, MOV E£TCL YivOuvTol

napuactaTiIKOTEpOl 0 Kobévag (Zolotas 1928: 833, the
empbhasis as it is in the text)."”

The narrator presents himself as the quieter of the two brothers, having a
contemplative nature and a tendency to create stories in his head. Astras, on the other
hand, is described as the “star’ of the family, being very handsome and sociable, and
favoured particularly by their mother. The two brothers were both charismatic, the

one functioned more through his intellect, while the other was ruled by his emotions,

12Psycharis believed that the novelist always portrays episodes of his own life and renders his own
emotions, but he makes the portrayal in such a way that it concerns other people’s lives also: “cnv
TayKOGHIa QIA0AOYiR ToV £09Td cou va Jovypuilng, ka paiota varialng pe kade cov fovypapid
TOV £0QTO 6oV, TEPVA Yo Thovtog” (ibid: 833-34). The author in all of his novels, tries to analyse his
characters, their thoughts and their motives; in most cases, though, the characters remain incomplete, as
they do not give the impression of people that one could actually meet in real life. In this novel also.
the two brothers have characteristics of Psycharis’s own personality, but their depiction does not
succeed in sustaining them as something more than constructions for the purpose of the story. There
seems to be a limited presentation of their consciousness, their inner life.
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and was able to manipulate other people’s emotions as well: “[t]étow Srapopd icr
iow elyape avapetadd pac, TadepeAKt Hov Kl Yo, Tov 0ca EmAabe oe péva 0 voug,
tanhabe oe keivove N kapdid” (3). However, as the narrator explains. they both aimed
to experience the beauty of life. For Asteris, this beauty was an abstract love of the
Muse who gave inspiration to the poet to help him in his creation; for Astras it was a
physical love, always related to the female presence:

K™ o1 dvo pog ayamjoape OAn pag ™ Con: exeivog

ay@moe 1 [Nvaika, ey® ayannoa t Movoa: givat o

id10. [Nlovovoe 1 kKapdidt TOV, EVEPYOVOE OUMOG KL O VOUG

00 (Aho TOCO- EUEVA O VOUG MOV EVEPYOVOE, MO

MOVODGE GUVAND K 1) Kapdid pov. Ayanm dnuiovpyodoe

N Yoy Tov, Ve moinon dnuovpyovoe 1 oy pov. Kt

omwe eym £miaba, 6mwg cuvtaipwlo Ta TOWHATd pov,

exeivog Emiabe kabe Tov aydm), Aeg kot TV kabepud cov

™m ovvtaipwle pe v Y va yivn éva moinpa M
kaOgpa (4).

The novelistic technique of creating a fictional brother is employed also in To tadid
wov (1888)." In one of the chapters of the book, the narrator introduces his brother
Yannis, who is a harmless giant, absorbed in the activity of eating large quantities of
food. Thus, in this case also, the brother represents the physical element, while the
narrator remains preoccupied with intellectual pursuits. In 7oveipo tov [Navvipn
(1897), on the other hand, Yanniris — the main character — incorporates both the
intellectual and the physical element, in equally large proportions. He is a remarkable
writer and a great conqueror of women. If we can accept Yanniris as an exceptional
personality, in Ta 4o Adéppia, by contrast, there is something unbelievable in the
portrayal of the two characters.

The narrator is presented as the more stable and complete personality, while

his brother’s excessive erotic tendencies turn him into a caricature. It is difficult to

“Psycharis did not have any brothers or sisters in real life.
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svmpathise with an adult, who after his wife’s death does nothing else in life except
fall in love with many different women, and on occasions just drag them into his bed
from pure lust, unless we perceive this activity allegorically as the constant efforts of
the writer to experiment with different forms and expressive modes. There is no depth
in the character, no real emotional development, except the emotions expressed in his
diary. where he addresses his loved one lamenting her loss. In the following extract,
the author manages to convey the emotional side of this character, who has been
described in the beginning of the novel as a sweet soul (see p. 7). The imaginary letter
to his late wife exemplifies his sweet nature, and conveys his suffering with which the

reader can identify:

Iiuepa mov pe PAETEIS, £xm YOP® TPIYDP® HOV OAL T pUKPE
TAVTIKEIPEVR TTOL eitave dikd oov, To Kovti Omov EPuleg ta
YAVTIL GOV, TO TPAGIVO GOV TO HETAEMTO POVCTAVL, TOV GOV
T YUve TGO KOAR, OV £I00VVE PHEGH TOCO VOGTILT) GUVEIT
KL 0paiw, TO XTEVL 60V, Tov pupilel akdun o pailubve Gov
™M HopmOLd, TO MATOVTOAKWL GOV TO MIKPOUTGIKQ, TO
TOPTOPOM 7OV  TOMUIpVEG TavTa poli ooV, Kol OTIg
TOEMOVAEG TOV  YUPTEKIL [E TOU XEPWY GOV  TO
ypayo!...(155).

Apart from that period, Astras’s behaviour marks him out as a shallow, even immoral
person. He takes pleasure in stealing other people’s wives or seducing innocent girls
in order to satisfy his own sexual hunger, which must be a result of his emotional
loneliness. This explanation is not adequately stressed though in the novel, and,
therefore, the unfolding of Astras’s adventures turn him into a most unlikeable
character. It is as if the author aims to undermine implicitly the significance of the
physical element as opposed to the intellectual.

Throughout the narrative, there is an emphasis on this division between heart

and mind. Astras aims to live his life, inspiring love in others, especially in women,
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while Asteris strives to inspire readers with his intellectual work, his novels. Finally.
Asteris’s apprenticeship in life includes his brother’s apprenticeship, as he interprets
the brother’s story, and makes it the theme of his novel. Thus the brothers need each
other: Asteris needs the brother’s story to show his talent, while Astras needs the
narrator’s (Asteris’s) interpretation of his story. However, since the novelist survives
at the end and takes over the other brother’s life, the author admits indirectly that the

role of the novelist is more important than that of the lover.

3. The multiple functions of the ‘mirroring’ process

As mentioned already, another important motif in the narrative is the symbol
of the mirror, which reinforces the dualistic division exemplified by the two brothers
and their different characteristics in the process of reflection. This reflection has
multiple expressions: it involves the issues of language, Greek identity, as defined
through the different characters described in the novel, and the process of creating a
novel. I will clarify how it is presented in each case.

With regard to the language, Psycharis believed that the novel should reflect
the language used by people in everyday life (see Chapter One). In Ta Avo Adéppia,
as mentioned above, we note the emphasis placed by the author on correct expression
in the narration, an important element in the novel."* Psycharis’s theoretical views
regarding the role of the writer were in accordance with those expressed in this novel
by one of its two main characters, and clarify the term ‘eBvikd’. According to the
author, the ideal writer was like a mirror: “Evag peydlog cvypagéag civar cav
kaOpéemg ota Adyle Tov péca o kabévag PAénet v idwe tov v ewkova” (1902b:

156, written in 1886, see also Chapter One). As Asteris, the narrator of the novel,

"See for example: “Droywpévo cug Tov sina: kKGiiw proyodupuévog tov taptale [...]" (7).
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expresses the same wish. that is to write “a book for the people, for our own people™
(1910-1: 303). we can see that Psycharis’s programmatic aims remained unaltered for
more than twenty years. The author never really followed any trends or literary
movements blindly, since he believed that he was the trendsetter and his plan was to
establish the demotic as the language of Greek prose. As a result. even though the
novel discusses a certain system of class distinction existing in Constantinople and
Athens, the language used by the different characters does not denote a distinguishing
mark of their respective classes. In that respect, the language of the novel aims to
‘reflect” what Psycharis considered a uniform national identity.

The mirror also reflects the society in which he places his characters, as will
be discussed in the following section. Furthermore, the author plays with the motif of
the mirror, which is turned towards him, in a kind of introspection and desire to
discover his true identity. As in most of his novels, Psycharis wanted to define the
Greek characteristics in himself, and in other people, and examine the differences
between Greeks and other Europeans. He wants and hopes that the reader will see
himself/herself as s/he really is and so his role is to uncover the hidden reality, the
mask as is referred to in the narrative.

The novel begins by describing the narrator’s family, in an attempt to trace his
roots; some of the episodes in the narrative are a fictionalised account of the real
author’s family."> It is characteristic of Psycharis’s introspective approach that he
should describe not only his own personality but, through the process of mirroring,

present to the Greek public the elements that could be considered essentially Greek,

U Ta [AJbo Adépeia EByaAd KGOS TO TOPTPUITTO TOV 1610V TOV praund (6. 2-3). PrhosdEnoa Gpwg
tov G0pwno mo WOAL mMUpPd TOL TOV YuyoAdynow: tov 1660A0YNCU KuploAexTikG. Tov £otnou yw
o0Pokro, K Oyl KaBa@To Yo poomro. AAnBivd ki and ) (on mappéva eivatl poviya 606 ENE6d1a. T0
£ne166810 10V apaglon (6. 43), Kat ot £pWTES Tov pe Tn Zpibuwa Ty upuevorobra, 6mov OAa 6L Eival
motd [...]" (in Zolotas 1928: 833).
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the peculiarities that he noticed in different Greek communities, as well as describing
the contrasts he found with people in Europe. As is pointed out by the narrator:

O VAIKOG 0 KaBPEPTNG OV TOGEG POPES HaS TaUPOoLOULEL

™V ekova pog v N, otav afaeve Premodpacte i

oT0 APOoMTO EVOg dArov alpdmov 1 oe kavéva EEvo

GAVTIKEIPEVO, KL CVYKPIVOVUE TO EYM HOG JE TO TPEUL T)

1e to mAdopa To Eévo, Enehie 0 KaBpEPTNG nQTOS TOL

TOV UVTOUMOVOVUE TOVTOD, AKOWT] T KATACUPKO. VO LE
KGN VoL WoxoAoynow tov eapto pov (211).

Although the novel is structured around the alternating stories of the two
brothers (i.e. a sexual adventure for Astras followed by a trial experienced by Asteris
in relation to his work as a writer), in the second half of the narrative there seems to
be more emphasis on Astras’s life. This happens because the narrator meets Frosoula
after his brother’s death and hears the story of their life in Constantinople from her.
Thus from that part onwards the focus is turned on Astras’s life, with Frosoula as
narrator and the original narrator assuming the role of the narratee. Furthermore, the
narrator takes the role of his late brother by taking Frosoula to live with him. Thus it
appears as If the story of the one brother is nearing its end, while the other’s is just
starting. ' In this part of the story, Frosoula recounts to Asteris her first meeting with
his brother; the narrator (Asteris) also comments on his brother’s actions while
Frosoula recounts her memories of Astras. However, it should be pointed out that the
narrator reports very little of Frosoula’s direct speech; he chooses to mask her speech
with his own words and tone of narration instead of allowing her the chance to speak
for herself. Thus Psycharis misses the opportunity to represent faithfully the speech of

an ordinary Greek person in accordance with his aims. Nevertheless, if we notice one

mPerhaps, this is the reason that the narrative loses its balance, and Astras’s adventures seem excessive
and unbelievable, as they are not counter-balanced by his brother’s.
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extract from the novel carefully. we will understand how the process of mirroring also

helps the characterisation and the sharing of roles in the novel:

Koitage 0 Aotpag mpog 1o eyyAeliko omiti. Aev £ide Timota, pnte
TOLQAETTEG, MNTE vIuGipata, pite KOKOveS. [Upoe amd 1o
avtifeto pépog, dniadn mpog to omitt to rEPigNpo ¢ TidPuag,
™G TpOTNG Tov aydmg [...] Ag ta mipn o darog! Epeig dAro
koviiyt (nrovpe. Kdatw pepid, enedn tetpdywmvog o pmodéc,
VYOVOTUVE TEADPLOG TOiYXOG, diyme mapdbvpo, p’ Eva eeyyim
povo aymid. Xwpig va to 0£An, éppiée kol Ket g potd,
Eeydoavtog OAOTEAR TG EITOVE KOTAGTNHO KOTOVTGIVOL.
AvaBepndav toug kar ddgtovg, Tpelg avabepdav tovg! Afogva
maipvel @Alo dpopo 1 potid tov. Mza! Kai 1t apapa sivon tovto;
Karé, nog dev npocele low pe to1eg; Mg yivetar, KomeAiovdt
UE o QPECKAON OTC HAYOLAN, OTO TPOCMTO, Vo, PPECKAdM
kaicwov! Eitave, @ike pov, n Ppocodio mov ocvyipile ™V
Kapoapa ™ pavveg g [...] Owpd Aowmdv afagva tov Actpa
oV ydokel, mov oepywaviler, mov SvAov ma OAypévog de
euivetat. Xdapnke to Kopitor. — “Ayx! O Bedég va pun pov 10
oywpéon! pov £deye. Agv Enpene, TETOW TPAPA VoL TO KApw. N,
TOV QEVTY, TOV a@évi koitalo Kt amd T xopd pov yéiaoo!™
(179-80)."

Astras looks at Frosoula and then she looks at him, as if mirroring his actions and
thoughts. In this extract, which is part of a larger section in the novel, Frosoula
recounts her thoughts to Asteris, and Asteris, the main narrator of the novel, recounts
the story of their meeting to the readers. In this paragraph the narrator wants us to
follow Astras’s view and his thoughts as they are presented through Frosoula’s
recollection. He does not manage to leave Astras alone with his thoughts, though, but
intervenes and guides the narration: “Eitave, pile pov n ®pocovira [...]7. This means
that the narrator cannot escape his omniscient status, but it also indicates that there is
a sharing of roles between the characters. The narrator’s role is taken both by Asteris
and Frosoula, although the latter’s voice is appropriated by that of the male narrator.

and Asteris also identifies with his brother’s role. The narrator has explained earlier in

"The activity of looking and observing is expressed seven times in this extract: ‘koita&e’. ‘éppiée pa
HaTldC . “roipvel 6popo 1 patié tov’, ‘npdcete’, “Bopd’ ‘6t paiveral’. ‘koitala’.
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the narrative. for the sake of readers, that he had changed part of Frosoula’s account
in order to make it more coherent: “Kpamoa pepikés and Tic @PUCOVAES NG, Kot
BéBuia mwe Ba To mpoTipovon va propovon va eival 6Ao To Synua S1k6 g, 0ko pe
o Aoy g ovbepévo. Ma de otdbnke Poletd, emewdn) ovyvd ypewdoTnKe va
TPOCTEGH 1) Vo ENYHO® KATL TPAPOTA, TOV JEV T KATEXE 1] OV BEV TO YVLYOAOYOVGE
kaOe opa ommws vopilw mwg akilave™ (147). Astras also keeps a diary expressing his
feelings about the loss of his beloved Myrtoula; and his brother Asteris, who presents
some extracts to readers, is also a reader of this diary (see p. 149). Astras is the
principal actor in the narrative but when he dies his place is taken by the narrator by
dint of his marrying Frosoula. Thus there are three narrators overall in this novel, the
two brothers and the faithful servant Frosoula; and the two brothers alternate their
roles. The sharing of roles or identities reinforces the dualistic mode of the novel,
which suggests that self-awareness is gained only in relation to others. In relevance to
the above points, one could consult also the analysis of Hamon (1981: 188-89),
regarding the motif of the mirror in which the character is both the observer and part
of the scene that is observed.

Finally, the mirror as a symbol also refers to the narrative process. The
technique of the internal mirroring in the narrative process is created through the
inclusion of extracts from the brother’s diary. This is similar to the diary of the
fictional brother in the unpublished novel discussed in the previous chapter (for the
function of the diary in a novel see Samouil 1998). The novelist within the novel is a
device frequently employed by Psycharis in his novels, and it reveals the strong
narcissistic element of his work. As Yannakakis explains, “‘metafiction’ constitutes a
form of textual narcissism, in the sense that the object of reference of a text is not

reality but the very activity of writing a novel” (1990: 77). Asteris, as a representative
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of all novelists. strives to produce the masterpiece which will exemplify the power of
his mind and reflect the essence of life. Significantly, the author also incorporates
within the narration, the story of the Spanish poet Lope de Vega, which is supposed to
act as an advance mention of Asteris’s pursuits. The story 1s didactic, multiplying the
meaning of the novel, the pursuit of beauty in artistic creation.

When Lope de Vega was young, he noticed a book in his father’s library
entitled “The Star of Beauty’. The title captured his attention, but as he felt
embarrassed to ask his father to give him the book, he decided to examine it the next
day on his own, taking his time. The following day, though, the book was not in its
place, because his father had sold it. The poet felt such sorrow at losing what he
considered a valuable treasure, that he spent a lifetime trying to write something
important, something worthy of the title of that lost book which had inspired such
emotions in his heart. Yet he always felt inadequate to the task and his work never
seemed good enough to him to bear the title of his first love in life. For this reason, he
wrote many books but never found the ‘star of beauty’ again. Similarly, in Psycharis’s
novel, the writer’s anxiety is that his work is outside the realms of real poetry, which
is the poetry of life; that he is incapable of rendering the actions and feelings people
experienced in real life, but his work remains a shapeless production of ‘paper life:
“Kaokgé, Tt E€povpe peig o1 momtadec, eueic ol ypapradeg, and ™ Lon; Ma 1t EEpovpe
Kt amd v moinomn:” (144).

Poetry is the ideal condition, which the discourse of the novel attempts to
render, and is equivalent to love. Asteris learns the meaning of poetry, and Astras the
meaning of love, from Homer. The narrative suggests, though, that both of them were
inadequate when compared to the uneducated female, personified by Frosoula. Her

love is stronger than Astras’s, and her poetry of life incomparable, as she produces the
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true “star of beauty” by giving birth to Constantinos, the narrator’s son. Thus Asteris
and Astras. whose names play on the theme of the star (actépt), as in the title of the
coveted book. find true beauty, when they combine their forces, love and poetry, with
the help of Frosoula, who seems to reflect the different ideals of each brother in
different sections of the narrative. With these self-referential elements referring to the
inspiration, and the desire to master creative writing, the text reproduces small-scale

reflections of the main objectives of the author in this novel.

4. Greek society and culture of the period as portrayed in the novel

Through the two brothers and their lives, the author aims to portray Greek
society and present his ideas on the ‘Greek character’ and culture. The narrator travels
from Constantinople to Athens and then to the lonian islands, and through this
itinerary the author presents the different linguistic idioms and customs in each area.
The particular political, social and cultural situation in each of them determines the
lifestyle of the Greeck communities that inhabit them and give them their distinct
character.

In particular, Psycharis portrays the Greek community of Constantinople, and
through context or direct commentary presents his ideas on Greek language and
culture. As I have mentioned in the introduction, the author lived in Constantinople
from the age of six until he was nine years old, before going to live with his
grandmother in Marseille (see Psycharis 1993). Later, in 1886, he travelled back there
as an adult, for the purpose of studying the Greek dialects of the area. Constantinople
is the setting of two of his novels, the one under examination and 7dveipo Tov
Liavvipn (1897), but the city also features in the rest of his novels. In both novels. the

author portrays the city of his childhood years with a degree of nostalgia but without
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any sign of idealisation. as was the case in much ‘ethographic’ writing of the period.
He was able to analyse the people with his acute critical skills, and with the
knowledge and the objectivity of someone who considered France as his second
home. In addition, a lot of the expressions in this novel, as well as in T6vepo. were
characteristic of the Greek used in Constantinople, because according to the narrator’s
own admission, he was a ‘Politis” at heart: “Tlotog 6pmg k1 and poxpid dev to Prénet
TG GOVGOVHULN OV TA TOAITIKA: €YD av gipat TIROTIG, TimoTIg GAAO dnAad) mopd Evag
aOpwmnog coav 6Aovg tovg abpmmovs. IToAitng eipat 10 kKdtw kdtw. Mov £uewve to
roAiTiko KoOAANpEVO 670 metoi [...]7 (129).'*

Firstly, he presents the people in Constantinople as interested in the various
expressions of love, even from an early age: “ZOvipo@d pag, ovvipégiooa pag de
Bopovpar and keivo Tov kapod, mov va pnv epwtefotave kabe 10c0™ (5). The men, in
particular, even in old age. were going after young girls and making fools of
themselves. This proved that the Greeks of Constantinople had fiery temperaments,
and followed their physical instincts, even at the expense of ‘losing face’. However,
they were also proud and arrogant despite all of their weaknesses. The two brothers’
friends are portrayed as typical upper-class families of Constantinople: one such
family, Miltiadi Beis and his wife Elego, exemplify the attitudes prevalent in Grecks
of the period.'” The father was the lord and master of the house, and everyone was
meant to obey him and attend to his every wish. Psycharis satirises the family
situation, in hilarious scenes, that describe the subservience of the women towards the
head of the family, while the latter in his turn, is similarly subservient to the Turkish
master: “[Opile 0 pméng o’ 6&® — lowg amd Kavévay aAho prén, Tovpko, mov propst

Kal v Tov EyAuye ta wodw 0 d1kdg pag. O préng! Na cov k' ot dovrot dpbiot, oty

"®The Greek of the area is indicated in the words: ‘coveobpie’, ‘titotic’, ‘neroi’.
":Bey" is a polite term used by Turks when addressing or talking about men of a certain social

standing, and it is used both for fellow-Turks and for Greeks.
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UTTEOLR. VO TOV TEPOVVE TO TAATO TOV, TO UTACTOVVL TOV- 670 ddfa Tov, polg e
Hatid tove Eppuve o uméng. Katéfawve o uméng 6to mpdyevpa- n koxdva Eréyxm
aviapepévn: — “Anuntpn! Ipdoexe, 1t B el o pnéng” ™ (19). The author comments
also that the “Polites’ behaved as if they were the centre of the world, and their words
and actions were significant for the rest of the community. However, this trait was
true of all Greeks, who wanted to appear more important than other people, as if some
inherited mentality made them believe that they were “gods’.

Kallirrhoe Siganou Parren also portrayed the same type of family values in her
trilogy of novels “To BiffAia Tng Avymg”, giving a more liberal, feminist perspective
though having the younger female characters questioning the situation, in accordance
with her feminist agenda (see Psarra 1999). Psycharis’s female characters, on the
contrary, do not show any signs of challenging their husbands. Their only resistance
was when they were unfaithful to them, and even then they followed male
predilections. As the narrator of Ta 4vo Adépgia observes, everyone wore a mask in
Constantinopolitan society; they all played a role as if there had been prior mutual
agreement between them as to the distribution of roles. They all wanted to appear as if
they had good manners and followed the European trends. They tried to embrace, in
particular, French customs but these adopted manners did not always manage to cover
up their primitive urges: “I'a ToV710, VIOOETM, de O Popovoave TaVTIH T UACKE KoL
Ba vpyave Kaumooeg oTiypEs, 6mov amd Tov kabevog Toug péca to mETol, 6w K
6Em Oo METIOTOVE 1) TPWTOMAAGTN OPHIT| TOVG, O GYPLOg avumdTayToS Gfpwmog, TO
Bep1o mov tomookénale 1 poda’ (46).

Thus, through the story of the two brothers, the novel presents the developing
urban society of Constantinople. It presents the fiery and arrogant manners of people.

and the importance attached to financial wealth, which sometimes led to commercial
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disasters. The family situation is portrayed as unbalanced, having the male at its
centre. and the woman serving his needs or following his example. A blind belief that
everything foreign was good made people imitate attitudes which weakened the
traditional bonds between members of the society. This type of society showed no
clear idea of where it came from, and where it was heading, because the veil of
imitation covered every original expression, even cultural production. As the narrator
claims, instead of cultivating the strong elements in their culture, people abandoned
anything that was indigenous, and embraced everything foreign: “Anédsi&n, mov ta
pulavTvd, 6mmg pov EAeye KATOWOG, T KATOPPOVOLGAVE OGO TO KATUPPOVOVGE T
Evphm: ta mpocéEave, dtav dpyoe 1 Evpdm va ta mpocéym”™ (208).2 Kallirrhoe
Parren also makes the same observation, in a part of her novel H Xepagpetnuévy,
which offers a condensed critique of the Greek society of Constantinople. Her
remarks are very similar to those encountered in Psycharis’s novel, pointing out the
two main problems in the mentality of Constantinopolitans, the influence of the
Ottoman Empire (which had inherited faults from the Byzantine tradition) and the
desire to mimic European ways.

The narrator of Ta Avo Adéppia also insisted that the citizens of
Constantinople were secretive people, who did not express their true wishes and aims,
but instead ‘shouted” about other unimportant issues. He explained that this was
probably the result of their long period of enslavement, which had made them very
cautious. I[n that respect, hypocrisy and mistrust reigned in all social exchanges, and
the relations between people were not based on solid foundations. Even worse, people

did not even know their true selves:

“Indicatively, in a similar manner, Psycharis satirises the way Greeks viewed French people in his
short story “Avo @ikor”, from the collection Xrov Toxio tov [Tiatdvou (1911: 196-211).
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Ae @avnke tétowog Tloritng, ywri ofodpm pirmg o Popiog
KOLTALEL TOV £a T TOV poviya. Ki av tov xoitale tovAdyioto
ne patt wpooeyTiko, mapamovo o¢ Bu eiyape aliler o eaprog
7OV va Kottay . Ma tov kotdletl ayapva: o aKaAAEPYNTOS O8
epovtilet  yio  kabpéeTn, KU 0 KOAMEPYNHEVOS, TOL
xafpegriletan oe kabpéreg @epuévovg and v ERpomm,
paler prewcidl, yuo vo @avtaln pmpootd otov &Evo Ttov
KaBpepn (38-9).

As mentioned above, this was one of the reasons for which the novel was written; by
analysing himself, his family, and his compatriots, the author was seeking to find out
his true identity, and escape the role assigned to him by the prevailing social attitudes.
He wanted to discover what lay behind his own ‘mask’, and also help his compatriots
in their introspection to realise their strengths. Psycharis believed that Greeks did not
use their intellect sufficiently in order to be able to progress in accordance with their
traditions, but remained enmeshed in insignificant everyday issues, an opinion shared
by Parren. In order to emphasise this point, he makes his narrator praise instead the
Swiss as hard-working, liberal and civilised: “Awpdalovve, ypagovve,
kataiaPaivovve, col{nrovve wg K’ ot mo mapaxatiavol. X' OAeC TIC XMDPES, o’ Oha To
xwpid, Prenels ko Byaiver évo mvépo, NovYO, YEPO, MOV MUEPO Kl UTOQAGICUEVA,
EIPNVIKG Kt aAbylota, Bélet kat katopOaver T Asptepid.” (209). The narrator was
hoping to find this breath of liberal air and of cultivated spirit in the capital city of the
free Greek state, Athens, which was the second stage in his itinerary, but he quickly
became disillusioned.

Athens represented the middle ground between new ideas and old beliefs, and
for the people of Constantinople it seemed a place to aspire to, because it was free.
Characteristically, in 7déveipo tov [avvipy, the old servant, Stamatis, said longingly
to Yanniris: “Epeig tqv EALGO0 v axodue™ (1897: 225), and for them, Athens
represented the whole of Greece in those days. Asteris goes to Athens with a desire to

find poetry there, meaning balance, harmony and creativity, in all aspects of life.
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What he finds though is not very different from the situation in Constantinople.
According to the narrator, the Athenians imitated whatever customs and tendencies
were considered European, denying their true identity. The author satirises the lack of
social awareness and confused identities. He derides the novelist Papadiamantis, who
was indifferent to his appearance,”’ and another character called Tsigomagas (or
Sigomas). who could be Syngros, a national benefactor. In particular, Sigomagas

attracts Psycharis’s scorn as the archetypal, devious, and cunning Greek:

[lepiepyo mooco eixe ahhader o k. Torykopdykag amd v IoAn

oty ABNva. Odhiate, 6Tt pmike oto Paropt mov Tov £@epe

[...] Mn BAénete to ewtepkd tov, TOpa oV ABNvVa Omov

npoonabovoe va deiyvn AePeviid kopdiuag, woyng Euotepul.

Ooo Eexodummtn KL o POPOVGE T1] PEVTIYKOTO TOD, T) KOPAOVAL

TOU OmO HECH KOLUTMUEVT], KOLUROOTUPpmUEvy, oav 1T

oTopmovAiva pag v mokitua) (123).%
The fluidity of identities suggested in the above example reinforces the novel’s
general 1dea that one can only understand oneself by examining one’s reflection in
other people, ideas or places.

As is repeated in the narrative, the lack of distinct identity awareness was
apparent in the use of language in both of these communities. The language spoken
by the people was a confusing mixture of katharevousa with Turkish and French
expressions, “povo mov oty Abfnva Palovve TovpKIKA AYOTEPE KOl TEPCOTEP
yarlikd” (85). Psycharis attributed the negative characteristics of ‘Polites’ and their

lack of literary development to the centuries of enslavement, even though the

accusation seems like a sweeping generalisation, which disregards the Phanariot

*'In the text, he appears as ‘Diamantoulis’, hardly disguising the identity of the real person.
*In this case also, as in the description of sior Miltiadias Balkas, the ironical tone manages to create an
interesting description, where the characteristics of the person are attributed synecdochically to the way

his coat is worn.
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poetry of the eighteenth century, because of the language in which it was written™:
“H tépvn 8éher reptepra. Kakdg, kakdg, tovddyoto aveldpmrog o tomog. Xtnv
[16An pac eroloyia dev £xel, yoTi a@T] d& QLTIPOVEL KAT® OGN0 TNV TAGKK TNG
orhapiac” (94).>* This remark reveals the author’s disappointment at the fact that
such a glorious city still seemed to be suffering the effects of Ottoman rule, which
had also led to the adoption of katharevousa. Psycharis always attributed the use of
katharevousa to the enslavement period which deprived the nation of its self-
awareness (see Appendix). Significantly the same type of comment had appeared in
another of Psycharis’s novels, Ta 4vo Tpiavragviia tov Xapoo (published in 1921 in
Noumas but written in 1899): “[...] Ed® de pavnke motég unte E€vog mommic. Ovopa
gxer povaya n epn pag n [10An, dvopa kapmpévo amd oeayss, omd dakpie Kt amod
aipa [...]" (722: 88).

In Athens, the narrator found at least some signs of cultural and social
progress, with its cast of intellectuals and merchants beginning to flourish and paving
the way for a new type of society. He perceived overall a stronger class-system
operating there and, as he explained, it was not a single society, but many different
ones: the aristocracy, the middle class, the working class which was the majority of
the population, and the lowest class which consisted of the very poor. He expressed a
preference for the middle class, which for him included the intellectuals:

Kéatw and ddagprovg, apyilel apéomg n t6&n mov Afyeton
HEGILVY, KGL TOV EIVOL ATOTEAETHEVT] OO KAAODG, TIHIOVG,
ypuvcovg wbpbdmovg, ywti o pecoteditng pmopel vavol
GEavo Kot Kavévag peyaripmopog [...] 1o 8o kot moikot
Kabnynradeg mov dovAéfouvve Novya oTO Ypapeio TOVG.

"Eto1 k7 o1 dnuocoypagor, mov de {uydvovve ota tAodoia
omitir, W Eve AOyo, o1 @Qouopivol Owfucpivor,

*On Phanariot poetry see for example Frantzi 1993,
*Note also the comment: “Eiye dnhadt 0 mokitiko eKkeivo Kai To poviyo mohitiko, mov ot [Tokites ite

umd yevwnoid toug 1o Bactovve, eite and v noldyxpovn oxkiufid 1o padave, TEEL Vo T HEGU TOUG
Vo Te QUAGYoVVE 6o 1 Kopdid toug Eépn [...]7 (121).
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TPOKOppEVOL o Tades, meCoypagol, HLuGTOPLOYPaPOL
Kot rowol [...] (295).

According to the views advanced in the novel, it was important for people to know
themselves and what they wanted to achieve in their lives, and this could also be
reflected in literature, since the poet presents aspects of the society to which he
belongs.” If Athenian society was not as backward as that of Constantinople, which
did not even have a proper poet among its population, it was nevertheless still very
slow to make the transition from old beliefs to new ideas: “Ot Abnvaior, og keiva Ta
xpovie, 0ev to votmbave akoun mwg @uoroyia o' éva €Bvog omuaivel, oy va
narayahilng, mapd va yoyohoyds icia iolo o vIoma, TV eBVIKT Yoyl va HeleTds”
(190). However, he clearly put all his hopes in the culture of the Ionian Islands.

The people in the lonian Islands appeared to have followed successfully the
process of adopting the Western mentality and culture in Greece at that time. Their
inhabitants displayed different characteristics from the rest of the Greeks. It was
significant that they had never endured the Turkish occupation, only a European one,
which had not been as hard, and from which they had adopted certain positive habits,
like making provision for the future. This attitude gave them a strong belief in their
existence as a distinct community, in contrast to the mentality in mainland Greece and
Constantinople, which made people inclined to a fatalistic attitude, living only for the
present. Psycharis also included a story which vividly portrayed the character of the
islanders, who guarded their money even at the risk of their lives (p.167-68 of the
novel). He explicitly praised the people of the islands for their virtues and pointed out
that their belief in the future encapsulated an important element of national awareness:

“...] ¥ low iow €Bvog aptd Oa nn, vo moTtéPng nwe £xels pEAO, dnhadt g Do

**Poet meaning an intellectual. See also footnote 24, of Chapter Four.
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(noete ypovia. mog awmves Ha (oete kot To £0vog Kat 6L Kat o1 6Tepvoi cov” (166-7).
He also honoured. implicitly, the cultural tradition of the islands’ poetry by including
references to it in his novel, as will be explained below.

After the loss of his manuscript in Athens, the narrator finds refuge on the
island of Agia Mavra (Lefkada), in the village of Vafkeri and, inspired by the physical
beauty of the surroundings, he wants to render it in poetry. It is in this place that he
has, for the first time, the vision of the dead Myrtoula which will accompany him in
his writings, and every time he wants to be reunited with his Muse. he will go back to
the island.”® The vision of Myrtoula, described as if dressed in moonlight, is a
symbolic reference and a tribute to Solomos’s poetry, alluding to the appearance of
the “®eyyapovropévn’ in the poem “Kpntikdc”. There are other references too which
have a similar function. At the end of the story, when Astras dies in his attempt to
meet his last love in the turbulent sea, there is a special glow to his face before death
which brings to mind Solomos’s verse: “Aotpaye P0G Kt YVOPLOE O VIOG TOV EAVTO
00" (see Solomos 1961: 255). These are the words with which the poet describes the
last moments of the swimmer in the poem “Porfyras” before he is attacked by a shark
in the sea (for an analysis of Solomos’s poetry see Mackridge 1989). The description
in the novel is almost identical to that image in the poem: “[m]epeybnke oto0
TPOGMTO TOV P10 XOPG UVOTIKY S1yoTave o KAing, Twe TOTé Tov TETOW TPOCHOTO
dev €ilde, ovpavoeyyo, Mo, T0 SePTEPOLEPTO OV GAOTPAYE Kl UIOPEGE VL TO O1).
Toteg low low, metdynKe, OV £Qaye 10 KOpa” (442).

There was, of course, another reason why the author honoured the lonian
cultural tradition: because of its adoption of the demotic language. Through the

narrator’s comments, Psycharis points out that only in this place had he found people

*The village of Vafkeri was the birthplace of Psycharis’s beloved Olga Valaoritis, who like the dead
Myrtoula in the novel, personified his Muse.
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with a clear idea of their common characteristics and beliefs, as a distinct group. The
awareness of these people was manifested in the language used in everyday life, as
well as in literature, which made them come together as a community. Psycharis
strongly believed that the people who used the demotic language used the language of
freedom, and this had an impact on their general outlook on life (see also Psycharis
1902b: 168). Furthermore, he always spoke favourably of the poets of the lonian
Islands: Vilaras, Valaoritis, and especially Solomos whom he considered to be the
only true Greek poet to emerge after the centuries of the Ottoman Occupation (see
Chapters One and Six of the thesis).

Thus the narrator’s itinerary through the Greek topography helped him to
discover the different expressions of the ‘Greek soul’, and to put forward, in his
narrative, the author’s ideological positions regarding the Greek national revival.
According to numerous comments in the text, the author emphasises the message that
the Greek people should develop an awareness of their own identity; who they were,
and what they aimed to achieve. They should also adopt the demotic language which
was used in everyday life in the lonian Islands. In essence, they should create their
own distinct national and cultural community separate from external influences.

It is worth mentioning that in contrast to the spatial movement from one place
to the other the time elapsing between these transitions appears to be condensed. The
only incident which gives the impression of temporal movement is Myrtoula’s death;
otherwise, the awareness of both the male characters remains almost unaltered,
despite the fact that these transitions should have taken place over several years. The
specific spatial movement suggests the ideological transition from a less advanced to
a more advanced Greek identity and culture, in accordance with the similar

metaphorical transition in topography that is described in 7o Tacio: pov.



5. The portrayal of women

In view of the way the novel focuses on Astras’s love-life, and what love
meant to different people, it is not surprising that it is inhabited by so many female
characters. From the narrator’s mother to their first childhood playmates, to wives,
lovers. Muses, the narrative seems to include many different types of women.
However, despite the many female presences, there is little authenticity in their
voices.

First of all, Asteris presents his mother as a quiet and reserved woman, full of
kindness for others. putting their needs before her own but always hiding her own
feelings. The ‘mother’ figure represents one category of women in the novel, an
example being kokona Elego. The second category of women consists of the ones
who refer directly or implicitly to works of art. The narrative praises female beauty
and the beauty that is apparent in an artistic creation. In this case, women are viewed
as cultural abstractions, silent but rewarding for those who can appreciate their unique
characteristics. Silvia, for example, the first love of the two brothers, is an opera

singer, with the appearance of a goddess:

H Zikpux  Bedpopen. Man Perovdévia  mov
omBoforovocave KwOras. M ExQpuon pEGH TOLG
oV, YAVKEW. cav epmTepévi). MO yidi, repigavn,
HEYGAN Kot iowe. XpUoOQEYYE TNV KOMN TG TO YPOUL
10 Pevercuaviko, to mEpipNuo, Tov Tokaps o Tuavog
abdvato kor mov obdvato éxape tov  Tuluvo.
Avaomua Oedg. Xvpévo xoppi, O AyvOOTGIKO Tap
TXOVAO, o (e KATL 0hooTpOyyvAa Opbia otbdxia, ov
N YUPITOUEVY] TVPYOTN TOVS POpua £dve 610 Padioua
™G aépo Puciaxo (11).
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Silvia is presented like a precursor Muse. she is the first love, before the true love, the
real Muse. The real Muse in this case is Myrtoula, the personification of the ‘ldea’,
who sacrificed her life, metaphorically, in order to give all of her love to Astras. She
also guides Asteris, giving him courage, and inspiration in his writings, showing him
the true way: “Popaiko yopa va yivig, va yivig dévrpo, va yivng ehd! Na 6péong
TAOVOLOVG Kl PTWYOVS, AVIPES, Yuvaikes kat moddkia. O eAldVag pov v 68 pmTion
[...] va tpayovddas v aydan, v yuxn. ™ (o pag kot va sico wdvte pov, mavo
EMvac e EAAGdag pog, g Popwoivng pog momtc’™ (306).

There is a third category of women portrayed in the novel, the ones who
provoke lust in men, like Annoula, the childhood friend, the various lovers of their
father, and more importantly, the faithful servant Frosoula. Frosoula learns about
sexual love for the first time with Astras and becomes his loyal friend and constant
lover, even in between his other love affairs. She even brings young girls to him, to
gain his favour, and helps him to seduce them. This type of representation was very
provocative for the period. It is only because women are not given any textual space
as separate entities that this type of behaviour becomes comprehensible. Frosoula
conceives of hersell as part of Astras’s life, and she finds happiness or misery
whenever he feels those emotions. Her existence in life is justified because she makes
him happy. In addition, as mentioned above, when Frosoula tries to tell her love story
as a narrative, the narrator, according to his own admission, intervenes and changes
her words and views. There are a few expressions in the novel which belong to her, as
for example when she asks permission to kiss the narrator’s feet after they get
married. A contemporary reader, especially a female one, might find these scenes
very disturbing, but I believe that they were extreme even for the period in which the

novel was written (that is the reason Psycharis warned Mrs. Episkopopoulos in his
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introduction that his novel was not for young girls). When Astras dies, Frosoula has to
justify her existence by becoming the mother of the narrator’s child. Thus when she
ceases being a lover. she has to embrace the maternal role, otherwise there would be
no place for her in the textual world.

Even though Psycharis had expressed his support for the feminist movement
for emancipation (see Psycharis 1907b: 23/149 — one page with double numbering),
there is no sign of it in this novel, unless he considered free sexual conduct a sign of
emancipation. By contrast, the narrator views women as slaves, who have to sacrifice
themselves for a man'’s tenderness, while men, on the other hand, can behave as they
please: “Na momnmg! [Tomtmg and péva o cwotoc. Noyorde Kot vayumésal, tinoto
oev eivat! Ma va pov Bpng pa yovaika, mov o€ LatpéBer, vo my kaung 3ovio cov Kot
TPGUA GOV, Vo THV ayamds Otav adedlels, Ki apty vo oKotdvetot yio. oéva. [...]"
(139-40). There is only one incident where a woman is allowed an equal role with
men. and even that is so allegorical that it cannot be considered a representative
example. This involves the story of the female newspaper editor, Aspasia, who was
also the lover of many important people in Athens and thus able to manipulate various
situations to her advantage. This case refers to the story of, Aspasia, wife of Pericles
who ruled in Athens in ancient times: “[...|] 1 Aomacia pag, av kou molhd de Oa
yvopiie ond tapyaic to 10topikd ™ EAAGSHC, KataoTdlale oTa YPAUUOTH, OTWC
tapraler oe o xdpa 6mov Baciieye, o eopd k¥ Evav kapd, n Tpod™ Acracia”
(299).

The only thing in accordance with the ideas of the period discussed by other
writers such as Palamas, Xenopoulos, Parren, that Psycharis kept in the narrative, was
the new position of women as contributors to the national evolution, as the ones who

would nurture the future generations of Greeks (see Anastasopoulou 1997). As is
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stressed in the Introduction of the novel, the author hoped that women would promote
national awareness and teach the language. It is the personification of the female as
the Greek nation that saves the narrative’s portrayal of women from being completely
derogatory: “Zépeig Tt O 1 pwe Muptodro; Eépeig puwe Ppocovra T B ),
Gavidoov T pmopeig va mpoopévng and ) Popocivy, étav kaiiiepynbodve, dtav
EamiwBolve, va Aovhovdidoovve oe GAAO Yo, Oieg o Beiec apetég, ov Onoafpol
0Ao1 Tov otoriCovve pia Gpocovra™ (458-9). Psycharis’s female characters in general
portray the ideal of selflessness. According to the narrator in this novel, the most
important virtue in life was love, and as the narrative showed, only women knew how
to love properly: “Xnv aydnn @aivetar 1 yovaike: icmg QaiveTalr oty aydmm g

yovaikag k' éva £Bvog aldxopo™ (429-30).

6. Sexual desire — narrative process

“Narratives both tell of desire — typically present some story of desire - and
arouse and make use of desire as a dynamic of signification” (Brooks 1995: 37). This
means that they rely on the readers’ desire to understand the meaning of what is
narrated. By the nineteenth century, the basic dynamic of plot in narratives became
ambition, as the character’s drive to possess and to progress, which included in it the
sexual desire (ibid: 39). Ambition is what motivates the main character to his/her
achievements and thus is what creates the sequence of events which form the plot.
Ambition is communicated to the reader through a process of empathy with the
character, and indicates his role which is “to construct meanings in larger contexts™
(ibid), with the text that is in front of him/her as the starting point each time. The
heart’s desire of life has three levels in this narrative: sexual power, financial power,

and narrative power. All three are presented positively in the narrative as
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indispensable elements of the bourgeoisie. What is given negative value is lack of self-
knowledge. the idea that financial, sexual or narrative power can turn one into
something other than what one really is.

In particular, the strong sexual desires of Astras are compared several times
with the narrator’s need to tell the most beautiful story, and this urge is what drives the
characters forward to their destiny. There are other degrees of sexual love described in
the novel, but these do not have the narrator’s approval: sexual games as a
manifestation of idleness of the upper classes, the inappropriate desires of young
children, and the behaviour of one character (Vladimiros) which is not described but is
implied as something to be avoided. By contrast, what the narrator approves of is a
type of desire that is experienced to the full, and may end up destroying the person
who expends all his/her energy to feel it. This passionate love destroys Myrtoula, for
example, and almost drives Frosoula crazy when she cannot get close to Astras: “[...]
and tov moho g va TV TapPN, Ve TNV amoppoveREN aAdxalpr), oAGKOpY Vo TOU
nopadodn, £émede 1 Kopdd mC, éonace avéfpvoua K £tol aifibsw Tov £dwoe TV
yoyn ™¢” (115). The limit of this desire is thus death but, as the narrative suggests
with Myrtoula’s and Astras’s death, this ending is not necessarily something negative.
The energy of love is not wasted because Myrtoula is transformed into a vision which
supports the poet, and Astras’s energy is transferred to his daughter Eleni, whom he
creates with his last love before dying, and his life is turned into a narrative.”” Thus
what drives the narrative forward is deep love and strong ambition, without which life
is never complete or justified.

The emblem of this desire becomes the story of Lope de Vega and his constant

search for that particular book which he coveted as a child. Just as the narrator wants

“Eleni is united at the end with Konstantinos, the narrator’s son by Frosoula, and this union of the two
cousins signifies the bond between mind and soul, between the mentalities of Athens and
Constantinople, in order to suggest finally, allegorically, that the unified Greek nation is a possibility.
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to obtain knowledge. to be able to explain the world, and then to give this knowledge
back through his books, the brother wants to possess all women’s love and affections:
“Téro10 moBo. téTown Aatpeia, To EEpw, ay! £xel KL 0 mOMNTG, o YLPEPEL VO VOLHOT (G
mVv ovcia tovg péoa, fva aiotnua N pa Weén” (164). Ambition, for the narrator, is
indefinable and endless. It also creates a sense of fear and responsibility: “TTa¢ va oag
10 mw; Na, dev toApovca va Bactaéew v mévva, TO XopTi TOTUPVE Kol TAPVA, TO
oKlopovve 10 yapti, pnv TOYN Kot 08 YapdLm amdve Tov 6,11 Enpene, 0,11 taiplale,
0.1t aile pia WER TOV EUEVE OV QUIVOTAVE HEYAAT, ETPEUA TO YOPTL, UMV TOYN KoL TO
AepMC®, PNV TOYN Kat YeAdom v Wéa pov, toon ayann, téco oEfag mg eixa” (303-
4). This hesitation when faced with a blank piece of paper, whilst in the process of
writing, resembles the hesitation of the lover before the sexual act with the woman he
loves and admires. What is implied is that the ambition of the writer, like sexual
energy, should not be expended on causes or people unworthy of it, otherwise the
‘meaning’ becomes incoherent. Thus, not only is the plot created in accordance with
the ambition of each character and synchronised to the master plan of the author, but
also ambition is thematised in the discussion between the narrator and his readers.

The ultimate ambition is almost identical in both the lover and the poet. The
narrator aims to grasp the idea that can be expressed as an eternal ideal, as an all-
encompassing truth. The lover seeks always to understand all females through one
woman.”® Astras realises the impossibility of completely fulfilling his ambition at the
end: “Koite&e. Koita&e, Ppocodra pov. [l6cu kopitow mov mepvoive 6To AT OV
UTPOCT(, TOGES YUVAIKES, KUl TOOEC GALEG VIAPYOVVE GTOV KOGHO. TTOV TOTE OV OAES

6hec 8¢ Ba Tig TPOPTACK, TOTE LoV OAeg Oheg de Oa Tig yapd! ™ (457). For this reason.,

*Although ambition in most nineteenth-century novels is mainly masculine, in this novel, ambition. as
a sexual power at least, also takes on a feminine dimension: “{owg éhwve Kut dGeTn and Tov 1660 TOV
Kt a6 tov moo g tov idlo, iowg yupePe va netayti, vo opiEouve ad KOVIG 01 aVUGTEVAYHOL TS HE
TOVS UVUGTEVUYHOVS TOVG dikong Tou” (385).
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the narrative has to limit itself to one central story of desire, between Astras and
Frosoula. and the narrator’s telling of it, otherwise the narrative would be endless. The
telling could go on interminably until, finally, the desire is subdued: “Kovteye va pnv
teletdon to BifAio pov, 1 HOKPIVA HOV a@YNoN Yi0 TA I0TOPLKE TOV adEPPOVAN Kl
ta Sikd pov” (456). Thus the constraints of physical life also form the limits of this
narrative. There is a paradox in the fact that lack of ambition signifies absence of life
and therefore silence and emptiness, but at the same time the consummation of
ambition in narrative terms results both in the ending of life and of the narrative.

In an allegory which connects sexual desire with the narrative process, the
woman represents the novel, the creation of the poet who is also the lover: “*Na, 11 va
o€ o, toeleunn pov; Tétow N poipa pov gpuéva. Elpol nétaro @rewaopévo, metaro
nov Exelvog téeteinée katd t 06Anon tov. Omov mhyove, mayova kot yo. Eipot 6An
pov grewypévn. Onmg 1’ Ekape o apéving, £totl £0noa koL (o™ (438). Frosoula is the
creation of Astras to the same extent that their love story is created by Asteris. Just as
Frosoula gains her identity gradually through her adventures with Astras, so the
narrative progresses by deploying these adventures, until Frosoula produces the ‘star
of beauty’, her son, and the narrator completes his story, his progeny, in the chapter
‘The Star of Beauty’. Psycharis, unlike Lope de Vega, concludes the story with a

rather strong affirmation, by implying that he had found the ultimate ideal.

Conclusion

Ta Avo Adépgia, reads like a traveller’s memoir and impressions from visiting
various places, not only in Greece but also in Europe. Perhaps the successful form of
To Tacidr uov (1888) permeated everything else that the author produced thereafter. It

also functions in terms of Lukacs’s definition of the novel, as a “story of the soul that
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goes to find itself. that seeks adventures in order to be proved and tested by them, and
by proving itself. to find its own essence” (Lukacs 1971: 89). The two brothers and
their adventures are the models for this quest of identity, personal and national.

In this novel, too, Psycharis connects the national identity with the cultural
one. He shows that the one cannot evolve without the other, and that the poet’s true
mission is to guide people to discover their true identity, like the magician in the story
O Mayoc. He also describes the quest for ideal love as inseparable from a literary
creation suitable to the needs of the Greek nation, and prescribes a specific role for
women. He believed that women were able to give happiness and contentment to men
but also, more importantly, educate the new generations by the way they used
language and through their understanding of literature. The vision of Myrtoula in the
novel becomes the Muse of the narrator, urging him to be the poet of Greeks: “[N]a
TPUYOVSAS TNV aydmn, TNV yoxn, T {on pog Kot va sloat Thvto pov, Tavto, EAANvVaG
g EALGSag pag, e Powocivig pog mommc” (306).

In order to specify what he considered the true Greek identity, he analysed the
mentality of people in different parts of Greece and in Constantinople and compared
them with other people in Europe. He pointed out in the novel that all the nations in
Europe had progressed because they were aware of their history, and even the poorest
people there possessed a national pride which their poets had inspired in them. Greek
people should also develop a clear idea of their national identity, and should find
strength in the literary output of their writers, avoiding imitation of foreign ideas and
trends.

The symbol of the mirror, used extensively in the novel, suggests the necessity
for honesty in one’s private life, in accepting who one is, in the social life of the

community, and in the organisation of the nation. According to the self-referential
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elements in the novel. the poet’s role was also a vital element for accomplishing the
above task: “[n]péner va Tig yivovve ta fiffiia pag kaBpEQng, vo Kapapdvouve péca
TV OHOPPLE TOVC. K' ETOL VO KATAVTICOVVE TO POUAVTLO HOG ooV TOinte opnpiko,
ov 10 Covtavo pag 1o £0vog vavtikpoln Héca Tov ea®To TOV, VavTIKPHIN To KaAd Kot

U KaKa Tov, v vounbn ty yuyn tov, mow eivar.” (201).
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CHAPTER EIGHT
ATNH (1913): THE TEMPTATIONS OF AUTOBIOGRAPHY

Il n'est point défendu, il est méme
prescrit a l’écrivain de tirer de la vie les
élements de son auvre (Psichari 1913:
20).
Ayvii, published in 1913, is the last novel written by Psycharis in Greek — with
the exception of the unpublished H Nikn tov Ilévov kar e Ayorne (1914). Yet in
terms of plot and characters, it hardly feels like an original creation. Many of its

scenes read like repetitions of those in his two previous novels, Ta Advo Adépgia
(1911) and H Appwarny Aobia (1907) or even the first novel Toverpo tov I'avvipy
(1897). As opposed to his earlier novels, in particular Zwn k1 Ayory oty Movaéia
(1904), where the author takes an individual character or a specific case as a starting
point in order to make general statements about human nature, this one remains,
highly individualistic. The truths which are presented primarily involve the author
himself and his life, and secondly the role of the artist in society. The novel is written
in the third person but the focus is so clearly placed on the main character that it
seems as if it is written in the first person, reinforcing the impression that it is
autobiographical.

In the novel’s dedication to his friend Marinos Sigouros, a Zakynthian poet
and translator, cousin to the mother of N. Episkopopoulos, Psycharis pointed out that
he wanted to write a short novel with only one or two main characters and one or two
major events. He felt that he had taken too much time and effort describing many
different characters in Ta 4vo Adéppia and wished, somehow, to achieve the opposite

effect: a more personal novel. However, by his own admission, the plan presented
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more difficulties than he had anticipated (Psycharis 1912-3: I).l As 1 will point out
below. part of the problem was the difficulty of disguising events from his own life
and his personal feelings in order to make the novel interesting for other people. This
challenge becomes apparent from the beginning, as the girl of the title, Ayvy, is given
a subordinate role to the main character in the novel, Andreas, who is a projection of
the real-life author. As Glinos has pointed out in his introduction to the 1930 edition,
“otav dwfdacel Kavels Kol amoTEAEWMOEL TO €pyo, N Ayvi £xEl pEivEl OTN OKLd.
Exeivog mov avopBdvetar oty yoy| po¢ Kol oQfvel ToV avTiAaAd tov gival o
Avtpéag, dnradn o idog o Yoydpne. loti o’ odnfewe avtdv pog avalver kot
aVTOVVOL gival aAdKaIp N TEPMETEW, TTOV TEPYPaPETal 6T0 pubhwstopnua’™ (1930:
16).

This chapter will analyse firstly, the ideas of the novel and its narrative
techniques. These two elements indicate whether or not the author follows a pattern
similar to that detected in his other novels. Secondly, the chapter aims to analyse the
extent to which the autobiographical element can contribute to the didactic objectives
of Psycharis’s novel. This means assessing how successful the projection of the writer
and character as a role model was. The autobiographical element brings to the fore the
fundamental question of “what is literature?’ and, more generally, “what is involved in
an artistic creation?’. By attempting to define these areas, Psycharis explores his own

identity and, at the same time, poses questions regarding Greek culture. Thirdly, this

'"Henceforth, all references to the novel will be from the first edition, and the page numbers will be
given in parenthesis in the main text. The differences between the first edition of the novel in 1912-3,
in Estia, and the second one, in 1930 by Eleftheroudakis, with an introduction by Glinos are not
remarkable. The second edition does not have the table of contents, the titles of some of the chapters
are in capital letters whereas in the original they are in italics (see: ...don d’ une main mourante...). and
some of the words are more standardised, possibly by the publisher: for example, ulagpo (1912-3:
124) becomes chaepé in (1930a: 181), vowokeptd in (1912-3: 144), becomes voikokvpto in (1930a:
204). There were, however, different reprintings of the second edition, by other publishers. not very
faithful to the original, omitting in particular most of the musical notes or being very liberal with the
use of the musical notes in different sections of the narrative (e.g. the edition Pella dated 1976 and
Vivlioekdotiki, dated 1955).
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chapter will discuss the role of music in literary writing, and why the connection
between music, literature. and other arts, seems salient among the objectives of the
novel. A fourth point, which has been raised in the sixth chapter, will be explored
further. This refers to the conditions necessary to writing literature: the status of the
artist and the love of women. These two are typical conditions that seem to appear
either as positive or negative forces in most of Psycharis’s novels. This final point is
closely related, once again, to the autobiographical element, which is a prominent
feature of the novel, binding together all the other elements, and suggesting that
identity is created by and through the act of writing.

The novel is divided into ten chapters collected in five main parts and the plot
is very simple. The main character, Andreas, is a writer who has exiled himself in
[Lausanne in order to recover from an unfortunate sexual liaison. He is already fifty-
eight years old and suffering from life’s misfortunes. In the beginning of the novel, he
is thinking about his life and, in particular, about the two women who have had most
impact on it. There is, however, an impersonal narrator telling Andreas’s story and
analysing his feelings and thoughts, as if he knows more about the character’s
thoughts and feelings than the character himself. The impersonal narrator also
presents to readers the two women in Andreas’s life, both dressmakers, but with
different reputations: the one is always called by various derogatory epithets, and
never by name, while the other one is referred to as pure and innocent. The latter,
Flora. had lost Andreas’s love through her failure to believe in the truth of his
intentions, whereas the other woman who is not named, had never been the faithful
type. While Andreas contemplates these past loves of his life, he meets Agni, a young
dressmaker, who comes to clean his room to help her aunt, and he starts thinking

about her. Gradually he falls in love with her and, eventually, the two marry despite
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Andreas’s health problems. Their happiness will be short-lived though, as Andreas
will die of a heart attack, leaving the pregnant Agni alone.

The titles of the first and last chapter are words from an unidentified [talian
opera: “Ora son io, io cheé (sic) t’ imploro™ and correspond to the past and the future
respectively. The second chapter, “H Ayv\”, and the fifth, “Xro Awpéw”, refer to the
present of the narrative, while the third, “Don d’une main mourante™, goes briefly
back to the past. The rest of the chapters have musical notes for titles, with the
accompanying words in German and in Greek, suggesting the feelings of characters.
The first part of the novel explores Andreas’s past, the second part presents the
meeting of the two main characters, Andreas and Agni, and the third, Andreas’s lust
for Agni. The fourth part presents the various trials in these two people’s love, the evil
other woman who wants to destroy them, the misunderstandings and also Andreas’s
failing health. The fifth part gives the denouement of the story. Overall the divisions
and the episodes described give the impression of reading the story of an opera (see
Robinson 1988: 57-8). However, at the end, there is some hope, perhaps not in the
way that readers would have expected but in a metaphysical sense. Andreas passes
away but Agni, who can be seen as a metaphor for his work, lives and carries with her

the seeds for the future.

1. The main themes and ideas of the novel

In the first chapter of the novel, Andreas imagines communicating with the
woman he had wanted to keep in his life through the words of an unidentified Italian
opera, which are then used by her to implore her lover not to leave her.” This opera.

and in particular the part that continually comes into the character’s head, “Ora son io,

*The circulation of a thought among different characters reminds us of a similar technique in 7o Tacio:
Hou.
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io ché (sic) t" imploro™, is used to suggest that a musical piece can function as a
suitable mode of communication between lovers facing adverse circumstances and it
can reveal more about their feelings than plain dialogue. Initially, Andreas seems to
be obsessed with this music as he examines his past and realises that he carries with
him the burden of irreparable errors. According to the narrator, the character was
reviewing his life and wanted to change its course and start again: “yOpefe topa. kbt
ov To yupéPovus cvyva, po mov to koatopbdvovpe omdvie, ve Eekdpovpe 0.1
kGpape, va dopbmoovue taddpbuta , ofinold va EokobBpéyovpe T apapties pag, v
Eavapyicovpe, vo Eovamdcovpe ™ (0N pog oto onueio MOV MOPAGTPAINGE, VO
TAPOVUE T TO FPOLO TO 6woTO™ (14).

This explanation sets the partly autobiographical tone of the writing. The main
focus of the novel is the presentation of Andreas’s feelings and life. This presentation
appears in certain parts almost identical with Psycharis’s attempt at autobiography in
“Ta yevearoywkd pov” (Zolotas 1928). Andreas’s life is the same as the author’s:
growing up motherless and cared for by his grandmother; his father’s behaviour, his
own studies and dreams, and other details from his life. Explaining these dreams, the
narrator states that Andreas wanted to do something for Greece but could not expose
his work to the Greek public. Therefore, he decided to leave Paris, where he had
grown up, for Lausanne, in the hope of finding peace and artistic inspiration, having
never abandoned his ambition of offering something to his country. The first chapter
ends with music, depicting Andreas’s thoughts and imploring the mountains of
Lausanne to heal his wounds.

One important theme in the novel is the significance of music and of other art
forms. Music helps the character to build a connection with his inner self and

simultaneously to find peace and inspiration. This is the case in the second chapter of
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the novel. where another musical motif, the music from °‘Les Huguenots’ of
Maverbeer, introduces the idea of the Muse, who comes to help the poet in his
endeavours. When Andreas meets Agni for the first time, all the neighbouring church
bells start ringing at the same time, creating a very special sound which gives a serene
and welcoming feeling: “[e]itove yopt) xou 10 KatdhaPe o Avipéog amd TG
KUUTTOVEG. TOCO TOVE GUVEROMPVE TO OVPAVIO TO TPUYOVSL, TOV ROAIS GKOVGE GTNV
TOpTA TOV 6TOVHAOTNPLOY £vay KPOTO YIAG Wiko, oo v {nrovoe vo Kavelg ver pm
péoa’ (35).

In the third part of the novel, the author explores the elements that contribute
to artistic inspiration. This leads him back to the starting point, thus suggesting an
endless cycle of creativity, in which one artistic element provides the spark which
initiates another art form and so forth. The third part of the narrative starts with a
phrase from Lamartine’s poem “Le¢ Crucifix™: “...don d’une main mourante™.
Andreas uses the power of the foreign phrase to create his own perfect poetry: “ [...] o
OTIYOC 00 VO TOV £JIVE KATOW OVVOUT] GUVANLD, 6oL VoL EVTTVODGE 0 £EVOG 0 TOMTNG TOV
TOMTH MOV €lYe UEGE TOV, KOl OV KOWOTOVE amd TV KovpaoT), amd TN dvotuyia”
(48). He starts giving shape to his imagination with the aid of music, the poem, his
own misfortunes with Flora and the ring that she had given back to him when she was
dying, urging him to find another woman worthy of his love. All of these elements are
intermingled and combine to inspire the writing of a drama, which describes his
relationship with Flora. He starts writing the first act of his drama but also remains
preoccupied with the present. The narrative integrates the beginning of Andreas’s
drama with the story of the novel, and by these means, the author introduces a

variation of the technique of mise en abyme. Andreas writes his own story as a drama,

*See Lamartine 1968: 220-23 for the whole of the poem. It must be mentioned that this poem was set to
music by Victor Massé; this is yet another musical reference in the novel.
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keeping the name of his beloved Flora but changing his own to Kostas: “ [...] wé¢ va
tov movpe; ov Avipéd...oxdd, tov Koota...” (57). Thus Psycharis writes a novel,
which contains autobiographical elements, in which the main character is another
writer, who writes about his life, and the story continues ad infinitum. Furthermore,
the main character in the drama, Kostas, is called Andreas in another part of the
novel: “—“Eton, mepipnua! Ki aptog va peivny Avipéac!™...” (74). It is as if the
fictional characters Andreas and Kostas are one and the same person and therefore, by
association, Andreas is also a personification of the real-life author. This
identification not only reinforces the autobiographical element of the novel but also
places a strong emphasis on the activity of creative writing since the latter seems to be
the main occupation of all these fictional characters. The drama within the novel is
entitled “The Ring”; even though the title is not the same as that of the novel, the ring
has various references in the novel which justify the connection of the two (drama and
novel) in a mise en abyme scheme.

The ring not only refers to the adventures of the gift Andreas had given to
Flora but also to the famous cycle of operas by Wagner, Der Ring des Nibelungen,
often referred to simply as ‘The Ring’. “The ring gives mastery of the world but at the
cost of renunciation of love” (Westrup & Harrison 1988: 404). Furthermore, the title
of the third part of the novel: “...don d’une main mourante” is also a symbolic
reference to Andreas’s beloved Flora, who had died in his arms returning his ring to
him. It is associated also with the title of the penultimate part of the novel: “Que cet
anneau lui rappelle sans cesse” (179), a line in French translation from another
Wagnerian opera, Lohengrin. Thus the ring functions as a leitmotif with specific
connotations, illustrating the idea of lost love, in accordance with this technique that

featured in Wagner’s operas. Wagner used a recurring musical theme to illustrate
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better a character or idea in his operas. Similarly the narrative creates a complex
symbolic context. in which the ring is a very special symbol, the strength of which
evokes also the idea of creativity and comfort, reinforcing the autobiographical
element.”

The various intertextual references put forward also the importance of the role
of the artist and his moral duty to the public, which is considered sacred. The main
character’s work becomes the absolute ideal to which he must dedicate all his efforts,
like a personal religion that is above all other obligations. By referring to Lamartine, a
very religious poet of the romantic era, Psycharis wishes to denote his personal sacred
sphere and his own definition of religion. He suggests that Lamartine did not believe
so much in spiritual love, but in a more tangible form of physical love, since he had
replaced God with a specific person. his beloved. He bases this belief on the words of
Lamartine’s poem referred to in the novel: “Symbole deux fois saint, don d’une main
mourante, /Image de mon Dieu!” (46). These verses tie up with the song that Andreas
sings in the same part of the narrative based on a line from Mayerbeer: “comptez sur
mon courage; entre vos mains j’engage mes sermens (sic) et ma foi!” (25), another
musical reference.

As regards the autobiographical element in the novel, it is known that in real
life Psycharis had an illicit affair with Olga Valaoritis. In a moment of sentimental
tension, after an argument and reconciliation, she had given him her bracelet to keep

as a token of her love. It is reasonable to assume that in the novel, this becomes a ring.

*The ‘ring” seems to be a frequent theme in the literature and music of the period. Psycharis must have
known the play (oveipddpaua) of the same title by Kambysis (1898) which was inspired by the life and
death of Kostas Krystallis. There is also Manolis Kalomoiris’s opera with the title 7o daytviior e
Mavag, which was however written a few years later. Kalomoiris was a fervent supporter of the
demoticist movement and had strong ties with all the demoticist writers, however, it cannot be argued
with certainty whether his opera had anything to do with their novels (see Kalomoiris 1988, in
particular pages 87, 118-9). For the symbol of the ring, see also Psycharis’s short story 7o dayrviior
tov [vyn, three parts, published in Noumas 1911, nos. 439: 357-62. 440: 369-78, 441: 385-91, and in
Psvcharis’s Zrov Toxio tov [Tioardvow (1911: 212-83).
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Psycharis mentions these details in his letters to Eftaliotis, where he points out that he
kept the bracelet as something sacred, especially after her suicide.” It is plausible to
suggest that “Flora' in this novel could be a reference to Olga Valaoritis. Therefore,
these references to the ring and the gift in the novel function as a type of catharsis.®

Psycharis is very explicit in one of these letters regarding his connection with Olga:

Me 1o Bpayoir cov koymbnke OAn ™ voyTa. 10 ¥£PL OV TO
Bactovca kot cav Evmmou, To eiknca dvvard. To @riovca kot
TAAE TO QIAOLGH, VO TO VOubOm mm¢ £ivor KO pHov TAvT.
Ouudaoa; Mov todmoes e Ppaderd mov poiiooape. [Noti
paAddvape Kiohog Kot paiiota dev nekeg ekeivo to Ppadv va
pov ptions. IMjyowa ve @bym. Xe xoltalav ta patia pov,
TOUPOTOVEHEVD, UMEATICUEVH, GE TUPUKAAOVGOVE PE TO dAKPLIL,
éva Aoyo vo pov mis. To Adyo, va pov tov mg, dev TpoQTaied.
Eltoave koopog. Mavte pavi, ™ oTiypn mov ¢ GmoyoipeETovsd,
mpeg To Ppuyidit cov o poropatévio, TpoPfaieg O&w and v
TOPTOL, 6TO CKOTASL, Kot pov 10dwoes. To Ppayidoil cov, 6molog
pov To apT TOTE, Bo pov mapn kot T L1} pov. XTov Ta@o pov
0chw vo toyw pali pov, Tav tayyi&e 1o1eg, Odppeva twe ayyla
™mv ayam cov v dw. K’ £ror, ™ viyto mov p aenoss Kot
nébaveg, N0eda vo 70 PaoTtd, GOTOV Vo PEEN 1) HEPE, TAVTA Yo
v oe vounbm (Karatzas 1988: 150-1).

It must be added that the same symbol also appears in the novel H Appwary dodia
(1907), where it is depicted exactly as it is described in the above passage from the
author’s correspondence (1907a, 238: 2).

Psycharis emphasised also in this novel the importance of hard work through

the creation of another character, the internal other, like the two brothers in the

*Psycharis’s numerous letters to Eftaliotis indicate among other things an intention to read his work
autobiographically.

®This is also the tenor of the writer’s collection of poems entitled: Le Crime du poete (1913). In
particular, the poem “Crime et devoir” is very explicit, because it expresses the author’s dilemma
between his duty to his wife and the love for the young girl: “Le crime: avoir aimer la vierge
inaccessible/et de 1'or de son coeur avoir conquis le don (my emphasis)./Le devoir: risquer tout,
excepté |'impossible:/I’abandon™ (66). The use of the same word could be coincidental but it could
equally be intentional. ‘Le don’, in Psycharis’s thinking, is the gift of artistic creation, which the
inaccessible virgin has inspired in the poet through her belief in him. The same context and similar
feelings inspired by Flora apply equally to the story described in the novel.
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previous novel. whose main function is to reinforce a belief in hard work as a moral
duty. Andreas’s friend, Kamekos, is a renowned violinist, who is praised for his

&

talent. his orderly life. and his dedication to his profession: “~ Nai, péfara tov
amoxpiOnke o Kapékog, kuhd, val, apketd kaid £xauba, £161 6ev eivon; Kot 1t kahd
VAPYOLVTOL VEOL, VEPYOLVTAL TToudld, VoL [ oKoUVE, Yia Vo udbovve T Bo ) ypéog”
(39, my emphasis).7 It is not without significance, that some of the details of
Kamekos's life again refer to Psycharis’s own life. For example, Kamekos is
presented as a family man, who had four wonderful children, two boys and two girls;
he had a weakness for smoking and was a keen walker (59). Thus the author “divided’
himself, again, into two different characters: ‘Kamekos’ and ‘Andreas’. Though they
were both artists, the one was more of a family man while the other was more of an
adventurer and a lover.® The tendency to divide the protagonist into two main
characters with complementary characteristics could be explained in psychological
terms as an indication of being unhappy with himself and not fully approving of
himself. Therefore, the main character who is always a projection of Psycharis, almost
needs another “self’, another character, to balance the excesses of the first or simply to
offer another perspective on his way of life. In fact, to the extent that the author is
divided into two characters, the main character is also presented as a devoted artist
and lover; the readers do not experience a multi-dimensional character. It is of course

clear that the author tries to make his presence obvious in every possible way and

finds a way to express his views on art and duty.

"Elsewhere, at the end of the narrative, he is referred to as ‘Kapekos’. This character reminds readers of
another similar character in the novel Tovewo tov I'avvipy. In that case, as the emphasis of that novel
was placed on scientific investigation, the character was a doctor named Palmis. His main function in
the novel was to discuss the importance of his work, with Yanniris, the protagonist, and to suggest that
one should work incessantly in order to be able to fulfil the aims one had set.

*In the previous novel, Ta dvo Adépgia, this distinction was even more clear-cut, as the two main
characters, the twins, Asteris and Astras — who had taken aspects of Psycharis’s own personality — were
defined as the writer and the lover respectively.
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In the penultimate chapter of the novel which starts and ends again with
musical phrases in Greek. Andreas inserts himself into the story of Lohengrin, and
identifies with the poet in the story.” The story of the opera is about disillusionment,
exile. and death symbolised by the swan, and all of these emotions are generated in
Andreas’s heart because of the various turbulent episodes in his life. In the last
chapter, however, Andreas recovers with the aid of his more logical friend, the
*Apollonian® Kamekos, and decides to marry Agni. His newly found happiness and
security is sealed with a creative outpouring as Andreas writes poetry to his beloved —
included in the narrative — and they lead an existence full of cultural events, such as

going to the theatre, visiting churches and reading books of history."’

2. The benefits for the writer of exploring autobiographical writing

As has been mentioned above, this novel includes elements from Psycharis’s
own life and the characters are portraits of his own family and social circle. For
example, the author uses his own personality traits and details from his father’s life in
order to create Andreas. His life experience and other personal qualities and beliefs
also serve to create Kamekos, the violinist. Similarly, Agni could be based on his
second wife, Iréne Baume, who is also symbolically represented as the serenity and
the calmness in the poet’s life with all the remarks about, “1o ypagpeio g Eiprivng”

(44, 89), “nedradeg Expnvepévec” (141) and “to Aypdvt mg Eprvng kat g Ayamng”

’Psycharis’s preoccupation with the inclusion of music in a literary text had started from the writing of
the novel H Appwaty Aobia, where he transcribed some notes of music in the text. In Ta dvo Adéppia
there is a reference to music and to Lohengrin: “YXtov Mnehhivi T yYAukeld v Kapdld KATOTES
Tpuyovdoncave HEAWSIES ayvES, wBeponiucteg pelmdies, mov powalel oa va npopavieye 0 Maeiiivig
mv ayyeAiki] Tov Aogykpiv v appovia” (Psycharis 1910-1: 319). In Ayvs, there is a combination of
both the above, musical references and inclusion of musical phrases typographically in the text, as well
as the lines from these operas as leitmotifs.

"In a playful tone the narrator addresses the readers and explains why he has included one of
Andreas’s poems in the narrative: “[y]ilx v umv 100 YOAGGOVUE TO KEQL, MUPUBETOVUE Hw) TEVTELN
GTPOQEC. TIC GNUAVTIKOTEPES £XKeiveg dnAadi mov Seiyvovve KaAftepa 10 vonua tov cuvorow [...]7

(202).
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(29)."" Flora. the unfortunate lover of Andreas, is probably based on Olga Valaoritis,
as mentioned already. The novel is about Andreas, how he perceives himself, his
physical appearance, his age, how he grew up, his social status and the turning points
in his life, which are related to women and literary writing. The way Andreas thinks
about his upbringing is very significant for the construction of self. Thus it is
plausible to characterise the novel as partly autobiographical: Andreas-Psycharis
views himself as a combination of different egos that correspond fo the different
women he had loved: “Etot 0 Avip€ag, evd 10 £va TOV 10 £Y®, GOV YOl TU YD TOV O
L0Y0C, yapoTave Kt avaydAiwle mov nopovotaldTave KAmol s@Kapic voviauwon
yAyopo pe v Ayvodia, evd TO OEQTEPO £Y® E£xhurye OGKPLL TKPOYALKD OTY)
fBounon mg Propag, 10 Tpito £yd £Pproke TPOMO, TOV EIVOL KAl TO O ATIGTEPTO, VU
OULVEVOOT) GE P oKEYN Ta dakpia e Phopag pe m xopd g Ayvig [...]7 (75).

An interesting turn in the (auto)biographical writing is the way the author uses
elements of the life of his own father in order to create the main character and justify
his actions and choices in life. The readers notice, for example, how Andreas criticises
his own father for not getting married again after his mother died, as was the case
with Psycharis’s own father, but Andreas himself behaves in the same way, avoiding
marriage.'> With regard to the plot, there seems to be no reason why Andreas could
not marry his beloved Flora, especially when she becomes pregnant, apart from a
vague mention of her not belonging to the same social class. However, Andreas’s
hesitation can be explained by extra-textual factors, taking into consideration the
marital status of the real-life author. Since Psycharis is writing about his own life, he

did not alter the fact that he was unable to marry his ‘Flora” even though he could not

""At the end of the novel too there is a note, “opBoypugiki onpewcovra”, where the author implies
that this work was inspired by his love for his second wife.

1*Psycharis presents his father in Q1 Yoydpndes: Ta yeveaioyia pov (Zolotas 1928: 826-36). The same
type of father is also portrayed in Ta Avo Adéppia (see Chapter Seven).
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find a very plausible explanation for this in the narrative: “T'ioti 61 eQTOG; Aev fiepe™
(9). Unfortunately their doomed relationship must have contributed to the girl’s
suicide. Similarly in the novel. the innocent Flora almost fades away after her
relationship with Andreas is broken off. A sense of guilt caused by his lover’s suicide
must have followed Psycharis all his life."”* Another turning point in the real author’s
life. which caused him too a lot of grief and guilt, was the fact that he had to leave his
first wife Noémi in order to marry the much younger Iréne. His collection of poems
“Le Crime du poete™ (1913), a public explanation to his first wife, is significantly
dedicated to the two important women in his life, his two wives. As in that case, the
fictional recreation of certain episodes of his life resembles a confession of all the
problems that troubled the real-life author (see also footnote 6 of this chapter). A very
strong sense of accountability is apparent, particularly since the author viewed himself
as a leader for other people. Thus by reliving some of these episodes, changing the
details and indirectly requesting the understanding of the readers, who are his critics,
Psycharis aims to bring his life’s work to its next phase.

It is commonly believed that, since each human life can be expressed as a
narrative (life-story), the mediation of reading may help ‘put together’ a specific
story. As Paul Ricoeur has pointed out, to bridge the gap from narrative to life and
back. one needs the reader of his/her story: “[...] the process of composition. of
configuration, 1s not completed in the text but in the reader and, under this condition,
makes possible the reconfiguration of life by narrative [...] The sense or the
significance of a narrative stems from the intersection of the world of the text and the

world of the reader. The act of reading |...] becomes the critical moment of the entire

As is pointed out by Thrylos: “H Okya Bahawpit [...], véu konéha [...] eixe avtoktovicel yati Tnv
evKUTELEWWE KUl [...] TNV mapovoidlel oyedov o Gl ToL Ti pubicTOpHATU UE TO dvopa Muppiava,
Muppiéda, Mopite, Moipm, Ki GAkes TopuihayEs, HETUPOPOMUEVT] GE TUPTYOPNTPLL, 0ONYNTPLL KAl
sunvenotple Movoa tov” (1963: 249),
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analvsis™ (1991: 26). Implicitly, in order to give true meaning to the life-story
presented. the role of the reader is just as important as that of the narrator and of the
protagonist. Psycharis also identifies with the reader, in order to understand the role
better himself, he “reads” his own story as he writes it

The whole novel appears as a static vision, a picture of an episode in the life of
the main character, which is intended to represent or account synecdochically for all
of his life. His aspirations, his ideas and cultural stimuli are there for readers to
understand, but no synthesis is attempted. The author stresses: “vrapysl povo o pdt
nov kortdlet ) dnuovpyia kot ) Aipvn”, implying that he wants each of his readers
to create their own synthesis and ultimately confirming that he needs others to give
shape and value to his work, in other words to appreciate it. In that sense, Andreas or
Kostas, and by association, Psycharis places himself in the position of the statue in the
novel, the Swiss general who claimed that his work was a long-term effort, and he
invites his readers to take on his own role, which was to pass by every day and look at
the statue. It is a case of changing places, as he would have wanted readers to “see’
him and to ‘read” his work. He gives readers his own task and his own power, and
encourages them to write on his behalf, the Greek novel that he had been trying to
create throughout his life. The advantage of giving readers their own power and task,
and making them his collaborators in the writing of this novel, is that it gets them on
his side and espousing his views. One could, therefore, argue that the fate of this
novel lies in the hands of its readers, despite the reinforced presence of the author.
The latter becomes apparent in the self-mocking remarks introduced through music

again, with the German song ‘Du bist die Ruh, der Friede mild’, which had appeared

"See Baudelaire’s comments with regard to Wagner’s music, referring to the act of listening (or
reading or viewing) as a parallel to the act of writing (creation itself) (Sieburth 1994: 791).
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also in Tu Jvo Adéppia (translated into Greek), an “endless novel by a Greek writer”
(69) — as the narrator described it. 13

However, —autobiography is not only about the past, but is busily about the
present as well”, as Jerome Bruner argues. “If it is to bring the protagonist up to the
present, it must deal with the present as well as the past [...] but also, it must answer
the question ‘why is it worth telling about 1t’?” (Bruner 2001: 29, the emphasis as it is
in the text). This is a very important question to consider in relation to this novel.
Apart from the obvious psychological catharsis for the author, which helps him get on
with his life, there is a set of ideas presented to readers as suitable models of conduct.
Thus it is exactly this point that “makes the telling ‘justifiable’ [:] [...] a form of
taking a stand” (ibid: 35). Even though the narrative 1s an evaluation of certain
episodes and attitudes in the life of the main character, the assessment leads not only
to a reconsideration of certain issues but also to consolidating some of his beliefs.
These are the need for artistic inspiration, the idea of work as religion and as a moral
commitment, and the desire to achieve something significant for one’s country.
Through the story of Andreas, which alludes to Psycharis’s own story or, at least, to
his aspirations, the author aims to make his views more attractive, thanks to the
warmth of the personal confession and the simple conversation style (see
Stergiopoulos 1986).

Regarding artistic inspiration, Psycharis believed in transforming everyday
themes into suitable material for literature. He did not disregard the simple things in
life, like the language of ordinary people and their popular sayings (as can also be
seen in the novels To Tacidr pov and Toverpo tov iavvipn). He believed, though, that

with the aid of imagination, the poet is able to transform everything into an artistic

"*The above reference aims to reinforce the presence of the real-life author and of his work, as pointed
out by Robinson (1988: 59), and it also shows indirectly the continuity from one novel to the other
(from Ta dvo Adéppia to Apviy).
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creation. In that respect. art is viewed not as something unattainable but as something
taken from real life. Therefore, as is explained in this novel, even a modest popular
musical motif can provide the inspiration for a complete work of literature:
“DIAPYOVVE KOWE PLahd, To poAd, @IAE pov, mov Gl dev etval, ywuti dev sivan kot
TPOTOTLTE, Vo KATeAGBOVVE TNV TPOTOTLTIC TOV pEGA TOL £xEt KGBe mpaua, Mg Kat
TO KOO aKOUT), K £TCL VO TO TAPOVVE UE VOV KEWVODPYLO, VA TO HETUYEPIGTOVVE LE
pomo apetayeipioto” (27).

Another important point is the author’s belief in showing commitment and
passion in whatever route one has chosen to follow. In this novel, the commitment to
a set of beliefs and values becomes apparent through the two facets of the author: the
characters Andreas and Kamekos. Through Andreas’s aims, the narrative promotes
the idea that one should work according to one’s convictions in order to fulfil one’s
dreams, and this dedication should be akin to a religion in life: “[...| |6]ta cuvtpippa
[...] mg miomg, aviywoe 10 vaod g [8éac 1| o tamewvd, g SOVAEIES ™G RoVIMG
OV Yl va yivn, avaykn Oev £yl Kappuav avtapolPn, punte ovpdvie pite ynvn.
Opnokeia ov 10 £pyo tov. Ki axatdragta epyaldtave o Avipéas™ (47). In the case
of Kamekos, hard work is related more specifically to art and to a moral obligation
towards the world: “[tjnv T€xvm tov @@TOg dev cov TV EixEg YW Kopd
ovpavokatéBatn alapumovpvelld, yio KATOWY aKPATNTN EUTVEYT- GOV TNV TEPVOVGE
KL 0 id10¢ TV mEpvOLoE Yo ypéog, Yo xpéog nbkd. BéPawa! Appovia n povown. To
LpE0C, uppovia Tov koopov™ (58, the emphasis as it is in the text).

Characteristically, the narrator inserts various prophetic comments, which
connect the work and the aspirations of the main character with the intentions and
hopes of the real-life author: “[A]oydpale BEPara mwg Oo @EEN ma N pEPU 1 HEYAAN

mov 1 woTpida B pién pia potid oTov TOVO Kot oTe Tovipata pag (ong ahdkapng”
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(215). At that point in his life the author must have been considering how much he
had achieved. and what more needed to be done in order to promote the “Idea’ of
linguistic and cultural reform in Greece. Around 1913, the author was leaving his first
wife for a younger one and he also adopted a more compromising and less rigid
attitude with regard to promoting the demotic. The partly autobiographical narrative
helps him cultivate his personal myth and posthumous fame by trying to rectify his
mistakes and by making his present more attractive. It is also important to point out
that the interpretation of the main character’s life goes beyond the past and present
events and extends into the future as the narrator remarks with irony and self-mockery
that, “amapompnte mepdoave oty EALGS0 taprotovpynuate tov Avipén, o¢ KL 0
Bavatog Tov™” (215). It is certain that the author would not have wished such a fate for
his work and his life, and once again, with this last remark, it seems as if he is urging
readers and critics to pay attention to his work and its objectives.

Finally, we should consider whether the autobiographical element manages to
represent the aims, desires and passions of a whole generation, as was the case in
Theotokas’s novel Aswvic (1940) for example, or whether it remains a very personal
work.'® In Ayvs, there are certain remarks which aim to associate the characters with
specific national characteristics. For example, Agni is associated with the values of
Protestantism, namely honesty, directness, pride and courage, while Andreas — despite
an ambivalence about his identity — is mostly associated with Greek characteristics; he
is hard-working, sentimental and imaginative. Therefore, his own inclination for hard
work is viewed as representative of his race: “o Avtpéag €deie 1oV Oopdoio

KOVPAYL0 —~ TO KOLPAYIO, UTOPEL VoL TN KAVEIS, TNG PUATG TO, OV ¥POVIo. K™ ALDVEG

' feawvijc is mentioned in this analysis because it portrays the ‘artist as a young man’ in Constantinople,
a counterpoint to Psycharis’s ‘artist as an old man’ in Lausanne. In Theotokas’s novel, one gets the
impression that the main character speaks in the name of a whole generation and that his own situation
in life represents a symptom of a collective crisis (see Melissaratou 1998: 222).
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Brémel Tov BavaTov 10 omadi amd TAve amd T Aapd e, Ko Opmg &, (n, doviéPet
Kol TPoKOQTEL 0A0éva” ( 166)."" In the beginning of the novel also there is a
comparison between Andreas’s qualities and those of his compatriots, and the narrator
suggests that his flaws were characteristic of his origin: “Mic@ o xivNpatd tov [...]
giyave KA1 akaTaotdhayto [...] val, anapdiloyte OmTme TOXOVVE GTIUEPA TOL KIVILATA
™S euANg” (17).

Nevertheless, even though, the self is the starting point for fiction, it does not
manage to engage the others to create a more collective account despite the general
remarks inserted in the narrative such as the ones mentioned above. The narrative 1s
perceived only as a personal confession. This is because in Andreas’s thoughts and
even in his discussions with Kamekos, the reader encounters only superficial
observations about art and its various forms, which fail to engage him/her in a more
in-depth consideration. Furthermore, Andreas’s love for Agni does not appear
representative of other similar cases. The readers will find it difficult to identify with
the characters; therefore, the readers can only assume the same role as the
author/creator, as mentioned previously. It seems that Psycharis is addressing only his
own kind, other intellectuals, and keeps his distance from other people: “[n]epiepya ta
Boreye o xanuévoc. Amopdacioe va ypaoen Piiic, pubictoprpata, dpapate, Kot vo
0. LAGYT 6TO ceEPTUPEKL TOV, Yo Adyov Tov — ‘Katom, Aéel, Oo ta Bpodve!” 7 (20).
Once again, a contradiction becomes apparent between the aims of the novel, which
are to reach people and influence their way of thinking, and the proclamations of the
author (through his character). Even if he does not speak in the name of a specific
generation or group, there is little doubt that the author aims to make his fiction as

real as possible in order to promote his views. This novel is, therefore, a clear

"This is a very positive remark on the part of the author. who usually reserves his scorn and criticism
for the Greeks as in his novel Ta dvo Adéppia. See, for example, the section on Greek society and
culture in the period, in Chapter Seven above.
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example of a very specific stance regarding the practice of literary writing. It
exemplifies how poetry and real life can be connected reciprocally: |...] t6c0 oteva
06 HEPIKG TIVEUATO. oLVEdEVOLVTAL, TOGO Pudid emnpedlovvtatl moinon kot {wn, Lo
Kol oinon. oe Pubpud pdhiota mov dev Eexwpilovvar kat mov YWPig Kapd dvokolia

N Con xatavtd moinon, 600 k* 1 moinon Lo pag™ (189).

3. Symbolism and music

For the narrator of this novel literary writing is a process activated by
literature itself and not something external to it. He believes that literature has the
potential to create more literature and also that any type of artistic stimulus can
function as the starting point. In support of these views, the main character in the
novel pays much attention to the environment in which he is working, his
study/studies, his library, the decoration of his room overall. In particular, the books
in his library function as a type of fetish, a symbol that shapes the experience of the
poet: “[...] ayvavtefeg mavtod paelo kul paeur, ¢ T TaPdvi amdve, |e oAodETa,
rowkoypopa Pifiia. ‘Etor tamopdoioe n paviacia Tov, {6mMG Kol KATOW GKEYN
PUOCOQIKT]. XTO OTMOVSAGTIPL TOV, ALEL, TMPEMEL KAVELS OmEPOPIOTH, TPEMEL
AVEUTONCTY VaPivy) T HOTIE TOL Vo TETIETAL, TO VOU TOV VATADVTY T¢ QTEPE TOL- O
tithog, N Bwprd xar povn evog oo, APV, UTOPEL VU TOPUSVPT TO AOYIGUO GOV
oe Sravonmikd Apépra Eéva” (30).'® The books, the lake, the ring, and the swan are
some of the symbols which continually recur in the narrative in order to project the

author’s views on life, love and literature. The more significant strategy though

®This was also the case for the professor in H Appwaoty dovia, who had two different desks and an
impressive library (see Psycharis 1907a, 227: 6)
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throughout the narrative is the inclusion of music, thematically, symbolically, and as
literary writing, replacing plain words.

If the aim of the autobiographical or quasi-autobiographical narrative is to
connect poetry with real life, the aim of a symbolist narrative or, more generally, a
symbolist context, is to connect music with poetry or literary discourse. The plot is
not so significant in the narrative as is the depiction of a suggestive atmosphere and
the portrayal of feelings experienced by the characters, which are invoked through
music. Towards the end of Apvy, for example, Chopin’s “Marche Funébre™ helps to
suggest an mner struggle between two forces that represent Andreas’s psychological
state: on the one hand, there is his happiness about his union with Agni, while on the
other, there i1s despair in the music related to his realisation of the age difference
between them, which must have been the same as that between the real-life author and
his second wife, Iréne. Andreas’s illness is also marked by someone singing the same
sad motif, which helps readers, if they imagine themselves listening to the music to
understand Andreas’s difficult position. Thus Andreas’s life-threatening illness is
linked with the music of the ‘Marche Funébre’, which evokes death.

Another musical motif in the narrative is associated with that terrible
unfaithful woman, who came to destroy Andreas’s happiness. The musical phrases
included in that part evoke sadness, and the words that accompany them are angry:
“[v]as-tu t’en aller! ou je te jette a la porte!” (156). The meeting with this woman
triggers Andreas’s illness — his heartache which takes a literal form. But while he is
sick. he sings yet another tune. As mentioned previously, all of the musical passages
and the musical references included reinforce the impression of reading scenes from
an opera (see Robinson 1988: 57-8). This suggests that the author has a tendency for

literary experimentation, which can also be detected in his remarks regarding the
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subjectivity of the view, as mentioned in the previous section. Therefore, as
verisimilitude does not appear to be the major concern of the writer in this case, the
narrative indirectly proposes the necessity of interpretation: “Etvye xdnoteg vo cag
TPAYOVSNON Kul Tpayoudu, va oag ta Siepunveyn yAvkd, AEEN Y AEEn, divoviac
omv kobemd kot kot oty KEOe vOTa, o PUCTIKY, M KPUQWL ONHACIo TOVOU Kot
ayamng:” (170). The opposite could also be plausibly argued, that the author would
like to view his own life as an opera.

The musical references. together with the allusions to the subjective view of
the artist, whereby he endows even mundane things with special meaning, aim to
create a symbolist context.'” The novel begins and ends with the same musical phrase.
tracing the events of the story, like the cycle of life itself. There are Italian, German,
French, and then Greek songs repeated, at times, to emphasise specific moral
judgements about characters and situations or to exaggerate the feelings of the main
character. The author has created this evocative atmosphere in order to insert his
views unobtrusively. As Christopher Robinson has pointed out, the identity and
meaning of these musical phrases is revealed “as [each] chapter unwinds™ and then,
other phrases are introduced to extend the symbolic function of the initial ones,
resulting in the creation of a signifying system which operates concurrently within the
‘realistic’ level of the text and on another level, accessible only to those who are able
to make the relevant associations between the particular music and its reference to the
text (Robinson 1988: 58).

Each musical phrase or piece has specific connotations in relation to the plot

of the novel, and to the feelings of the characters. For example, the sound of church

""The use of symbols in relation to the different connotations they assume in the thoughts of the main
character, closely follows what Charles Baudelaire had described as “correspondances™ “L’ideé
d’analogie désigne dans ces conditions nouvelles un isomorphisme entre I'’homme et le monde, I"animé
et I'inanimé, un partage sur le fond d’une communauté d’essence, une adéquation présupposée au titre
de condition d’un savoir et de la pensée en general™ (Hirt 1998: 272). See also Paraschos 1953: 32.
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bells introduces something connected to God; in conjunction with Agni’s presence.
this sound suggests the idea that Agni is a divine creature. Furthermore, the two
characters. Agni and Andreas, share a mutual appreciation of music, which they both
consider a source of inspiration and energy for work: Agni for cleaning the house,
Andreas for thinking and writing.

Moreover. music offers a way out of the constraints of linear time. It makes
the possibility of capturing an ideal time appear plausible. It creates a type of eternal
moment, which can be revealed through continuous melodic sounds (Louka 2002:
11). Andreas feels that time is running out for him and is anxious to write another
novel or drama to enhance the repertory of Greek literature while still hoping to
experience love again. Music accompanies him in his thoughts and actions and helps
him find some degree of equilibrium in difficult times. Accordingly, the narrator
urges readers, at one particular part of the narrative, to attempt to experience with him
that ideal moment which abolishes time. In a very poetic way, he refers to this
experience as a moment of revelation, which cannot be measured by human standards

as it escapes the conventional conception of time:

Ma tdpa, THpe T, COTACTE, 606 TUPUKUAD. AE LoV AETE TL
va eivon To Odpo TovTo; Gdpo HoVaSIKO, TPUYoUOL PUYEREVO
OV 0V YAAONKE TOTEC GTNV OWKOVUEVT], TPUYOVSL TOV TOVOL
CULVERO KAt TNG VIKNG, TPpayovdt Tov amd To. CTAGYVe TOV
aBpdmov Pyaiverl Kut mOL ATADVEL To YTEPE TOV, V. Tan 660
aymAiotepa umopel. Kot moio eivar to vomuae tov tpayoudiov:
Kot cav 11 va Aén 1o tpoyoddy To tpayoddr Aéer mwg o
Oavatog dev vmapyel, Kot WOG Ogv vmapYovve ay! unTe
YEPAUATE MNTE UMEATIOIE, TOC OKATOVIKN TN HVI|OKEL HECH [LOG
N Yoy, Teg eival Tapadetsos, Tmg eival YAOK® povayn, Twg
O0h0 cOV TO eival Awbvel, evd avePaivel mpog Tamivm, EVe
YOVETUL TEPEYVVETAL oTa pedovAiwr cov péoa Beio mdoviy
(followed by two lines of musical phrases) (127-8).

Psycharis’s experimentation with music can be traced in the cultural climate of the
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period that generated it. At the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of the
twentieth century, music was perceived as a “paradigm for the other arts: in music one
saw the completed development of the Romantic ideal still to be achieved in
literature™ (Hargraves 2002: xviiin). “[...] its association with the direct and
immediate expression of innermost emotion™ (ibid: xii), justified its primacy among
the arts and made it capable of rendering universal values. The musicality of language
and the polyvalent artistic creation were projects that preoccupied a considerable
number of artists of the period, like Mallarmé and Wagner. who also sought to create
a mixed-genre spectacle, incorporating music, text, mime and dance (Forbes & Kelly
1995: 26).30 Furthermore, at the end of nineteenth century Wagner and his music
exercised an influence on the birth of the European symbolist novel, his musical
techniques being followed even in the field of prose fiction (Louka 2002: 105); in
particular the technique of the leitmotif which gives thematic meaning and structure as
mentioned above. This climate of cultural experimentation must have made an impact
on Psycharis, who tried to adapt some of these trends to his own literary writing. In
Ayvy the author aims to combine different, and at times incompatible genres. like
music and prose, in an effort to achieve a unique artistic work. In this case, the
inclusion of musical phrases in written prose created a groundbreaking project.
Psycharis experimented with this combination which was something unique in Greek

literary productions of the period. As the narrator explained in the narrative:

Y“Wagner's theories of the Gesamtkunstwerk or total art work incorporating music, dance and poetry
[...] became known to a small circle of French admirers [...] After his death in 1883. the theories
became better known through ‘La Revue Wagnérienne', launched in 1885, by a recent graduate of the
Conservatoire, Edouard Dujardin. By the time this review ceased publication some three years later,
extracts from Wagner’s operas had become a regular feature of the Parisian concert scene. and for the
next few years Wagnerian fever was at its height” (Forbes & Kelly 1995: 18). See also Grekou 2000.
However, “Wagner’s Gesamtkunstwerk had pointed the way to the ‘ceuvre’ of the future but had failed
1o pursue its aesthetic and philosophical implications to their very limit”™ (Sieburth 1994: 795).



Kad tépvn and Kelveg TG TPOTOYEVVITEG, TOV PECH TOV O
aBpomog TIg eixe, Kapd, meg ™ve Quoroyia, Covypaguk,
HOVGIKT], Kapd de JVVETAL Vo EKQPACT OAO pag to &ivor «’
g101, OMOL O OTiYOC Ot @TAVEL EPYETOL T] VOTH KOL GOV
tamochvel. O Avipéag dev avakdartefe akoun 1ig dvo Téxveg, de
opiyave ot 8vo 6T YPOQT| TOV po £vag GKOTOG TOL £81ve cVyva
70 KOUPAyw mOv TOV EAewwe, OMWG TN OTIYHN TOVTN, O
repipNiog oKoToS Tov Touumpic” (26).

Furthermore, for the objectives of this narrative, music represents more than a
feature of cultural experimentation. It could be said that it functions as a replacement
for speech, whether related to communication through language or not. It represents
the universal language used and understood by all people, regardless of their
differences: “[pqrwc kot xeivove dev tové Ponbovoe to idwo; T meipale mov 1
dovierd tovg drapopetikn; IMavra dovierd ko mavie tpayovdr. KatoAdPave aydiio
ayGAa 0.7t po oTiypn mpottepa tov eowvotave atalio’ (39-40). When closer to
spoken language. in the form of song, music evokes immediate responses; it is present
and cannot be ignored, and it marks certain moments with specific connotations.

The author must have been aware of the efforts of French Symbolist poets,
like Stéphane Mallarmé, who sought to achieve the most harmonious effect in the use
of French language and the closest association between sound and meaning; his own
insistence on the correct use of language betrays a similar preoccupation. The
references to music — tonality, melody, harmony — are connected with his views on
language as analysed repeatedly in the essays of Péda ko Mnia. For example, in one
of these essays, in Poda kar Mn/a E’, Psycharis suggests that the first manifestation
of language is not the use of words but the formation of a ‘melody’, which helps to

suggest to others specific feelings and intentions. He argues that this tonality has

't is important to mention that by referring to the music and by including some of the passages.
Psycharis gives an active role to the readers again, urging them not only to imagine the specific music
in accordance with the scenes described in the novel, but also, perhaps, play the music themselves. in
order to be able to understand better the emotions and the atmosphere that were conveyed in the

narrative.
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remained an integral part of all languages, and will continue to exist even if the

vocabulary changes or declines:

IoAhoi yAwoooroyor vopilovve, Twg yAbooo Ba mn povo Aaid. Ma

N IpdT YAdoow pmopei va unv NEepe Kat tooeg Aéfeq. AkOuN Kai

oa pope®inke, cav £yve yAdoow, mbavo va uny eitave 1 AaAut to

OTHAVTIKOTEPO: 1] YELPOVONIL KOl KATOW peAwdia elyave TOTES TOAD

va ovve. H peromdia Epeve ko thpo oe kabe yhdoow, yati aliudg

HEAMOOVHE PPAOOVAL EPOTNHATIKY, CAADS KOUTAPUTIKY] QPUOOVAL,

onwg g ovopdlovpe ot PapPapor epeic o1 YAwoooroyor Kot

ypappatikoypagot (Psycharis 1909: 116-7).
In the same volume, in ‘a letter to Myriella’, the author insists that the careful writer
should avoid hiatus, in order to create a harmonious effect in the use of language: “Na
TPOCEYETE KAl GE KATL GAAa, OV dev gival aoNUavTH 0G0 PAivoVVTAL, LV Kl eV Ta
napatnpel 0 avoyvOots. Byaivel dpwg kepdepévog amod ) YEVIKT TV £VTHT®OT), TOV
tov amopviokel and to ddfacpa. Epéve n pavia pov agagvoe sivon varoeifym ™
yaouwdia” (1909: 202). As he explained also in his Péda xar Miia A’ he sought to
achieve harmony in his writing, following the advice of his friend Leconte de Lisle:
“O Leconte de Lisle, cuvn0ile, koBdg kot yvwotd, va Tpoceyn, OToV EKOVE TOVE
otiyoug tov, oe xdbe cvAlaf. o Béon, oto PLOUS, oTN POPEY, Kg TOVUE KoL GTO
POua KOs AEENG |[...] 8e Bupodpot av o peydrog pov eikog, apuovia to sine 1| av 10
eine aAl®dc” (1907b: 26, the emphasis as it is in the text).

Furthermore, according to the author, in the same way that music must be
sung or performed in order to come to life, language must be spoken in order to exist.
If language, like music, remains only written signs and notes, it is almost as if it is not
a reality. Psycharis expands on this theme in the essay cited above, stating clearly
that, *n yh@coa n abpdmivn tpénel va cuyKpOn HE T HOVGIKT]* OGO 1) LOVGIKT) Eival

YPUUUEYR, BEV DTLGPYEL DEV LTTAPYEL PUOIKA OVTE OGO £ivol dypagn Kol LVNOKEL HEGA

Hag: yio ve vapén, arapaitmto vaxover” (Psycharis 1909: 118, the emphasis as it is
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in the text). Only that way, when language is spoken, is part of real life and not some
artistic expression. Music, as pointed out above, almost suggests readers try to sing it
or play it. Similarly, it is as if the narrative written in a demotic language demands
that readers become fully engaged and speak in that language. Significantly, one of
the few reviews of this novel, by Rigas Golfis, was published in Noumas and used a
similar vocabulary and almost the same expressions as the novel in order to present it
to the Greek public (1913, no. 511: 160-63 & no. 512: 175-78).

While music helps to illustrate the characteristics of speech, by contrast,
writing is represented as ‘absence’, associated with the character’s self-imposed exile
in Lausanne, and the two different studies in his home, one being always empty. It is
not without significance that Andreas always starts from a musical motif (from
speech) in order to find inspiration and proceed with his literary writing.”> A deviation
from the emphatic proclamations about truth and verisimilitude is noted. “If, as
Walter Pater claimed, all arts aspired to the conditions of music, it was because music
exemplified a purely abstract, nonfigurative, nonrepresentational art, an autotelic
event whose very form was its content” (in Sieburth 1994: 796, the emphasis as it is
in the text). As Verlaine pointed out with reference to poetic expression, “De la
musique avant toute chose! Tout le reste est littérature” — something with which
Palamas also agreed. In the narrative it is almost as if music surpasses language and
becomes like a refuge for the artist, when language can no longer fulfil the demands
placed on it by him. This is obvious when Andreas fights with himself, questioning
the fate of his union with Agni, and the narrator resorts to presenting his

psychological turmoil by including (transcribing) various parts of Chopin’s “Marche

“Speech has always been considered as directly linked with the human subject. “Speech is seen as
immediacy, presence, life and identity, whereas writing is seen as absence and difference. Speech is
primary. writing is secondary”, explains Farinou-Malamatari with regards to Kazantzakis's work
(1998: 24). The above distinction becomes apparent in Psycharis’s novel as well.
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Funébre™ in the narrative (pp. 124-32), instead of explaining to readers with more

words. how the character must have felt.

4. The conditions for literary writing
4.1. Writing as solitude, absence, distance

As in the rest of Psycharis’s novels, one of the themes presented is the actual
act of writing fiction. The role of the writer, and generally the artist, is considered
very significant. Artistic creation is related to two necessary elements in the narrative:
the one involves the exile of the artist (Kristeva 1986: 298) and the other, in contrast,
his relations with women. One of the factors that impede artistic creation, however, is
the limitation imposed on the artist by the time he has at his disposal. There is an
emphasis in the novel on the common theme of man’s anxiety about his mortality,
which. in this case, prevents him from fulfilling his artistic ambitions.

Nevertheless, the solitude or even the exile of the artist and, in particular, of a
writer of literature, gives him/her the freedom to exploit his/her creative flow without
any hindrance. It allows time to think, as he/she does not have to deal with the
everyday banalities of meeting friends or family and dealing with their demands. It is
significant that Andreas exiles himself in Lausanne — “évvoim0e coav anallaypévoc.
oy mo AEQTEPOS TOPX OV amopokpvinke and ta MNapicwa™ (22) — and the same was
true for almost all the writers in Psycharis’s novels: Yanniris leaves Paris suddenly, at
the height of his fame, to return to his native island in Constantinople.”® Asteris also
travels around in various parts of Greece and Europe, never settling down.”
Similarly, Yannis Petroyannis, though not a writer, creates a certain type of writing in

relation to nature when he finds himself in the absolute exile of an island in the South

** In Toveipo rov Navvipn (1897).
* T Advo Adéppia (1910-1).
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Pacific (see Chapter Five).” Writing, as opposed to speech, involves distance and
absence, and in absence the writer (real and fictional) discovers himself, and he thinks
more clearly of how to reach his readership. However, his privileged space cannot be
shared with others. The narrator of this novel, Andreas, gets upset when Agni and her
aunt invade his space and his thoughts, and he allows some of his space to be shared
only when he realises that he and Agni have a shared interest in music. It is also
important that Andreas identifies with the poet in the story of Lohengrin, which
invokes images of solitude, lucidity, and sensuality (Sieburth 1994: 790).

The main character in the novel also believed that choosing to live in
Lausanne would include him in the list of the famous people who had spent some
time there, and he perceived it as a positive step for his artistic development. He
envisaged, therefore, achieving some distance from ordinary people, because of his
impending fame and success. Thus the preference for a solitary existence is associated
with the writer’s desire to lead the masses, at least with regard to culture, however
contradictory this might appear, and it betrays an aristocratic attitude similar to the
one portrayed in Palamas’s epic poem O Awdekatoyos tov T'igtov (1907).¢
Moreover, the desire for solitude reflects also a distancing from people in Greece. The
narrator considers them incapable of understanding his literary preoccupations and
justifies the character’s choice to be alone, away from the cultural climate in Greece,
as the only means of creating literature: “*Ouv avontot! Ta E6ava! [...] [Inyave va toug
ypayme popaike timotig mapopowo [...] kat vakovong 1t B cov molvve ot
umovvtadddeg g AOfvag kot g [16Ang, mov Bapprovviar andyovor tov Ilepikin.
Liytip, mov Aéet k1 o Tovpkog. Mrpe manddkt pov, To £pyo GOV €6V KAl GKEWYOVAN UnV

toug yupiong, toug avideovs™™ (48). In his Poda kar Mnysa also Psycharis argued that

*Zww k1 Apaan oty Movaéii (1904).
“A tendency to preserve the intellectual’s seclusion from the masses was apparent in literary works of
the first half of twentieth century (see Carey 1992).
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the fact that he lived outside Greece helped him to evaluate Greek culture better:
“yiati gueig 6hot pag mov Lodpe, ommg Aéve, oty Efpann, ki o Eptahdms x o
[Tading Kkt o Mapkémng xt dAlor moAdol, E€povpe Kal cvykpivovpe. Omoog dpmg
cvykpivel, vouilo mwg icong kpivel kot kadqtepa”™ (1907b: 25/151). The motif of self-
imposed exile, though, contrasts with Psycharis’s admission that he was not like the
teachers who did not have any contact with the people, because he lived amongst
ordinary people and tried to create stories about them: “gpeig ddokalor dev eipaocte:
oe LoVpE OTO YPOQEID HOC, TMEPMATOVHE OTOVG OPOUOVS, YPAPOVUE Yt OAOVG,
ypapovpe yio ™ Con, ¥ £rol mpémer vakorovBodpe 10 Aod, T0 Aad Kol povo”
(Psycharis 1902b: 269). Discrepancies such as this between the views expressed in
Psycharis’s critical essays and those put forward in his novels are characteristic of his
personality and to an extent it is what makes his work multi-dimensional and
contradictory. Therefore, the character, like the real-life author, finds in distance and
absence from his own cultural background the necessary factors to develop his

writing, the better to evaluate the culture to which his work aims to contribute.

4.2. Women as inspiration for writing literature

Another constant inspiration for the creation of literature was the love of a
woman. Psycharis believed that the woman would bring him inspiration to continue
his work. and the main character in the novel held the same belief. Women are also
associated metaphorically with writing, as all the women in the life of the main
character were dressmakers, and the act of sewing has metaphorical connotations with
that of writing/creation (see also Moullas 1996: pa'n). Andreas explains in the novel

that he had to love somebody in order to be able to write: “[m]epiepyo. ['a va ypaon,
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Vo TAaln o Avipéag. dev eixe avaykn and dnpoco. Ma eiye arapaitnm avaykm
and yovaixa. Frpene v* ayond, yia va ypaen” (50). Similarly, Psycharis also explains
in his correspondence to Eftaliotis that: “[y]wx va ypayw ta dvo Adépgia, yperdotmke
QLOIKA vayariom TokEg yuvaikes. Kovpaotikd mpapa |...] Zov o eina- npénet va. pe
ocvunabnone n doviewd pov to Béhel. Apgé, Péfma. Ma va yivy diho popdavilo,
npémel va VapEn apéows GAAn ayam. Kovtd oto vov [...]” (Karatzas 1988: 624).

In Ayvsj, the narrator informs readers about the birth of the love between the
two characters and concurrently about Andreas’s inspiration for his drama which is
based on his life-story. The main point discussed is that the arousal of sexual feelings
for Agni gives Andreas the energy to start writing his fiction. Thus love and work go
hand in hand, as life and fiction are also mingled because Andreas takes inspiration
from his work to act in his life: “Kt opnpoc. I1éroge hapmpd to S afnud tov ki £to1
pavepmbnke axéun p Qopa, TOco 1 epyacia Kai 1 aydan aiiniofontidviave ctov
Avipéa. Emedrn) ayamovoe, 1o mjyave mpipo 1 dovAewd, ko meWd) to wHyave m
doviewd mpipa [...] Pprike o Aoy Ta KatdAAnio v padn and ) ypud exeivo mov
yopepe” (74-75).

Despite Andreas’s rather logical outlook on inspiration, we find in the novel
the echoes of the romantic ideal of the Muses who come to help the poet. Andreas
would, for example, take long walks to clear his mind and prepare it for work: “O
nepinatog Tov £fale mavta oe kivnon 10 HLOAG TOL Kot oo YOPILE OMiTL, TANUULPO
10V KatePaivave o1 kavovptes Wees ato puard™ (140). Sometimes, the new ideas that
came 1o him were the result of his encounter with the Muses, who were everywhere in
nature: “[p]dAotd, 0TAV TEPVOVOE OMO TO POLUAVL, EAEYE TOS KPLPES, EPWTEUEVES. UE
Tpdove opépate duaeave 1 kebepd Toug, Pyaivave ot Movoeg anod d1popeg HEPLES

VO TOVE YOIPETNOOLVE. VIL TOL TOOVE Kavéva Adyo yAvko™ (140). In that respect, most
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of the time, the poet is accompanied by his Muses, who were in love with him, while
often, the role of guiding and inspiring love in the poet, is fulfilled by a human being.
Just as in Andreas’s life the Muse was the multi-talented Flora, in the real author’s life
this person was his beloved Olga, whom he mentions several times in his letters:
“Topa xararofeg; Inquepig doviéyape pali! Avoxorefopovva ki apsong Npde kat
pe Bonbnoe, pov £dwoe yépl. Tt va cov ta Eaveréom; Mali Lodpe™ (Karatzas 1988:
526). Therefore, the Muse was as much in love with the poet as he was with her, and
without love there was no progress in his work.

Another view expressed in the novel is that writing absorbs all the energy of
the main character, and it becomes the main activity in his life, which shapes his
whole being. Without writing, the character and the author feels that he is in a state of
limbo. The extreme effort put into creation requires the total concentration of the
artist, just as a lover requires the total devotion of his/her partner. As the narrator
explains, Andreas was no exception, finding love in his work, totally devoting himself
to it: “H ayamm, otov Avipéa, £puowle pe v gpyacicc Tov OTOV KATUTLAVOTOVE
KaVEVQ £pY0, EMEQTE KATOKEPUAD 6T doVAELd, Kot 6E® amd ) Sovield Tov, 6w amd
T0 £pY0 NG MPAC, TwoTa dev VIapye Y Tov Avipén: fovtovoe aldKaipog, mov va
e, PEGH 6TO VOU TOV, KabME Kt 0Tov ayamovos, fovtodoe OAOC HEGH OTNV Kupdid
tov. Kan xe1 €pvnoxe ma” (72). Love, and writing in general, are closely linked in
Psycharis’s ideological thinking, to the extent of becoming the same thing. In 1906,
he wrote epigrammatically to Eftaliotis: “X’ ayond. To povo mov tpo@taive vi Gov
no. [N mv oyl npéner mavia voderdln xaveic, ywti kot 10 ypayyo ayamm”
(Karatzas 1988: 567). Through the association between love and writing in the

narrative, and the ambivalent presence of the woman as Muse, it is implied that the
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writer is always both a solitary figure and someone who has the privilege of a loving

companion (the Muse).

Conclusion

“The temptations of autobiography’ led the author to experiment with an
innovative style of writing, deviating from the faithful rendering of reality in fiction,
but ensuring that he projected his beliefs for the future. In terms of creating a
Symbolist novel, the author uses the following elements: the melancholy of the main
character, associated with his unfortunate love affairs and his realisation that he was
getting old, and the recurring symbols of the ring and the lake. Both function
realistically in relation to the plot of the novel but they also offer other connotations:
the ring is a symbol of love and death, as is the lake, which also reflects the
character’s inner state. In addition, both are encountered as parts of Wagner’s operatic
universe, which is recalled in the text through various references.

However, this novel is more than an attempt at writing a Symbolist work. I
believe that Psycharis is once more writing a type of didactic-autodidactic narrative.
Ayvyp is part of his network of novels which presents specific ideas. Various
techniques or patterns, which are similar to those in his previous novels, are also
encountered in Ayv#.The author uses, for example, the usual technique of binary
oppositions in order to promulgate his views. Apart from the dualism of the artist
personified by Andreas and Kamekos (the one impulsive and sentimental, the other
more organised), Psycharis uses binary oppositions in many elements in the narrative.
All the events and the discussions in the narrative revolve around notions of “absence’

as opposed to ‘presence’, ‘life” as opposed to “death’, ‘love’ versus ‘hatred’ or any
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other binary opposition such as the pure woman contrasted with the promiscuous one.
The use of opposites serves to emphasise the author’s views in a clear, unambiguous
way. as it becomes obvious to readers through context where the narrator’s
preferences lie. The ideal, bipolar scheme of success, repeated in many of Psycharis’s
novels. involves “love” and ‘glory’. The main character’s approach to these is toned
down in 4Ayv#. Love and glory are not represented as the absolute goals of the main
character, as was the case in the first novel, 7dveipo tov avvipy, for example. The
author exhibits a self-deprecatory and humorous tone as to the significance of his
work, and is almost apologetic for the time he dedicates to it as opposed to other
activities. There is mitigation of the author’s desire for love and glory (personal and
professional success), and almost a sense of bitterness which arises from the
realisation that there is never complete success in both these domains in an artist’s
life: “medio de fonte leporum surgit amari aliquid quod in ipsis floribus angat™ (122).
This betrays some maturity compared to the impulsiveness of the main character in
the first novel (Tovepo tov Iavvipn), who is portrayed as invincible, and always
successful in his sexual and artistic pursuits (see Chapter Four).

The ending of Aywvij is similar to the endings of the author’s previous novels.
Most of Psycharis’s novels conclude in a similar way with the expectation of a birth
or the announcement of a new life that will bring hope, justice, and happiness, and
will rectify the mistakes and problems of the past. This approach aims to persuade
readers of what lies ahead and the likelihood of the ideas expressed in the novel
coming to fruition. Thus the characters and the ending are typical of his novelistic
style, as is the projection of self, created most notably in the reference to the “statue’.
Furthermore, the author includes derogatory remarks about himself (*Akndeia!

Exeivog dnpociéfer. O avonrog!™) (69), which aim in reality to reinforce his presence.
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There are also several remarks about the Greeks, their history and what they
appreciate in an artist, expressed in the main character’s thoughts and through his
endeavours. In certain parts of the narrative, the narrator tries to establish an implicit

connection between the main character’s story and fate, and that of the Greek nation:

Opgavog mo mord amd xabe @hiove o Popog. To yodpa omov
YEVVIETAL, OKOWT] KOt GHUEP, OE TOGH Kat TOGH PUEPT), OEV TOV AVI|KEL
[...]lo]lppavie kar dvotuyio mave mavra xépt pe xépt oto Powo. H
TOYN Vi TO dMOT Ve PEYRADTCOLVE TaL GUVOPX TOV, Hali va peyabhon
K N yuyd] tov. Ma pimog kon tov idov toteg Lo 6e otdbnke (o
opeavol, oppavod onmg Kabe Tov TaTpdT); AV £iye TOTO S1KO TOL,
otov tomo tov Bdypage’ 1 xAion tov wpog Ta ypappata de Oa yopefe
GALovG TOTOVG Y10 vaL par) 6T0 SO0 TG ToV iG10 (205-6).

All of these techniques and the views expressed are characteristic of Psycharis’s
didacticism.

There are two recipients of the didactic aims of the novel: the author himself,
and the Greek readership. In the first case, Ayvy is an auto-didactic novel. By
projecting himself onto two characters the author tries to understand his own
psychology and the way he functions in various circumstances. It is an attempt on his
part to create his myth and his salvation. The idea of an artist, who follows his
inspiration and is productive, appears repeatedly when reading the novel and it is as if
the author wants to convince himself of his purpose in life. In addition, through the
creation of this narrative, it is as if the past is permanently disposed of and buried. The
biographical elements which refer to the author are appropriated by other (fictional)
writers in the novel and thus the real-life author remains always secluded and almost
untouchable. Passages in the novel refer to the main character keeping some of his
work hidden in a drawer in the hope that it would be discovered in the future,

suggesting that there was always something more left. In a similar way to the main
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character. Psycharis never became completely accessible to the general public. One
could argue that, as in the case of Proust, this narrative (art) “simultaneously erases,
repeats, and redeems life™; in a way that the repetition of real life in literature is an
“annihilating salvation” for the author (Bersani 1994: 861).

The readers learn by example that hard work is necessary if they want to
progress. The role-model is Kamekos, who is a more approachable figure than
Andreas, and his life-style closer to that of the readers. More specifically, regarding
Greek culture, there is an implicit emphasis on the role of language which becomes
music and is shared equally by people of different classes. However, the language of
the novel is not always carefully phrased as was the case in Zw# ki Ayaxn oty
Movacia, and there are certain awkward expressions, as in Psycharis’s other works:
for example, “6c0 ki av givar ekpwog”, p.5, “mg £deiée dagopo”, p.10, “cav
opapaTiopévr, poag £€vmvn”, p.12, and others. Nevertheless, where language is
lacking, music operates in its place, as a universal language. With the aid of musical
language, the author creates a type of novel comparable to those written elsewhere in
Europe. The message for Greeks is that they should assimilate foreign influences
creatively, and develop their own strengths and characteristics. It is also hoped that
the Greek readership would not reject the author’s work or that of other expatriate
writers as insignificant because it did not fit into the moulds or categories created by
Greek critics. This possibility becomes obvious from the unfavourable comments and
criticisms of the main character and his work included in the novel. which aim. in
reality, to establish the value of this work. The same point is repeated also in Rigas
Golfis’s review of the novel in Noumas: “51dackuric, modaywyki, Aoy,
yuyoroyia kor kpiTikn cvviopalovvrat pe ta yeyovota. I'ia tovto 1o poubictopnua

tov Puydpn d¢ otevevetan oo pe to EAANVIKG @UAOAOYIKG chvopa. Tlder mo nEpa.
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Eivar pubiotopnua, va modue, £Em tomov, Kar o€ dnowa YAwooo. uropel va diofactr)
[...] pe térowv eidovg épya Ba yvopwomy k' N EAAGde om @uoloyic tov
roMTiopévay Aamdv” (1913, no. 512: 178).

The unique character of this novel resides in its literary experimentation,
expressed in the combination of an egocentric style of writing with the aspiration to
create a polyvalent artistic creation, integrating musical references as well as musical
phrases, parts of poems, and the beginning of a play with its transcribed dialogues. All
of these different artistic expressions may not promote the unity of the narrative but
manage to convey the points that the author intended to make, with an interesting
deviation from a wry didactic tone. Psycharis envisioned a creative flowering of
Greek literary production and was of the opinion that the Greek novel could be just as
original and innovative as the European novel. That is why he experiments with
autobiographical writing, which gives him the opportunity to include so many
fragments of other artistic forms: a drama, poems, reference to a statue, musical
phrases and songs from the opera. These different artistic forms corresponded to
aspects of his personality and accordingly, he believed that all should be embraced
since they were original expressions written for the benefit of Greek culture.

The author’s anxiety and bitterness at the lack of appreciation of his work is
obvious in the remark that the main character did not want to expose himself to public
opinion and that the Greeks did not even honour their dead artists posthumously:
“lo]mv Eldda onuepa 8¢ PAEmovpe ovte va Bopovviar tove mebBappévons. Mite
elvar vamoprions. Eva €0voc, yw va eivan wavo va tynjon toug meboppévoug.
amapaitnTo va tove katdhaPe, 6tav sitave Lwvtavoi” (215).°7 This comment seems

to be prophetic, as very little was written about this particular novel. apart from the

“"This is in contrast to his other country. France, where the people honoured their great cultural figures.
as is mentioned in 7o Tacidt pov: “Zépet 1o lNapict va Tipd ta peydia tov 1o tadi” (Psycharis 1993:
53).
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remarks of Golfis, and even the distribution of the book in Greece was obstructed by
narrow-minded officials who thought that its language constituted a social danger, as
mentioned in Noumas by Tangopoulos (1913, 515: 212).

As a result of this lack of willingness to actively receive the novel, despite its
interesting features, there have not been many further attempts at similar
experimentation in Greek literature, however much the author wanted to direct the
attention of the Greek public towards his work and to show them that art and narrative
can take many forms (we can mention Kosmas Politis’s Exary as an exception). In his
last novel in Greek, Psycharis not only uses himself as the inspiration for the act of
writing but also, more importantly, he offers his own life, as the gift (“don d’une main
mourante”) to Greek culture, a gift that appears not to have been well received.”® In
the case of his last novel in Greek, one could apply Barthes’s claim that writing is a
solitary endeavour, which does not attain its aim, but possibly another aim, one which

the author did not predict (in Savage, 1979: 439).

*The reference to dying (‘mourante’) is indicative of the realisation that the author was reaching the
end of his creative life and force.
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CONCLUSION

Towards the end of his life and career, Psycharis’s creative strength
abandoned him. He wrote some short plays with allegorical references, very limited in
inspiration and without any originality, satirising the ideas that he opposed. The plays
were “EPa” (one act), “To Aotépt 10 Qaund™ (one act), “Nepdda” (three acts),
“Mapovag” (three scenes), “H Movoa” (one act) (see Thrylos 1954: 71 1).! He turned
to more basic narrative forms and very simplistic reductive plots. It would have been
a nice surprise for readers if the author could have produced another text like 7o
Tacior pov at the end, describing, in the same playful style, what had changed since
1888 in Greek society and culture. It was not the case and, undoubtedly, his last
fictional works do not do justice to his talent and are not a worthy epilogue to his
more productive years.

However, if one considers the overall picture of his output, Psycharis remains
one of the most prolific writers of his era. Even though his novels were not read by
many people, it is important to stress that the role he played in the development of
Modern Greek prose was paramount. In his prose and essays he emphasised the need
for Greek culture to find an independent manner of expression and to cultivate the
genre of the novel.

As Xenopoulos had pointed out in his speech marking his entry to the Athens
Academy in 1932, referring to the development of Modern Greek prose. the novel

was almost an unknown genre in the time of his generation, until Karkavitsas and

““EBu" was published in Nea Estia (1927, 2: 596-99), “Actépt 1o Quund™ in Nea Estia (1928, 3: 537-
39). Also, according to Valetas’s bibliography, “Nepdida™ was published in Protoporia (1929, 3: 69-
78). "H Movoa”, in Protoporia (1930, 4: 103-111), although it was written in 1926, and “Mopobus™ in
Protoporia also, (1930, 6-7: 169-73) (see Valetas 1980: 113).
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others created it almost from nothing.” It is unquestionable that Psycharis’s
contribution to this goal was significant — even if Xenopoulos would probably not
have included him in the group of novelists he considered as pioneers of the genre.
Psycharis showed from early on that he was alert to issues regarding prose fiction in
general, and the art of narration, and he was clear on the need to systematise efforts
towards the expansion of prose, using the language of the people.

This thesis has looked closely at Psycharis’s Greek novels in an attempt to
analyse the author’s views on culture, and to discuss the methods by which they were
promoted (the didactic function of the narratives). In addition, the aim was to discuss
the importance placed on literature itself through the prominent self-referential
elements of the novels. The overall objective has been to make Psycharis’s work
better known by extensively analysing his Greek novels, something which has not
been done before to such a degree.

After introducing the aims and methods of the thesis and placing the author in
the cultural context of his period, I have discussed the views on language that
influenced his writing of literature. 1 have referred to the narrative features that define
the didacticism of the texts overall, and discussed in detail the short story O Mayoc
(1892), which is an example of the author’s cultural ideology. I have indicated the
innovative mode of writing in To Talidr pov (1888). 1 have explained how the author
tried in his next novel, Téveipo tov Iavvipy (1897), to achieve an ambitious task: to
present his views on science and fiction, and how evolutionary theory could be

applied to society. In this novel, the main character is driven by an ambition to

*[...] 10 MuBwotépnua fro oyedov Gyvwotov £ v EAAGda otav  evepavicOnoav ot
uvbisToploypaoor g yeveds pov, and tov Kapkafitoa kat edmbev. Avtol nduvibnoeav, 01 anams va
npouyltyouy 1o €160G, GAAA Kol VoL TO GNHIOVPYTIOOLY GYEDOV £K TOL UNOEVOG, EVPEBEVTES £15 TNV
avaykny va epyacfoly ywpig kalluepynuéviy yabocov kol ywpic afioloyov mepadociv” (in
Xenopoulos 1972: 318).
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understand the world methodically, following the insights of science; this reflects the
author’s convictions and optimism regarding the importance of science. | have
analysed the novel Zwn ki Ayamy oty Movacia (1904), which presents the author’s
beliefs about society, in accordance with Aristotelian philosophy, and the importance
of language in the process of social integration. I have suggested that the narratives /
Appworn Adodla (1907), Ta Avo Tpiavragviie tov Xapov (1921), and H Nikn tov
lTovov kar e Ayanne (1914) exemplify the author’s views on the importance of
‘truth’, in fiction as well as a moral stance towards life. Psycharis believed that
people’s actions should be consistent with their beliefs, and he also emphasised the
importance of expressing everything honestly and sharing problems and thoughts with
other people.” | have argued that his belief in the development of Greek prose, led him
to consider any type of material — even his personal correspondence — suitable to be
turned into fiction, as was the case in Ta Avo Tpiavrdgoiia tov Xapov (1921). | have
discussed his attempt to define the “Greek character’ in the novel Ta Avo Adépgia
(1911) by analysing how the novel revolves around the theme of introspection and
mirroring. Finally, | have tried to show that the autobiographical elements of the
novel Ayvp (1913), are still part of the overall didactic tendency of the author’s
ideology, which in this case involves, his own lessons in life as well.

The objective of the thesis has not been to represent Psycharis’s novels as
accomplished works of fiction. The novels are tentative approaches, examples of what
the fiction of the new Greek state should comprise. My analysis aimed to show the
inconsistencies and contradictions from one novel to the next or even in the same
novel. Despite the enthusiasm with which | undertook the research into this material

which has been hitherto largely unknown or at least, largely ignored by the critics. it

*As he pointed out in the introduction to the manuscript of Ta dvo Adéppia: “|...] whibeww Bu ) vu
HNV TV KPUQTOVHE Kl 6TOV £0QT0 pas, uAnbewa Bu ) va rapadeyetan K N Kapdd pug v arnbewu
o 0 voug pug eavepaver (1903a: ).
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was not my intention to reinstate the novels. However, 1 believe that Psycharis’s
novels deserve further consideration. As a consequence of the Language Reform of
1976. we can now evaluate them independently of the confrontations that were caused
by the language issue, and try to understand their larger ideological contribution. I do
not suggest that it is possible to isolate or ignore the author’s linguistic proposals,
since the establishment of the demotic language was what he fought for all his life,
and this resulted in the apparent excesses in the process of writing in support of this
cause. However, it is worth examining all the other views he put forward in his novels
with regard to Greek society and culture. These elements have been largely
overlooked to date.

The author’s commitment to these views and aims inevitably marked the
novels with his vision of cultural reform, and the need to transfer it to the Greek
context, to convince other people, is more than apparent. The main features defining
his cultural views and mode of narration can be summarised in the following manner:

Psycharis’s original narration focuses on the promotion of his views and often
does not comply with the requirements of narrative economy. His belief in a common
cultural inheritance from which all writers of Western literature could use ideas and
stylistic expressions to recreate different narratives according to the needs of each
period and society was another original element. The most celebrated precursor of the
author’s mode of writing is Homer because his main belief was in a literature written
by the people, for the people, as was the case with the Homeric epics. He often insists
in his writing that the successful novelist, “[p]ukel Y1 To Lad ko cav o Aad™ (1902b:
156). Dante was another influential model because of his support for the dialect of his
period as opposed to the official language. Moreover. Psycharis often referred to

Sophocles™ tragedies, and part of the concept in Appwory Aodia 1s based on the
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latter’s tragedy Philoctetes. in which the ancient tragedian depicts the consequences
of an unfortunate illness, arising from Philoctetes’s being bitten by a snake. An
analogy can also be established with Socratic philosophy; furthermore, the ancient
saving “Knowing thyself” attributed by Plato to the Seven Sages, seems borne out by
the actions of characters in Tévetpo tov [iavvipy (1897) and Ta Avo Adépgia (1911).
In that respect, Psycharis believed in the creation of a prose which would include
elements from other literary texts but present them in an original way, indicating the
writer's individual outlook and style.

One of the most important features overall was the reformative function of the
novels, expounding the significance of the novelist in showing his readers their true
identity, and helping them realise their potential. Even though they mark a contrast
with the prose that was written at that time in Greece, they were written with a Greek
readership in mind, and with the aim of addressing the needs of Greek literature:
delivering it away from the archaising or katharevousa style, making it more vivid
and accessible for all people, not only for other intellectuals. Furthermore, Psycharis
envisioned a more dynamic response to changes, and hoped that Greeks would rise to
the challenge of European culture by understanding and making use of their real
strengths. In accordance with his most significant work, 7o Tacior pov, he drew
attention to standardised communicative methods in Greece that had become
meaningless and the urgent necessity for Greek culture to find its true natural
language and the true path of progress. In his views his own role as a novelist was
crucial for this transition to the new prospects of the nation:

H Con pov eivar mg IMNuAriag. O,11 eipor, ot FNarkia 10 Ypoocto.
Tny ayand oo pnépa ko cav ratpide. Eywa nadi mg oy dpu
™m¢ Suotuying kK g Ohiyng mmg va uny ) Aatpéfo: Mevvnnka
opmg Ipaikodg kot dev pmopm va 1o Eeyaom: £xm ypén Kt oTnV

Errada. Oéinoa va g 1o dei&m. Aol 6ev pmopel va ¢ eipot
YPIOIHOG GTOV TOAENO. TOVAGYIOTO TOAEM® Yyt TNV eBvikn pag
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yhdooa. ‘Fva £0vog yw va yivy €8vog Oéher dvo mpapata: vo

HEYUADOOVY Tet GUVOPE TOL KOl Ve KapT @riokoyia Sukr) tov. Apa

deiEn mov Eéper Tt aier n Snpotikn Tov YAOOOH Ku (e Oev

vipam YU a@t) ) yAdoow, PAEmovpe mov TOVTG Eivar £0vog,

[Ipémer va peyak®don Ot HOVO TA QUGIKE, UOt KAl TR VOEPR TOV T

covopa. I’ a@td ta ohvopa torepd (Psycharis 1993: 37).
It is worth pointing out that, even though it is obvious that the author wanted to
convince readers, it was equally important for him to be able to express himself
regardless of the opinion of others, however contradictory this may seem. That is why
he did not necessarily require their endorsement; on the contrary, his spirit thrived on
opposition. The way in which he tried to adapt the novels to the psychology of the
Greek people through a dialogue with the prospective readers testifies to this (see also
Chapter Two, p.63). The preoccupation with truth is another constant theme in his
work, as explained above. Moreover, the author experimented with different forms of
narration. The experimentation with music in Ayvj (1913) was an attempt to show the
multiple possibilities awaiting prose writers in Greece.

However, as a result, Psycharis’s efforts to achieve this honest approach in his
literary writing ended up by being perceived as too personal. Despite his intentions,
the novels were considered very careful constructions and were read only by a few
people. The spontaneity of the language was lost amid the general remarks inserted in
them, the various digressions from the plot, and the obtrusive presence of the author.
Nor did the length of the novels help to make them more popular. At a time when the
short story was the favourite literary genre, cultivated by most writers in Greece,
Psycharis’s novels seemed excessively long in comparison. Elias Venezis expressed
his disappointment as a young reader at the very personal tone and the artificiality of

the novels: “Ag Aéyav timota cav ovoia, cav ainbew ome, oa pvbog. Ae Afyav

TIMOTA KO GOV KELEVE AOYOTEYXVIKA, 0& GLYKIVOLoHY. QULMOVUOL TV UTOYOT|TELOT
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Kat. émetta, v opyn mov dokipaca dwfalovrag ‘Ta Avo Tpuvtdeuiia tov Xapov®
[...] 6ha exei Nray “kataokevny’ " (1954, 55 (644): 589).

I remember that when I was in the first year of my first degree at University of
Thessaloniki in Greece, a lecturer expressed disbelief at the author’s preferred themes
and referred to Psycharis’s novels as not capturing the climate of their period. Having
now read his work, I think that her remark was not entirely fair. If the social and
political climate of his era is not adequately reflected in the novels, it is not because
the author disregarded this socio-political reality and lived in a different ‘reality’
himself, or because the novels belonged entirely to the genre of the fantastic or exotic,
although elements of these formed parts of some, like Zw# ki Ayarny oty Movaéié and
To Tacior pov. It 1s because Psycharis consistently followed his beliefs and did not
allow himself to deviate from his main objective of promoting the significance of the
demotic language for the development of Greek prose fiction. His commitment to his
work was such that he viewed it as a form of religion: “H téyvn! H téyvn pabéc cav
va givar; Onmg k™ ) emomiun. €101 K™ 1 évn GAlo dev eival mapa dovield, idpwtag
Kot kOmog. H téyvn tepmeld de BEAer 1) Téxvn kovpaon dev Eper. Kot 6’ apto andvo
epovipa Oa kavovpe va pupnbodpe tov Heredia™ (Psycharis 1903b: 138).

Even though the Greek intellectual establishment resisted his proposals,
Psycharis was nevertheless accepted as the leader of the demoticist movement and he
owes his renown to the Greek language issue and his views on Greek language and
literature. In France, despite his successful academic career, he was known mainly as
the son-in-law of Ernest Renan. It is reasonable to wonder whether Psycharis would
have been different if he had lived in Greece instead of France: would he have been
more or less polemical, more accepted by his compatriots, and his novels more

influential and persuasive and less didactic? All of the above are possible. In any case.
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the author’s hard-working spirit and fervent beliefs would have found an outlet for
expression.

Psycharis wanted to awaken an interest in the importance of culture for the
progress of a nation and in prose fiction itself by giving examples of different
narratives, marked by certain recurring themes and techniques. His main contribution
to Modern Greek literature is his emphasis on the importance of prose for the cultural
development of a nation (see Theotokas 1961: 197). Therefore, it is viable to agree
with Petros Charis’s view that Psycharis was a remarkable and unprecedented
personality in the area of Greek letters, even if only symbolically: “Alqfswa, 61" avtd
givar 0 Woyapne. AMAG kot kan mapanave: M and Tig TAnBwpikis exeives povadec,
TG avemavainmreg, Tig acvpuPifacteg, mov yepilovy ™y smoxn tovg, T cepayilovv
pe Pabvotdyacto, OV amOKAALATIKO AGY0 TOLG, Kat TG avoiyovy dpopovs” (1980:
186). His vision was in advance of his times, even if his methods were not always
correct or successful. Thus we cannot deny Psycharis the right to be associated
through his efforts with the visionary figure in his short story O Mayog, who looks
into the hearts of his Greek people: “O povog 0 viknmg givar 0 payog, yoti 0 pdyog

Gupa eavr, PAEmel péoa otov Aaov v kapdd” (1902b: 237).
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KPOOTOVVE TOVOuG pov. Daivetar mwg kaiel Kat 6 yivetar va 10 1 Koveis. Mepuoi
uarota dev To Aéve amd Qhia yw péva, enewdn av 1o Afyave, voditm mwg aBpwmo
d¢ Oa Bpioxave va to dwfPaon. Oupodum ta wpaia exeiva [end of page v'] tapbpa,
¢ TOWTIKG, OV £0TEAE O ayonnTog pHov o Emokomdmoviog oty ADnva yw 1ig
Y10pTEC OV £yvay TOTEG OV ElYapE TV TIU KOL TN XOPE Vo 60 MILOEEVIOOLE Kat
touc dvo. ‘Eypoage “mmg Odyn mv eptuyic va mepaxkoiovBnon TS yoptés, yoti
Bploketal okedov and pnve otn Mapetdvvia Kot kaOetan 6to 1610 10 omitt tov Peviy,
oy €0y Tov Poopamapovion, Tov 1060 TNV aydmmoE, TOL EKEl TEPUCE TO VOTEPVL
1povia g Long Tov Kat Tov TNV GYNoE Uovo Y vo no@dvn”', onradn oto Iapiot.
Lag 1o petaepaln, pa to peta@palo motd Kot katacVAraPa. ‘Ereta, pe voog
HOYEQTIKO piAet Yo Ta povpdvia ov meprzpryvpilovy v e€oxn pag, yro m Odhacoa,
yia g Mapetavviag v opop@id.

Ocor dev E€povve, ta dwPalovve aptd xar Ouppodve Twg 0 KAAOS pov o
Emoxonémoviog aydpace oty Mapetdvvia 1] voikiuoe v wepipnun mv sEoyn mov
kaBovvtav o meBepdg pov. Epeic mov E€povpe, katardPope. Avaykdomke va umv
TavaQEpn Kave Twg katéPnke, 1 katéivoe, mov Afel atov Yoyapn, ywati av épale tov
Poyapn pe tovopd tov, mbavd va naborve [end of page 8] ki 0 nebepdg pov, mov
YAOTOOE YAPT) OTNV TOPUAELYT TOV KUTEPUUEVOD ovopdtov. Towg 0a PAémape Ko
XEPOTEPQ, K iomg TETO0 vomua eofepod £xel kt o tithog mov Paler exeivny v nuépa
pe ypaupoata peyaha o Néov Aoty “Néor pofor mepi ekpri&emg moépon™.

AV OLmg VILAPYOVVE PEPIKOL TOV POPOVVTAL TOVS TOAEROVGS, TOVS PIAOVG TOVG
ainBivoig toug yvopiler kaveic amd mv npoomabeinr paAioTa Kt 00 TOVg KOTOVE TOV
Ba xataPaiovve va cag movve k' Evav kaAd Aoyo, kabhg TOKape TOGEC QOPEC O
Emoxonomoviog yua 1o Biffhio pov, kebog tokape kot tote oto Tpeykié. Xpewdletat
KOTOW TEYVN YOt VO TO KOTOQEPT KaVEVAS. AQOD o0g MWA® Yoo TV OHOpeY TV
avTamOKPIoN OV E0TEAVE TUXTIKG, OTdY Ta yOuata, un Ouppeite, T0 TOpATHPNCH
WG TPOTOV HIANGT GTO TpiTto Gpbpo T0v” 1060 KOAGKEPTIKA KOl HE TOGOVE EMAIVOUG
Yo T0 A6y0 mov ERyada oto Tpeykié, 1o EQTEPG TOv TO GPBpo’ GLALOYIOTIKE e
moAhT] efyévela vo Ta@ep®on ot yovaike pov, ywti o kafe ypoappd Préne kat
nailer [end of page €] poho onuavtikd N k. ‘Puyxapn. Me m yovaike tp@yeTon ma Kt o
avipag. T va xaung; Kopn tov Pevav! Aev eivon dnpotikn, dev eivar to {imnua
yhrwootkod. H “képn tov Peviv™ Sev eivan kupia Yuyapn. Kot yie va 1o xatardfin mo
Eaotepa 0 KOGROG, TNE Pydler ki dvopa kavovpro, 1 . Poxdpn Pevav’, eve epeic my
Eepovpe kupia Poyxapn x° €101 ™V axolvcaTe MEVTA 6TO OWTL HOG. Xa didPace v
avTanoKpion, pov eine pdiota, 660 Aiyo ku av toéilom, Ttog Aéyetan k. Poydpn, kot
WS TNG PTAVEL.

Ma omv EALGda dev toupualer va ypaen kaveic ekeiva mov aihod Tta
povaCovve. To ypwotd xat oty @EMio Kot OGNV TELVN TOL  YALKOU MOV
Emokomomoviov mov pe yMtwoe omd xdpmocovg umeladec. Axovte ket! O
avTeBVIKOG, 0 APESIAPG, O IGEAATIVEG, Ve Eival YauTpOg £VOG 60QOD, EVOS HEYAAOV
abponov, va pnropéPn oto Tpeykié, umpootd o€ TOGOV KOGHO, va dNuociEfetat o
royoc tov ot l'oAhic, onig yoAhikég @nuepidec, va oepywviln oto Tpeykié pe
tpwBumovpyolc, va divn o1o Eoxkd Tov emionua TparElic 6 VIOVPYOVS K (ALOVG
tétoovg, ai! aetd ma e [end of page ¢'] yiveron. Na 10 xpOyovpe. Kar mord

'Néov Aotu. 4 Tov TetéPpn, 1903, oeh.1., o1.3.
“Néov Aotv, 11 Tov Setéfpn, 1903, oeh. 2, ot. 2.
*10 Tov LetéPpn . oel.1, o1, 2-3.

“Tpito Gpbpo, 11 tov LetéPpn, 6.2, o1. 2.

*10 tov SetéPpn. 0.1, ot. 2.



7 "10 *1y3o ‘ldgzzg ao1 ()
Z "10 ‘730 ‘Ldgz1337 o2 || ‘Al0Y AO3N ;

PADILOLION V1 DTOX 01 AQONALD AD 1 Dd3A 000 |9 2Fed jo pua] Lariry L A3 AD 11
M3gDg 000 “32L0UPM 13AMY0H 01 SOLDN Slr 0H3AAQO 01 320xDN (0L ‘Qd3A 01 01dDHNN
o1 Ano 3raouzyg L mx 102340X Sao2 UiXah Lyogn U Saor nogr mA Wlah b x Sla
n1nriliAlio 02 13X3 Smx Lozroodr nA 13u3dx “vanTilAlE Lar P2 Ap 1 . Lz v2 pA PaoTILALQ
S13any 13dour An ‘aor piorlile mnd®m p1o 1N LY LY aor pAXpyro nio Sualnou
O "ao1 Smedox Sl wolnoxr Aliz oxn 1mrnglog ordn o vox Laoin 3 13M1dY “oAriodn
1DA13 A3Q QO 5310111 10X DAGDID LoyymE3] 5o vA ‘mgoy 01 3na0gidg aox 13x3
“p201yo1 pAXao 13a10Xa ] ovhlryodann Ldyp 3 w3aidy 1013 Y -Lolondor Al Sori na
ilidg aox 0rxodr Ao1 1x 3Q1 Alir 10X pd32UyDR Lgnyorod DA MIA “D3dDdiao o1 oA
020 1% Wah alo b pa 3riqor va aox “3gorcod| 3xudpdi no3r 1 31 U oxoxo
12 31 1oy Lorymes3 oa prizyox ‘oryghg o2 oaor 13502100 A3Q SoA3A0M MLOHHIDdLnO
D1 LLOD133 DA 1BAML ADT 1DAIZ A3Q S0YAOLOLONOLT O 501023 "0Y0 A 103 Ljrondou
DA 5003 3A143 a0 SoXnaor ‘aor SoXoaor pyo 3laXpgie N1 aodn Sox Sizany 13ddnE
Sl ooy w2 v WXpa Sorio 13dour mHneIgoAor H “S0d31d3y 10 502X0Q1Q0A0IA]
‘uordx lnomo Lz ‘aor Wnrorn aliz 3a0hox 01 A3Q nriongnQ o1 32ur lazyar b 31u
ol “lagysd Lo soliga “‘vrongme oxo [ L aFed jo pua] 3oligar ‘songme ‘zongdmy
‘ao1 5a0A 0 i S02lindpd3an WA 02001 M "LmH Wa oun 3gorivr ‘orlindn9zan 0w
3 od3ilryox oyodonQ oxn 3gnTNL ‘Dz 13d35 10X 13d35 VOO 3gPNZ ‘1L 340213
ADO ‘013Y0MO 30lanx Sryon *343y3 aor Smpoi aox Soyaoxorodoiry () ‘Uiomainan aol
o010 02 103 V11313 ‘02 U010 01 P2®dE 1BNTMA “193undL 020 1a0T 14D1 13d1gd30
Su Sodondioody 0 Somox o aox ‘S33¢1 S31luhoyo ‘S3rhorz0v0 ‘QoyyD oun S3A3NIdNL
2331 SmX1Q ‘Whliyodr SmXig ‘aor g mapn 3 lLugyg oa 13d35 ‘Lardxy oA 13d3T
‘'oxi2ApTILS 10X MnQaoxro prildzrod] | “updo Al Lordy Aliz 311 “Lordx Al 3 moniand
W 1023A0hd390 ‘a01 QoA 020 10 SM10 a1 DADZ D10 13X01 A3Q Slalnox 3gDX aox ‘OyyD
1203 10X Sm110 13X7, Slalnor w1z Soyaororoxonry () ‘Wi la aor m5o Al 014 1ox
o1l 13a%13¢ aorl aox m1id L mA nXoaor o ‘mAaodX 103 ndmr MAOdX oyaororONOLT
A01 501 OyDX A0L MUDAD A0 "OULDAD Q0L SQ0AI3X 30 DLOVYDN ‘DNdL0DVL ®IY VL 10N
mNplaao -S0d3h 103 323u3vd 1011 D1dD 10D2AA0AIA 3Q Q0[] 31TQOYMINOL DA 320LDN
‘sriaoo®@yyor A 310uDN 3X13 ‘mogag 100d 10 X S ndoilyd 0w mraaodpdaox
nA 13doxr aoxo “pQoYYH Alizo 113 A3Q nripdr odxirl 02dD 1 Sor0k Sovid 3xlgnrO
D1AD]| "32301dMAL 3A02 D00 MQ1 Mde oyaororoxoxs] oL ‘nd3n [ 9 a3ed jo pua] o
DA3Y0L 500 103 ‘Do1dmA | 500 10101 01 ‘S0 nd3pL A0L SO D2AD A0L ‘Saodgnolig
500001 31 ‘Do 13Xp2 A3Q 1901 VYO 1w “vroriowdoX vriuqyor poor 3 30LROIL
500 ndior b 5o lyoy b aox 51303 lazriokaardy "lwhoxody na origxn 13X3 S0 VYV
H woriaodlig Suo aox prdn i pMdndiogl Lk pa 010231 poligoroody 0101DYA0L
‘ondndlogh a1 ®Aedndn Sno aor aofaprod aor Lolgaoyoxnl 50Q13 Ano
‘MQ3 DYN(3 OO 120D SO DY 1WA “vorpY3hOTIOL O 10X 3130GMQ N

1a0ripenriood orludndar Az o 10 S® 30lriin Al Smuox Sla 10101 VA3
Sor Wdsgor 1oy War Al “pepyyyq Alizo 3nqo1000x0A 39Md102 A3Q D1dD — oriliolus
01 — 101901 01 5o oduriny o010 310priag “1wornd 30lgaoyodn 12 01 ‘oriziody 010
3A143 11 01 W2130AA 0113Y3 SOu S13a0x Lozgora A 13doxr 3100 " ADA3(] LdoXa g,
omdax U, orizhodr 01 13419 01 Sou Ld31dze W ‘ Apazg aor ldoxd,, U Som 1110 13410
01 nrishody 01 Smxu ,0dod lumdx Al 3113 Soyaoruoxousd o aorl S0v1d o nrhaodd

83



Soxmdgn 0 S0 O 101AQ0A0ddDION A3Q 5101 101Q1 AD10 ‘Aqoaoddoaind Saoi
1071h 10 X ‘@20 020X 0], {lwhlryora 30 13X3 Sao01 So10x pdlh 5001 So101 .3a01IPN 02
AZQ Q0L 5Q0M3N3 000200 3139110 13712003 V2APL 503dX 01 121MA “0AZADN 01 203dX
02 13ADX ADO 3A009pH0A0L DYY3d ] foYyY3da Alr oun othaodd ot “‘moag L ‘o1kndaox
o1 ‘dwXndoX o1 001 A0L ‘aon 01 0101 A0L *maglyn [ ¢h a3ed jo pua] alu oun
‘orhodzd o1 o 01 oun omhaodd 01 10A13 DA a0x Suowr 313d35 dSoulyy priaodd
my Sorio 3xligdzd viapz Sogox mmnn aligdap -Lgniouana aor SozdX 3ann3
Smx 3013 prip ‘Urimal Laox Ao axbignionay 530m101d31 S3yyou 30 500 Sndzroxr 0
391303 nduaXndoy SoduaXodoX o v wa3A®d3And 1337 Sor lnow Ao U Sori uimat
Lo n13gan 313y pA oyyD W ‘pYo 313y N1 Al VA oYYy Snde Slua o ‘lLylyypiny
oz 1m3Ad Sorl padodn nmA ‘sriaocimsid la g aox 1w ‘Uromo mA araokz Al
A3Q aox 31 Apriny LAz n3e1 S3gnr 1X0 3riaox vg Sorl Lng La n3Q1 Al 30nd3u Snri
Al pa aox S120111 103 310X DY 3Q BaaoJamd Sori po v aypd3N 01 ouD 13PAd3L STl
12'0 3riqox vy 30 -LmG L 3go1iz Sor aox Sn3glyo 512 53y0 Sorl 31 3riaodPAmd DA MA
moiindax n10 artaoarngaana aoyme 10139013dX 3¢ vingag Sorl LMY L 3aq0ad3gax
000 501 Saoa 0 Uzy 02 Sorl va Widpan vredL 1% ‘Somhia 0 aor 5a0A 0 133y 01 a0
10277, m3glyn L Az mAp Sox 13X3103 01 “Soumdgn Sokp o *Spno Sodzinr (O
50130 3200 Somrmdgn
3100 ‘So1dndi 3100 Sodwndin 3100 13y39 Ul A3Q Sorioa Snazany aox ‘pudorin
ldzalyndant b 1oa1z 1 ‘aor LiXah L mQ1 mMad3h 1013414 53102 ‘@01 0103 A0L 10X DY3L
[,m a8ed jo pua] 53201 ‘a1 02d03 A02O M3QLYD Alx 13gadX 102130443 53201 ‘Lgz1011
51 pA D PEDAD S wA ‘S31mde S aor 533201 S 31 w23¢g3gnX A Loligaoyoxnd
Ay "01dm 1 1023¢300X 0A 10X Ud33 02 A “‘DupinL DA Ugzron 01 VA 13gox ‘Oriode 101
A01 30Md32003 01 Wndoy L orip Saoa 0 5oz o “Saod3A 1o 13¢3¢nX L Sor L meon
oun UXah aliz 3A300X Sor Sou 3raod3y ap 1 12°0 ‘3viqoxoin L 3rinolunin an 1
1o ‘arinMmzrow U 3riaogzrom Ao » 12°Q), “pryoxoa b x 1351%dn aox 0131illo 01 Agmr0Y
Q0Q oomYA M1 Az 3AQ0YDY SMA 10N VAGLDY[] AL oxn LririndA wwraaodnin
Smr 5001 PLOMO N1 31 3AQ0¢3101L 01 A3Q 10001 10X 10001 SOl Smaapdlidsu
Sl wipridnd o1 31 Sor orhaoyid 01 3aa091202 0L 531333 DrOYYON ‘S31A0THDQIOZQ 10
Sadzh S30adX Saoxmdar mA 1Az A3Q VXL Smrlyy -Sn3gliyo 3a02pA 0O “‘Dxayh Sori
mglro 010 3riaogzunmg M aox ‘ariaogliadorn S va 1343d20 Sorl 3¢ aox ‘srinoigliaao
o aox ‘Sgudam Samadzior  Sawdm  Sz100ndorodiny 1Py wod  3a00Xdpra
aoriood ao1 5aox01 5a01 Saoyo 0 1A 3YDL 3113 WAIZ A3Q PO3M Seu 3riaoddng
oA 1BAd3do Sor nmd 313 ‘msguyn Al oxn od3rmu 13¢3xnyox Sorl umi 313
‘oadh3h Al 13¢adaioy Sorl medox b mQ1 53dod 930011 "0YONOQQ QYOL “10AIZ OYONOQY
[,1 a8ed jo pua] 13a®d3and Sori Saoa o aox m3gliyn Al Sorl medox L X m23X30ndox
A Lx ng m3glyn 5o 0103 A020 10X 3riaordady Alr Alr pa Lz pg m3glyn
0100 I 10AI3 MEG3d 120x aox ‘orizh A2 S1zand Lo01035 Al A “10d310001031
10 3aa09moa 01 Seuo ‘L ng 3¢ m3guyn L Yy -Ugoypiox oA Lowmonr vy vrOdY
nimde m3glyn aliz 93511200% aor Ao W o2ofpyaol ‘1392003 01 A3y “Saoa Somin
102343y 0200 W ‘Loz LzgamoldX aor ordn o m3glyn Al Loliagadas pa ndox
1343 A3Q ouxoxO OYYD aoir Lolgni b .m3glyo Al pdox 13punin A3Q oyyp “3g3zdai
3¢ 0YYD Slalilligox o SoazronQaouo o *Sndz1nx 0 500 50000 () "a01 AoA 01 o1l A0L
0 ndma 1wraoikoyyao mA3 .Snazgox 0 1023¢320 aox ‘pdluXndoX o1 o Aoz MIA ®3Y
5090 3¢ ‘valigy Alo 1070 3a00d35 Aliz aox ‘o1 Liaqooyox Aliz DA oaor @3y Sno 3y
0eDYYH U S0Ag3 0yDA3T 1023A14 ‘1020 107YD I 3a030101 o1 PID .3A0013Y( Sao1
20000 39 PQULY3 N S0ddng 3000A1Q a0x Saormdgn Saol QuN 1WA 681 V1O POIdmAL
3A01 S1yor “pQ13 A01 MO ®olnarl 500 pA Spo nd3ror A0L MA ®NIYOL A3Y
"501Q1 0 300VYA3 A0L Q0L “QOADJA0 2043
Saiddorio Semryogriao S 1@pyinanian 11 Sla manen 131dndiaoy “vror®X padsioa Slu

1483



L
—
i

KATappovio de pofdtat, 6mmg de eofnfnke ovte 10 YpEog 0VTE TN pdym, 0Ty £mMpene
va avi]. To oéPag mov eumvée peyahdver Kot TAEL KAl TOTE TOV eV MEPVAL.

T va oog o ya to moudaxt oog, yo ) Buyatpodra cag, apod £xe1l TETOV
Tamoy Kol TETolov motépa; MNTE TO Koputodkl cog 0ev To £idor TdKOLGH OUMG.
Axovoa T AOY10L THE TO YOPLTOHEVE, TOV GOG TAYPAPAV OO TO OTITL, EVO EICACTE O
HOC, Kal TOV 1oL T Eavareyate, Yati 1o EEPETE MM AYUm® Ta MU, TS AYUTd Kot
m yroooa pag. Onog eival 1 YAOOoO TS HIKPNAS 60g ainbvn Kt axdiaot, £tot Hu
C HOPOAOOCETE Kat TNV Yoy ™. Tt 6okoro mpapa 1 avadpoer) evog audov, Kat Tt
onovdaio! TIpéner va TPOGEYOLUE KUl VO UNV TPOGEXOVUE, TPEREL TOTE VAVOIYOLLE,
note Kot va o@aivovpe ta pdte [end of page ty’]. To pxpd, to acfqpavio akéun
TAGO O, OV £ivol GapKa TS CAPKOC LG KoL Yoy NS WuMS HOg, £XEL OOTOCO Kal
d1K1 OV CApKa, £YEL Yoy KN TOV, Sk TOL VAAPEN. ASVVOTO VOTOITODUE VO HOS
powln oe Oha, dnhadn vayn g WEeg, TIg cuvnBEES, MG KAl TO TPOTEPTIUALTH TOV
elyope omv nuxia tov epeic. To VOTOITODGOUE TaX0 Vo PNV £ivon Tov Kopol mov
yevvinke, mapd tov kopov mov yevwnOnkape. o cwotd pdicta pov eaivetat
VamTovpE va un pog powaln, ‘Etor mpodéfer o kdopog: £tot kut peig, npoPrimoviag
mv wpoodo mov Bu yivn, Oa Eavalnoovpe oto modd pag, ica ice ywrl 0o pog
oLVEYioOVVE Kat Yo ToUTo 6 pog powdlovve. Andlvto cvotue oty avabpoen dev
vadapyel. Kabe moudi 00 vavabpépetor kata to okapi tov. Kabe avabpoen airale
pe TV emoy ™G, Awaiwpa dev EQOVHE Vo TVIEOVUE TO TAACHE TO HEAAOVUEVO TTOL
péoa ToV KPLYPTEL 0G0 KL o 6& Qaivetut, to Tdi pac. Eivon mAdopa kavovpro, agod
Bynke amd pog. Ilpémet vo eipoote pe o woudd pog cav TOV TOUT]) MOV OTA
YAUKOYUPAUAT TAEL Vo YOIPETNOEL TN Onuovpyia, va Paiovpe 1ati poc yo
VAKODGODUE TL TPAYODOL TPUYOVOAVE TO VIOYEVVITO TOVALE, TL VIOQTEPOVYLAGTI YUY
Ba Eumvnon ota omidyve [end of page 18°] tov mub100 pog. Asv meEwaer povo to
oTopayr melva £xel K7 M Kapdid. Xpwotovpe va pabovpe Kot pe 1o mondi pog av £xet
ope€n kot o TL pdpa, T 0éher va ean, mow gival Ta yoOoTo TOv, 1 KAion oV K’ 1
TGO TOV HIKPOY TOV OPYAVIGHOV, OV id10 Tov axoun dev 10 vowwbel. o tétowo
A6Y0, 1 avabpoon] g yuvakog eivar onpeps e omovdaio. H yuvaika dev £xer
m Béom mov ¢ mpénet. [ho avartoypévn oy EALGO, mo kerllepynpuévn and tov
avipa, motdoo ) PAEmovpe Arydkt oo viver okAaPo tov avipdc. Aev tapraler. To
katahoPe k¥ S g ma. Na punv tpopdEovpe 1o Aowdyv 0tav GEa@va T0 KOPLTeAKL,
OV EUEIC TOYOVHE Y10 VOOTINO KOVKAL, kot mailovpe pall Tov, KATOTEG, WG KUl OTO
mayvion, apyiCet kau deiyvel aveEaptnoic. Ae pog QaiveTal TIMOTIG KUt TO HOAAGVOUUE
KLOAOLG, EVD HEGO TOV ETOIHALETAL KUWVOVPIOG CLDVOG. AUDVAG EQTUYICUEVOS, YLUTL GEV
umopet £8vog va TPoKOYT. OGO 1) YUVAIKK UVIOKEL oM, Kol Pe T yovaika 1o modi.
2ovTpoeroca ival Tov avipdc: dev tov akiovbier, madyt tov Padiler pmopel kot va
tov Eemepva. Ta peydlo ta katopObpate de yivouviar otov KOopo dixmg
ouwvépyela, dixwg g [Movaikds mv Aydm.

®6Po xavéva dev £xm yur | pukpovia ooc, agov [end of page ¢’ elote
unTépa ¢ eoeic. Oa pov dwoete TV Gdew v T Kot Y oug dvo Tpia Aoyw. To
cépete mo¢ xomhpévia dev kavew. Ailete dpmg. H avabBpoen cug n téhew PéPua
£IVUL TPANE TOV TO YPWOTHTE OTOV TOTEPC KAL OTN HAVVE Gag TV ayammuevn. Ae Ba
ouc TUvESH Yo TNV avalpogn coc. Ma oeig £xete, OTMG AEYOUE YoYT] TOL HOVAYT
ouc Kapate va eivon 6.1 givat, yoy| mov g dmhoate oepayide SN cog. Lepayida.
dev 10 Ao ayapvd. Eivar aveEaptntm cuvape Kot KASIOHEVY, AEQTEPT Kat SEIAT], 6U
ouppalepévn péca e KL meToc0 pe taptepd me. Hoinon, paviacia. Bdappog dev e
relmovve. Ma [e TNV vIpomn eKeiv OV ival TO GTOAISL TO YOVAIKTG10. QUAGYETE GTO
omboc cag ™y Yoy oog, iowg Yt EEpete mog sivar OnoaPpdc. Tn cvykpive pe
TOVAL TOV KATOTE TPayoLdGsL Kot mov de @aivetarl moté Tov. To Tpayovdt g dpwe
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taxovoape otV e£0xH. Kat ym Tov yuvaika dev eipar, dev £xm hdyovg va vipémovpat
ooy Kot ooc pdhioto Ba pe mite KL adiikpiro, po dev mepaler. Ta tpayovdarxia cog
apta dev taxovow, Ta Sidfuca 610 ALPKOuA TS KOPNG 1OV, Kat va mite 0,11 Oéte, d¢
Buotd, Ou cug TavTypdym, av Kol TOYETE YPUMUEVH YaAAIKE, opaia yoAMKE mov
ol doxnpa cog o petappalo [end of page 1']. Na dodpe av ta Bopdote.

“Otav o1 yépor mepmatovv, to Pripo tovg pe topaler ywopdm offac,
otékovpat Aryakt, Padilem mo apyd, ToVg APHVE VA TEPAGOVVE, VI VO TOVG UEAETM
KOANTEPQ, O OV, KOL Y10 VL U1} SOVVE TN VIOTI] Hov.”

Agv gival wpaio, mite pov, kot dev eivan kpipo va kaBetar povayd tov 6 éva
AEQKOUW,

Apé Tovtor

“Xe évav kdumo yilorovopévo and Borado QoTEWVN KL amd pvpovdiés, va
YOp1 TO KEPAAL TOV Kavelg amdve ¢ éva Aovhoidt, va Pubion vy yoy tov omy
avumapéra.”

Apt6 Ba 10 otoyaomkate oty Mrpetavvia, Omov £X0VVE Kol TOL A0V 01
aytideg kamow ordda puotik. Ma dev Egyvate To Tandi oag Kat ypapeTe:

“H pévva n mo eproyopévn an’ Oieg Bdtave  pavvo mov PrOPECE, IOV
Balepe va Eavalnon ta xpovia g Ta ToduKNoa ¥apn oTo modi ™G, K eivat 1 povn
Con mov a&iler va v Savalnong, apod eivon fon ayvotng ki avnéepiac.”[end of page
m’]

Zag eOACER Yio TO TEAOS KOl TOHOPPATEPO

“Ya delyvetar xaveig Arydtepo otn Lwi), avTic vo yivetal pikpog, peyalover”.
Kat pahota, 6mog toxete ypapupévo: livoviag mo ukpoc. avertdyetol.

BéBaa, moAd owotd — mold yvveaknow. H aepneavia pikpaiver tov afpwmro,
TOV KOVTaiveL, avtig va Tov vyao, mov to Dappovve pepikol. No kabetar kaveig oty
KOYiToa TOL MoVLYA, VOKOUT] Tt AEVE YDPO TOL Ol MEYGAOL, OlYd Oyd Vo WETGN O
AOYIGHOG TOL amd TV KOVPEvTa Tov £vog 6ToL ehAovvoD TV kovfPévia, pe ta Adyw
TOVG OAWVAVE, oV, duddele ta Mo Kohd, HEAL VO KAV Kot TO HéAL HEGH TOV Vi TO
Pacta, sivar opaio Wavikd. Eivar mpoio Wavikd, ciommi, GQOCIOMEVY), Vo
Buowdletar n yovaika yu tov avrpa, 1 fvoia vaval to peyadeio g, va Padiln pe tov
avipog v wWén. Kt motooo m va cog mw; Eyd 0o cog mopokodéonm onpepig
VOKOUGOVUE TN QoVvI] cag — Yo T dnuotikn. Ta wpaic Tpdpate oV ypayate otng
KOPTG HOV TO AEPKMUO, EVa EAATTONR £XOVVE, OV dev eivar ot dnpotikty. Todpa va
pexiapdapere to Pifiio pag, onradn va ta SwPalete ko pov o taEate. Ae Mo ta
O1K@ pov: Ta kG poc Afw. AQTa €xovpe a@ta mpémer vo EEpovus. AQTa mpEmEL
vayarovue [end of page 10°], yua vayamioovpe cuvipe Kol THV KOwovpla pag tmy
TPOTOTLAN PLAOAOYIA, OV akoVpaoTe dSoVAEREL, kot v EAAGSw, mov yio v EALGSa
yivetar 1 toom SovAsid, Ko To TOdAKIO OV £vor HE OPOTA KOl PHE KOTO GUEPLS
nolepovpe, Ba ta fpodv Etopa o pépa.

Qo1660 dev motEPw, N pkpn cag yYAnyopa va dwfdaon aptd pov 1o Bifiio.
Axoun xai oo peyeimon, Oa mpémer va mpoopévn. Asv tOKopa yoo T Kopitoua.
Muxépt vo popodoe va Baieo péca Tpocwmo mov va Howdlovve e To TPOCMTC TOV
Tpoidyov pov tovtov! O matépag oag, 0 VTIPS 60g, 0tiC, T0 Tdi oug, Bdtave Beio
Tpapa va oag Emaipva 6hovg oug yo mpwtotund. Toteg Odleya va pe dwPdoovve kat
1 popd. Eyd de gtuiw mov dev 10 kathpbwoa. [Ipoonddnoa va kebpepticw, og
EIVUL KOl SOMETON, TN CNUEPVN HOG TNV KOwevia, TV abnvaikn kat v moAitik.
Ermilo va pnv mewpayti kavévag p’ a@to mov Ba o, pa de pov eaivetal n kovovia
Hac va tapovolaln otong PeToploypaeovs HOvo Kot HOVO TPOGMAN OV KUl TO O
TPOCEYTIKO TO patt weyaddkt va pnv tovg Eeokenaln. H aAnbew sivar mov n EALGdu
[end of page x] ™ otiyun aet, Ppiocketon o’éva nupagevo onueio. La Pyaivovpe
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and mpoyovoug Eokovotovg, amd yévog Oeikd. Nopiler g pe v kobapéBovoa
tanodeiyvel, apod v motéPer mwg efvor oav GAAN aTTIKY, TOLVAGYIGTO Gav GAAY
apyaio, yati akopa dev Eper, dev Epabe axdpa, ko 6e PAEREL mwg 1) SnuoTiky povn
Oa Tov Tiunomn, oo povayokopn g apyaiag mov eivar. Ma éva kdmowo euoTIpHo, pia
xamora EMkewyn emotiung [end of page x{'], Tt GAho onuaivovve mapd TG T0 £0vog
Hag dev mpOPTacE aKOuN va Tpokoy, ommg Bu Tpokoyn katodm, kar 1) kubapéBovsa
MOV GG PUIVETOL TO GKPOV (GMTO TOV TOATICHOV, HOWILEL mOAD TEPIGGOTEPO Gav
amopEwvapl g Katapapévng e okiafiic, iomg to poPepdtepo an’ Gha, ywti dev
apivel to £Bvog vapbn oty aAnbwn tov ™ ovveidnon. Aev 1o agiver (sic) va
yvopion tov ea@To (sic) Tov, a@ov dev oV aPivel va yvmpion ) yYAOcsa Tov, dnladn
Vv Yyoyn Tov, dnAadn v aindew.

Tnv Kinpovopnioape Kt a@t) arnd mv [1oAn. O rolniopés pag eivar moritikog
rolmiopog. O Kopang ki o Aovkoag siyuve molitikn avalpoer), 6mmg 6Aot oto. xpovia
exeiva. O Aotépng pov, 1o éva and te dvo TASEpEIa, 6co TToAlmg ki av eival, 660 K
av Katoyiveton ota ypappata, 0o Bvpdote nog dev eivar ddokarog, emedn K eivat
rommic. AovA£Ber ™ Movoa evéd dovAéPer o adeppodc tov tov ‘Epota. O évag my
Abnva, o ahhog v Agpoditn. [Mowog EEper; M popd Bdtave n woinon yowplot] and
mv ayamn. Ae BAfmovue otov Opnpo, de PAémovpe GTOVG OPYAIOVS MG TOUG
romtadec, OE® amd dvo TPEIC, Vo Tpayovdovve, [va ypdpouvve;] abdvata £pya yuu to
xotipL pog yovaukog. QOnon kapd yvvaika dev toug diver xapud yovaika dev 1oug
odnydaet, dev toug mapaotaivel Ty I8€a. Ki apto pog topade o Ntaviee. Ki amo tov
[end of page xn'] Ntavte, 660 ki amd Tov Ounpo, pmopei pdhiota mEPIGGOTEPO,
Pactdet kabe onuepviy prioroyica. Tooo eivar adndvé Twg GAAn Ty amd v Toinon
dev £xer o abpdmvog o voug! Katahdfoue kiodag mmg moinen dev mpémerl va Aéue
puovo tovg otiyove. IMoinon Bo movue kar 1o popdvtlo. Eivor moinon x° otopia
ovvapa. To popdviCo katavinoe KabBpEpng mov KaAfqtepog amxd Lovypagid, diyme va
nog xohokéym, pag Ociyvel, osiyver oto £€Bvog, 10 mMpoécWNO pog, Ommg sivar. To
popdviCo éywve kot kKeOpEPe ovpPorikds, apov 610 Eva TPOCHNO HUG QPAVEPOVEL
2o mOALG. Aev mpEMEL Vo KaTa@povovue To popdvtlo. Mepikoi to maipvouve yu
AP @ULoAOYi, Yio S100KESAOT] pag Mpag. X7 £va Hovo cupupuve pall Toug, mov
10 popavilo dev mpémer vavar Poaperd. av kot oty Efpdrn  omovdaion
wbotopoypapor  pag  eimave wog Ko a@rd  dev  mepalel.  Zkomdg  TOL
puubistoproypdeov eivar va cov mapovoidon v ainbewn, X £101 v 68 KGN va
ovAloyiotic. Apa Papiécar tétoo pouaviCo, B Papedic kabe ainbewa ko kabe
OLALOYN.

Epeig o1 kunpévot komalovpe Yo vo oag YAEVTICOVUE OAEG KL OAOVG MG KUl pE
mv aAfew. [Iooeg ko mooeg aAnbeieg dev £xovpe akoun va cag Eetvaifovue ota
Bipria pag! Iwg dev kortalovpe T onuepvn pog ™y kowvovia; [og dev korrdlovue
0 Pomo; Kabe [end of page k0’| Popog mov Ba tov yoyoroyfoovue. Ba pag
mhovTion kot p’ ével Kowovplo apmtotuno popdvtlo. Amd ket Ou pag Pyodve
Tokotondeg, Mradlaxkndes ka1 Phounipndec, mov kakd Batave va toug Eexvovoape
KATOL KGO, Yo VoL TPOGEEOVHE GTOVG OLKOUE HOG, TOLG TmOTéEVIOUS. Eivar to
pouavtlo £pyo £Bviko, £Bviké kot o duaPacpd tov. Na cug avoiw v kopdud pov:
[Nati oy To Eépow mwe ta BPiic pov peydho mpapata dev eivar wotdco eival
popaitka kot Popiovg wuyxoroyovve. Toxw xpvpd mapamovo mov o lavviprng
TAYOMNUEVO LoV TO TOLdi, TEPUOE GAVOL KATOL GOV GmUPUINPNTOS Kol Yo o0
2.0v0; Ta v avepeld pog. Ae pog péret o0TE Yo TN YAOOOX oG, OVTE AOOV  Kat
i TV yoxn pac ™ poueitkn. Ay n Popaitkn yoxn! Ipére kot ota popdavtCo ka
o (o va v ayamovpe. Ipénet va v ayandrte kot ogig o1 yvvaikes. Eiote popiéc.
Amo oug Kol TN poplocHvn, £xete, 00Eg £)eTe, Ko TV woinot] cog. Epeis oog
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JPOOTOVHE T0 MO pEYGAn pog Wavikd. Aoviépovpe e v Edhada, kot [aeth:] Ou
10 katardfn. Eoeic to EEpete k1 and tdpa. [Na 10010 ko OEANCH Vo 60 apiepho®
éva Bifiio mov K1 a@td, oav Oha TEAAA, YPAOTNKE HOVO Kol Hovo yu v 18&a.

O pikog oug
Poydpng
Tetapm, 21 tAn Anuntpn, 1903

[end of page "]
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