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Reconsidering Modernism:
the exile poems of Giannis Ritsos

Maria Athanassopoulou
University of Cyprus

The aim of the present paper is to explore the exile poems of
Ritsos, from the perspective of style and intertextual dialogue with
Modemn Greek poems hitherto unrelated to them, drawn from the
ranks of literary modernism. Ritsos’s ordeals with post-war
rehabilitation camps for Left-wing ideologues came as a result of
his life-long commitment to the Greek Communist Party. He was
initiated into the communist ideology in 1927, when he was an
inmate of the sanatorium “Sotiria”, where he met a plethora of the
bohemian intellectuals of his time. He became a de facto spokes-
man for the Communist Party in 1945 with the publication of his
long epic encomium of the Party’s head, “O Z0vtpoodg pag Nikog
Zayapiadng”, upon the latter’s release from Dachau.! By the time
the Greek Civil War erupted in 1945-46, Ritsos was a reasonably
well-known poet,? having already published eight collections,
namely Tpaxtép (1934), Ivpouides (1935), Emitagproc (1936), To
Tpayovor e adelphc pov (1937), Eapvy ovupwvia (1938), To

1 See Angeliki Kotti, I 1dyvie Pitgog: Eva oxediaoua Broypagios
(Athens: Ellinika Grammata 2009), p. 54 ff. on Ritsos’s initiation to the
communist ideology and trade unionism; p. 105 ff. on his involvement in
the formation and voicing of the party line through his poetry.

2 On Ritsos’s reception by Modern Greek criticism, which shaped the
public response, see Christina Dounia, “O Pitcog kot 1 xpitikn”,
Aikaterini Makrynikola and Stratis Bournazos (eds.), Jie6vég ).?vvéc?pzo:
O Howmris kor o Iolitne I'dvvne Pitoog (Athens: Benaki Museum—
Kedros 2008), pp. 220-41. Alafouzou and Karvounis, official Party
critics of the time, were reserved about Tpaxtép and Hvpauides. Ritsos’s
most positive early critic was Chourmouzios.
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suforipio tov wreavot (1940), Hakid poalodpra oe polud Ppoxns
(1943), and doxuacia (1943).3

It is worth recalling the chronicle of Ritsos’s years of exile,
which runs as follows: in July 1948, when the third and by far the
bloodiest round of the Civil War began, Ritsos was arrested and
displaced to Limnos, where he was kept for nine months, an
inmate of the camp of the town of “Kontopouli”; in May 1949 he
was transferred to the harsher camp of Makronissos* from which

3 Chryssa Prokopaki, in her “Eicayeyn’, Avoioyie I'dvvy Pfroov
(Athens: Kedros 2000), offers a reliable periodization of Ritsos’s work,
according to the dominant stylistic traits of each phase: (i) 1930-36:
apprenticeship phase. During this phase Ritsos oscillates between
socialist realism and modernism, between the decapentasyllabic couplet
and free verse; (i) 1937-43: phase of “lyric explosion”. Surrealist
elements are fruitfully integrated in his poetry, now mainly written in
free verse; (iif) 1944-55: phase of political commitment and bifurcation
of lyric production. Two types of poems will from now on be discerned
in his output: short, lapidary poems on imagist or mythological themes,
and long, frequently confessional, poémes-fleuves; (iv) 1956-66: phase
of “sophisticated meditations” and “inventive lyric tropes”, ie. the
dramatic monologue; (v) 1967-71, while stylistically repeating traits of
phase (iv), this phase witnesses a higher degree of irony, sarcasm and the
use of the absurd in his poems, by way of response to the Colonels’
dictatorship; (vi) 1972-83: phase of recollection and self-reflection. His
love poems become more “open” now. He also tries his hand at prose:
nine novels are left behind when he dies on 11 November 1990. His
heirs also found fifty unpublished collections in his Nachlass (some of
which were recently published in Howjuara I4” [Kedros: Athens 2007]).
According to this literary-historical map of his work, by the beginning of
the Civil War Ritsos had completed the second phase of his stylistic
development, and was heading for the third.

4 Concerning “Makronissos”, the first post-war concentration camp in
Western Europe, see: Stratis Bournazos and Tassos Sakellaropoulos
(eds.), lotopicé Tomio xar Mviun: To moapdderyua tne Makxpovioov
(Athens: Philistor 2000). According to Bournazos, “To ‘Méyo EOvikov
Zyoketov Maxpovioov’ (1947-1950)”, in Iotopixd Tomio xar Mvius, pp.
115-45: 117, the uniqueness of the Makronissos experiment consists in
fhree factors: (a) the scale of the operation, which, by most accounts,
dealt with some 50,000 detainees, over a period of three years; (b) the
intensity of the physical and emotional tortures employed there; and (c)
the organized nature of state propaganda implemented on the island, with
the aim of securing the detainees’ renunciation of communism. Also of
interest is the article by G. Papatheodorou, “H ‘Tlukvokatoiknpévr
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be was released in July 1950 on account of health problems, only
to be rearrested and deported back there a few months later. By
1950 the Makronissos rehabilitation camp was falling into disuse,
so the poet was, soon after he was rearrested, transferred to Agios
Efstratios, from where he was released in August 1952. At this
point his suffering for being a vocal supporter of the Greek Left
during the Civil War came to an end. The next round of imprison-
ments for Left-wing dissenters began in 1967, a result of the
Colonels’ coup of 21 April 1967. A few days after the coup,
Ritsos was deported to the island of Giaros, and on 30 June to
Leros. But by this stage, Ritsos was far too famous to be treated as
an ordinary political prisoner. The French Marxist/surrealist poet
Louis Aragon headed an international campaign for his release,
while Ritsos’s own failing health provided ample excuse for
special conditions of confinement in the comfort of his wife’s
home in Samos, to which he was moved in October 1968 (after a
few months’ hospitalization in Athens). There he remained
virtually until the fall of the dictatorship on 24 July 1974.

Ritsos was continuously writing during these seven years, and
some of his most brilliant short poems, namely the collection
Ilérpeg, Emavainyeig, KiykAidwpo, were produced during this
second phase of confinement for political reasons. But since, by
this stage, Ritsos had reached the status of a poet-laureate, who,
while being a persona non grata for the establishment, could still
afford to produce poetry in the comfort of his own home, his pro-
duction in this period falls outside the scope of my examination
here. This is because I consider as core examples of “exile

Epnud’ tov momtdv g Maokpovicov: I'papés tng Eopilog”, in:
Bournazos and Sakellaropoulos, op. cit., pp. 227-44, which reads the
poetry of Ritsos, Patrikios, Alexandrou as informed by a poetics of
resistance from within the censored discursive domain. See also: Yannis
Hamilakis, “The Other Parthenon: Antiquity and national memory at the
concentration camp”, The nation and its ruins: antiquity, archaeology,
and national imagination in Greece (Oxford: Oxford University Press
2007), pp. 205-41, with special reference to the Janus-faced discourse of
classical inheritance, used both by the detainees and the oppressors on
Makronissos.
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poems”: (a) texts that have been produced in the harsh physical,
mentally taxing, conditions experienced by an ordinary camp
prisoner, and (b) texts that deal explicitly with the theme of exile
and related themes (such as the reasons that brought the inmate to
his/her fate, and the expected outcome of his/her resistance), and
hence reflecting/refracting the conditions of their production in
their choice of subject-matter. It should be finally noted that I am
aware of the theories that posit that the trauma of deportation and
torture may be denied by its victim, and therefore “represented” in
his/her creative output only by virtue of its meaningful absence,
which has then to be read as a vestige of the trauma’s ghostly
presence. Yet the motive for writing in these dreadful conditions
is precisely to keep suffering at arm’s length, to reorganize trauma
as rational explanation. So, while from the point of view of
Ritsos’s readership trauma may here be redeployed as redemptive
suffering, as far as authorial intention goes, I would be wary of a
“hermeneutics of suspicion” that would treat thematically
unrelated poems from that period as pertinent to his “exile poetry”
(e.g. the 21 short, impressionist poems of ITapevBéoeic [1946-47]),
as codified chronicles of this experience. The fact that the
communists offer pride of place to socialist realism as regards
writing and reading literature,® and given that Ritsos is explicitly
committed to Communist ideals at this stage (he is in exile for not
renouncing them!),® makes more obvious my view that any

5> Christina Dounia, “To Zvvédpio tv ZoPieTikdy Zvyypapéov”,
Aoyoteyvia kar wolmiky: Ta wepiodikd e Apiotepdc oto HscomoAsuo
(Athens: Kastaniotis 1996), pp. 311-64, offers a detailed account of the
formation of the dogma of socialist realism at the 1st Congress of Soviet
Writers, which took place in Moscow, in September 1934. She also
comments on the way the Greek Communist Party castigated Ritsos for
not following it closely enough (pp. 442-50).

6 On Ritsos’s adventure with the compulsion to make a “repentance
statement”, see Kotti, Iidvvyg Piroog, pp. 111 ff. For a theoretical
reading of its instrumentality in destroying solidarity among Greek
communists, and its negative impact on the prisoners’ subjectivity, see P.
Voglis, “Avépeca otmv Apvnon xoi v avtodpvnon: IloAwtkot
Kkpatolpevol oty EAAGda, 1945-507, in: Mark Mazower (ed.), Metd tov
IoAepo: H avaovykpdtnon ¢ 0ikoyévelag, tov £0voug kal 1ov Kparovg
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cryptic reading of his Civil War poetry should be put aside.
Having defined the material that falls within the scope of my
paper, it is now time to look at the texts as such.

The data Ritsos’s biographers offer us,’ in conjunction with
the reading premises I posited above as regards the production of
his “exile poetry”, are as follows:

1) November 1948: Hugpoldyio Elopiag I (27 Oxrwpfpiov-23
Noegufipiov). The collection comprises thirty diary entries irregu-
larly scattered over a period of four weeks; it consists of poems of
different length; the opening poem of the collection, which is its
shortest, has fourteen lines (“27 OytwBpiov 1948”), the longest
has fifty-two lines (14 NogufBpiov 1948”).

2) January 1949: HuepoAdyio Elopiag II (24 Nogufipiov 1948-31
Iavovapiov 1949). It comprises forty-nine diary entries distributed
across sixty-eight days; the poems are much shorter than those of
Hugpoloyio Eéopiag I, more elliptical in nature, and made up of
very short lines (e.g. six to seven syllables is the rule).

3) February 1949: Kanviouévo toovxdli, later placed as postscript
to Metaxiviiosig, a collection originally conceived in 1942.

4} September 1949: Ilérpivoc ypdvog (begun August) and early
parts of O yeitoviég tov Kéouov (completed in 1951).

5) June 1950: Huepoldyio Eopiag III (18 lavovapiov-1 Iovviov
1950). The collection comprises thirty-eight diary entries, con-
sisting of poems that thematically adhere to the minimalist poetics
of Huepoloyo Efopiag II, yet tend to run to some length. (They
are composed of more parts than the poems in either of the two
previous diary collections, even though the parts are brief and they
consist of short lines.)

6) November 1950 (the poet is now in Agios Efstratios): I pduua
oto Zolo Kiovpl.

oy Eldda, 1943-60, trans. Eirini Theofylactopoulou (Athens:
Alexandreia *2004), pp. 87-104.

7 More scholarly in outlook, though less pleasant to read than Kotti’s
biography, is: Aikaterini Makrynikola and G. P. Savvidis, Epyoypagia
Tiavvy Pitoov — Xpovoldyio Epyoypapioc Iavvy Piroov (Athens:
Kedros 1981).
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7) July 1951: Or yermoviéc tov xdouov, a composition of epic
aspirations, which takes the reader on a tour of 20th-century
European history, from the battle of Stalingrad (1943) to the
establishment of NATO, assessing the role of proletarians world-
wide, but primarily of the Greek people in materializing the ideals
of justice and peace.

It is time for some preliminary observations. First, let us note
that, in the more humane conditions of Agios Efstratios, the poet
is able to take his mind off the emergency situation that dictated
Huegpoloywa, and produce works of wider scope, even if still
fixated on the topic of war. A further proof of this opening-up of
the poet’s thematics in the improved living conditions of Agios
Efstratios, as Civil War reprisals are drawing to a close, comes in
“To motdpt xu epeic”, composed in late 1951. The composition,
later incorporated in Aypdmwvia (1954) along with “Pomocdvn”
(1945-47), deals with the Heraclitus-like topic of the passing of
time, through the fragmentary recording of the experiences of a
young couple; it is hence totally unrelated to the exilic situation
from which it springs. Secondly, let us notice that Ritsos’s exilic
output comprises both short and longer collections. More import-
antly, Ritsos’s exilic output comprises both collections that adhere
to the pattern of engaged poetry that the Communist Party would
have wished for, and collections that strike more subversive tones.
On closer observation, one realizes that the “engaged” texts tend
to be longer, and more narrative in scope, the “disengaged” texts
(if I may call them so) tend to be shorter, fragmentary and cryptic.
The shortest of all positively “engaged” texts related to the Civil
War ordeal is Karviouévo toovkdAr (written in 1949 on Limnos;
published in Meraxiviioeig [1961]), in which the poet presents
scenes of the daily life in the prison and the camp, along with his
feelings of solidarity for his comrades, boosted through the remin-
iscence of common resistance acts against the Germans during the
Occupation. Certain extracts of Kamviouévo toovrdir have ac-
quired proverbial status, thanks to their literary merits. Such is the
following:
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Ko va, adeheé pov, mov padape va kovPevtidfovpe
NoVYXO-NoVYH KL OAd.

Katolafawdpoote tdpa — 3¢ ypeidlovial TepiocoTepo.

K1 adpio Aém Ba yivoope axopo. wo aniol

Ba Bpodpe avtd To Adyia wov raipvovy 1o 1810 Bapog 6” Gheg
TG Kapdiég, 6” GAa To xelin

étol va Aépe mio, To. oOK: o0Ke, KOl TN oKAQT: oKaen,

K’ £T01 TOV VO YOHOYEAGVE O1 GAAOL KoL VoL Aéve: “TéTotn
TOUHATO

GOV QTIIYXVOVLE EKOTO TNV ®pa”. AvTtd BEAOVLLE KOL HELG.

TNeti epeic tpayovddype yia va Egyopicovue, odehpé
uov, ar’ Tov kdopo
gueic Tpayovdape yia va opifovpe Tov k6opo.8

The longest of all the exilic collections, positively “engaged”
with the ideals of the Greek left, is, as we saw, Ot ygitoviég Tov
xoopov. It is an epic synthesis on the prehistory of the Greek Left,
which runs to 4,000 lines and occupies fourteen cantos of uneven
length and uneven numbers of stanzas. Or yeitoviéc tov KdouOD
offers a panorama of modern European history, from the battle of
Stalingrad (3 February 1943) to the Greeks’ unanimous Resist-
ance to the Germans in Athens (terminating the Occupation on 12
October 1944), and from there on to the Truman Doctrine (1947)
and the days of the Marshall plan (1948), concluding with the
1949 establishment of NATO. It is clearly an “exilic” com-
position, even if it does not thematize Ritsos’s camp surroundings,
since it is rooted in the communicative situation from which it
springs: Or yertoviég 1ov kdopov aimed at providing Ritsos’s
fellow prisoners on Makronissos and Agios Efstratios with a com-
prehensive narrative of their battles and their goals, which would
make their suffering meaningful. Some sections of Or yeiroviég
700 KOouov strike one as too programmatic and lacking in
inspiration. Yet the collection as a whole boasts several merits,
not least among them the successful, deliberate depiction of the
anonymous, everyday, Elpenor-like individual, as main agent of

8 Now in: Kamviouévo toovidis (Athens: Kedros '°1976), p.12.
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historical change. This strategy consciously undermines the
significance so far attributed to the eponymous, Odysseus-like
hero of the more orthodox, liberal strand of Greek modernism,
and the repressive ideological repercussions harboured by his use,
i.e. the view that only socially, or biologically, privileged indi-
viduals can make history.? To illustrate this point, let us look at
two indicative extracts from Or yeitoviés tov kéouov. The first
comes from section I” of the composition, and refers to the time of
the German Occupation of Athens, when a son’s loss to the
Germans turns the mother into an active member of the Resist-
ance. A resurrection of the lost youth thus occurs, figuratively, in
the ideological domain:

H 6ewe-KoAf vropévn ota Katdpovpo —

(POvoKOVE M POHOTA TNG UTPOGTA YIOPATT TOPEVOUO TORO.
O gpydang pe to {eumiil Tng SovAELag TNV KaANUEPLOE.
Eitav Bpeypéva ta poAiid tov epydn.

Kém otoydveg nécav kabhg E0KOYE T0 KEQIAL TOD Va
yopetioet.

Kt éogiée dvvatd to Lepmiit Tov.

H xvpd-Aévn icdheroe 1ovo g patt ko Ty nelpoe:
“TI6te pe 1o KuAd, 0 KAvobpyLog Y10g,”

“Ap dmov vévor” Adet 1 fera-Kakn.

“Onov vévor” kou TpéPnée o dpdpo mg.10

9 The point was first raised by G. P. Savvidis, Metauoppdoeig tov
Elmivopa: Ané tov IHdovvr otov Zwomovdo (Athens: Nefeli 1990).
Savvidis suggestively notes that the anti-hero’s revalorization began in
1917 (the year of the October revolution in Russia), with Pound’s revival
of Elpenor in the Cantos. He argues that Ritsos’s re-valorized Elpenor
dates from 1964-65 and is related to his mythological collection,
Mapropies (debrepn oeipd). Projecting this argument backward in time, I
would suggest that Ritsos’s view that the populace is the real agent of
historical change (a view later on nicely expressed through the Homeric
frame), was formed earlier on, during his first engagement with
communism.

10 Now in: Giannis Ritsos, 7o Enicoupicd (Athens: Kedros '21987), p.
50.
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The second comes from section E of the composition and
refers to the suffering on Makronissos, strategically coupled with
the visualization of a better future, so as to make the prisoners’
sacrifice meaningful.!! The importance of the anonymous hero in
procuring sociohistorical change is foregrounded in this stanza
through the skilful, mixed reference to both fictional members of
the proletariat worldwide, and to the real, historical personages,
Ritsos met on the island:

‘Etol épuye k1 o [Tétpog o€ o dbon oAdypvon.

Erot épuye k1 0 Povrow ki o Tlgpl k1 Zoywa
Bydlovtag an’ Tig Toéneg Tovg YIMEdEG TPOoKNpOEELS

Kat 10010G 0 Gvepog otpieoyvpiloviag Tig mpoknpdéelg
Thve an’ TI 0TEYEC NG TTOALTELOG

névov on’ 1o Kapafio

wévov an’ ta kKpdvn T@v Nalhdov

PrpocTa o1a Kopéva maptfopa

peg otic Thoteleg v poyaiddmv

HEG 0T0. oTpaTdTEdA CVYKEVIPMOTNG

KOPPAVOVTOG 0 AVENOG TIG TPOKTPOEELG OTO GUPUOTOTALY AT
aveBaloviag o vepog Tig Tpoknpi&eig

®G 10 KeAM 1oV Aopumpvod kot Tov @épov Kopvéapov...12

O1 yertoviég tov kdouov adheres nicely to the definition of
“Resistance poetry” given by the relevant specialist critics: the
collection exudes a high degree of comradeship, a solidified
feeling of the collective; this is achieved by recourse to the ritual-
istic invocation of shared ideological battles.!3 But this is only one
side of the coin, as we shall soon come to realize.

H voglis, “Avépeca otv Apvnon kot Ty ontodpynot”, argues that the
aim of the farewell letters left behind by those about to be executed was
to vindicate their imminent executions, to make them meaningful. (That
this process should take place through writing is related by Voglis to the
fact that the humiliating renunciation of communism was also a textual
act: the signing of the repentance statement.)

12 Ta Erucoupucd, p. 60.

13 For a comprehensive account of post-war poetry in Greece with
special emphasis on the political strand, see Dora Menti, Metamoleuixy
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Ritsos’s exilic output also comprises, at the other end of the
spectrum, collections of shorter poems in which fragmentariness,
at times bordering on speechlessness, becomes a compositional
rule, mirroring the poet’s loss of faith in the power of grand
narratives. Such is the case of his diary-like Hugpoidyra Edopiog
I-IIT (Limnos—Makronissos, 1948-49), consisting of at times
extremely short, minimalist poems that can be fruitfully read as
“reTpddio yopvaoudtov’ towards the creation of his more
accomplished (though only one year “younger”), yet no less dis-
illusioned Ilétpivoc ypovog (written 1949, published 1957). In
order to illustrate the extremes to which such poetic brevity can
go, let us look at the first part of the tripartite, eleven-line poem:
“4 Agxeuppiov”, from Huepoidyio Eéopiog 11

IIpéPazo, mpoéPButo g TayOVIES
pkpd moinpo

mdoe pe on’ 1o YEPL.

H ovyn éxer 1° aykdbr ng

Kat 10 GKApvi NG,

Q¢ 10 Bpédv ag moTéyovpe. 4

We may compare the bipartite poem “2 Asxkepfpiov”, from
Hugpoloyio Eéopiag 11, which consists of just five lines:

O ovpavog eivar pio Tpomo.
Agv yopaype.

rolitiky moinon: Idsoloyia kar womuicsi (Athens: Kedros 1995). Menti
defines “IToinon tng Avtiotaong” (op. cit., pp. 121-61) — as opposed to
“Iloinon g Aoxipaciog” and “Tloinon tng Hrtog” — by making
reference to its proponents’ (a) ideological commitment to the Left; (b)
sense of collectivity, and nearly simultaneous first appearance in letters;
(c) thematics, related to their contemporaneous historical background;
(d) moderate stylistic modernism; (e) variegated class provenance; (f)
differentiation vis-a-vis the Thirties poets as regards the programmatic
value they attached to their poetry. Menti argues that, contrary to what
one would have anticipated, post-war poets are Jess committed than the
Thirties poets to maintaining their ideology intact in their poetry, when
reality fails them.

14 T4 Exucoupié, p. 228.
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Zaypoinvia. To torydpo. O ayépac.
Ag 86ho va pioo.
Iotog axovet étot; 1

Combining the two aforementioned tendencies of Ritsos’s
earlier exilic poetry, i.e. his tendency towards compression, and
his tendency to expand to epic dimensions, IIétpivog ypdvog com-
prises twenty-four poems of some length, ostensibly on o variety
of themes (“Tvopuio”, “Ilavta”, “Etoyor”, “O Ntik”, “Ou pilec
Tov KOcUoL”, “Bpadv”, “Meonuépa”, “Thuepa”, “O ArEENG”,

2% & 3 <

“TZopPavta”, “Ot yepdvror pog”, “Ariayn”, “Xpéog”, “@eyyapt”,
“O pnmappra-MyToos”, “Ta modd pag”, “Enuépoua”, “Xpdvoc”,
“O prapuno-Kapdc ki 0 y10g 1ov”, “Kdbe Bpadt”, “Atyo-Atyo”,
“Qo1000”, “Ta ¥éplo t@v cvvipopav”, “A.B.I'.”), which share
the common underlying feeling that memory and comradeship are
annihilated when confronted with the sight of torture. This is a
collection produced in Makronissos, and most definitely about
Makronissos. It comes as close as one can get in Ritsos to the
definition of the sub-genre of “exilic literature”.10 In ITétpivog
xpovog the poet removes all traces of verbosity and old-style lyri-
cism, in an attempt to dramatize, at the level of form, diction and
choice of futile subject-matter, the devastation caused by separ-
ation and death, immanent in the camp experience. He also — on
occasion — points to the new configurations of the self that can
potentially arise from the exilic experience. Let us look at two
characteristic poems from this collection, beginning with “O
Nrw™

H métpa orovpopévn an’ tov avepo -
o0 dvepog, n oryahid —

15 Ta Erucoupucd, p. 226.

16 For an historical overview of the notion of exile both as enforced
banishment and as voluntary withdrawal, and some penetrating remarks
on the changes the exilic situation brings to the exile’s self-perception
and to his/her texts (also in terms of devising a literary mode that would
procure a sense of continuity to the alienated self), see R. Edwards,
“Exile, self and society”, in: Maria-Ines Lagos-Pope (ed.), Exile in
literature (London: Associated University Presses 1988), pp. 15-31.
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dev akovyertot timota

udvo 1o kapdroyTdmL g TETPUG

KM TETPO. TG KOpdids mov doviedeTon
pe 1o Qupd kol e Tov Tévo

Bapid, oryd kot oT08epd.

Mmnoikn nétpa

umdiin kapdud

VO YTIGOVE TIG AVPLOVEG LG QAURTPIKES

o AIKA pEyapa

T KOKKWVO oTadie

ka1 o peydio pvnueio tov npodev g Eravdstoong.

Na pnyv Egydoovpe kat o pvnueio Tov Ntk —
v, vol, Tob GKOAOD pog Tov NTiK,

¢ opddog Tov Movdpov,

OV TOV CKOTAGUY 01 YOPOPLAGKOL

ywti aydroye mohd Tovg eEdprotong.

"Eva pvnpeio yio tov Ntk —

£V0G TETPIVOC GKVAOG

pe @apdid KamovALl,

pe 600 otaydveg aposimon ota pdta
W avooK®OUEVo 10 Tve Tov Yeil
delyvovrag to LepPi tov dévTL

étoipog va Soykdoet

ToV aotpdyado Tng viyTag

1} 1] OKLd TOV YOPOEVANK

1 1 oTevOpaKpT Todon ToV KAEQTOQAvVAPOL
movPale pio TAAKa ol

avAUESO OTa AOYLO KOl GT YEPLOL [LOG.

No pny Egybdoovpe, cbvipogot, Tov NTik,

70 @iho pog Tov Ntk

7oV Yobylle T1g vOyTeg 0TV avAonopTo GvTikpy ot Bdhacoa
KL amokouudToy To Yopdpota

GTA YORVA mod1. TNG AguTeplig

LLE TT] YPVOOUVYA TOV OVYEPLVOL

Ve 6710 STVA@UEVO QUTL TOL.
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Topa o Ntk kowdror otn Afjpvo
deiyovtog navta to LepPi Tov d6vTL.

Mmnopel pebadpro va tov axovcovps ToA

va yoyiler yopodpevog ot o Sradfloon
nepvodiafaivovtag KGTov an’ Tig onpoieg pog
&yovtog kpepacpévn o1o LepPi tov dovtL

e pkpn Tvokido “katom ol TOpavvor”.

Eitav xoAdg o N1k —

va pnv &eydoovpe, ohvipopot, Tov Ntk

10 ¢piho pog Tov Ntk mov okotdbnke otig ypoupss pog
70 oiho pog Tov NTiK oV 10V 6KOTHoAV

YTt oydroye moAd Toug cvvipdgovg pog.t?

The poem’s specificity in time-and-place depictions makes it
characteristic of Ritsos’s exilic poetry of the Civil War (Moudros,
in line 16, is a sizeable town on the island of Limnos, referred to
in line 38, which also hosted a post-war rehabilitation camp). It is
this particular aspect of Ritsos’s poetry that I consider fully
intentional and radically anti-modernist, when read against the
monumentalization of place and time, primordial but by definition
Greek, that one gets in Seferis’s MvGiotépnua (1935) or Elytis’s
Ilpooavazoiiouoi (1940). In “O N1k” the lyric subject addresses
his fellow exiles (line 31: “oOvipo@oi”) enmeshed in the problem-
atic present they are all facing; for this reason he has no need to
masquerade, hide, or bowdlerize any of the painful aspects of their
common experience. Exposing is a way of castigating and exor-
cizing their shared, troublesome present. The collective subject of
the comrades has nothing to hide; a subject that, incidentally, has
little in common with Seferis’s trans-historical “ctvrpopor”,
vested in Homeric overtones (cf. “H poponi tg Moipec”, “O
Zrpdng Oolacowvig avapeco otovg aydravlous”’, Logbook II).
The immediacy of the poem’s language likewise reflects the
urgency of the situation from which it springs. On the other hand,
the choice of the lowly, kitschified subject-matter of the dead dog

17 To Emicoupixcd, pp. 264-5.
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and its monument hints at the debunking of the communist
ideology some of his fellow inmates may have privately under-
gone in the face of extremities such as a body in pain. What is
more, this poem, through the use of the trope of self-referencing,
narrativizes an accentuation of earlier perceptions of exile by
Ritsos himself, such as we get in Hugpoldyio Efopiac I, where
this very same dog, “Dick”, is depicted alive, and friendly with
the inmates (the poem “23 NoguBpiov).18 I should finally like to
note that two echoes of earlier poems in “O Ntik” validate its
reading as a critique of Ritsos’s own earlier, at times too program-
matic, exile poetry of the type of O1 yerroviés tov xdouov (1957),
and of his poetry of projected national univocality of the time of
the Occupation. The first echo is of Karyotakis’s!? anti-war satire
“O Miyardg”, from Edeyeia ka1 Zduipeg (1927).20 In this poem on
the futility of the Great War, the unwilling victim of the
battlefield, Michalios, is given the honour of a soldier’s funeral,
but as he is too tall (a total misfit) everything goes wrong:

Amlvo 100 okendotnkey 0 AdKkog,
po ov apioav onééw to ToddpL:
Hrav Alyo paxpdc o povkoapakoc.

Are we allowed to read dead Dick’s ever-protruding “Ceppi d6vtt”
(lines 24, 39, 43) as a jocose, if party-tainted, allusion to Mi-
chalios’s protruding leg? How are we to interpret the parallel? The
next echo comes from Ritsos’s own Emitagiog (1936), a funeral
poem on the death of a tobacco-worker during the 1 May 1936
strike in Thessaloniki. The poem ends with the mother’s vision of
a triumphal march in which the resurrected young worker, her
son, also takes part:

18 To Exncoupind, p. 221.
19 On the early influence of Karyotakis on Ritsos, see Prokopaki,
“Ewoaywyn”, AvBoloyia I'avvy Piroov, p. 12.

20 Now in: G. P. Savvidis (ed.), K. I'. Kapvawrdxne, Homuora xar I1elé
(Athens: Ermis 1984), p. 105.
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Avapecd Tovg, yioka pov, Bepd ce avaoTnuévo, —
10 Bdpt cov oto Bdpt Toug puprolypapiopévo

reads one of the last decapentasyllabic couplets of the poem.2! It
is clearly the same motif: both mother and comrade experience an
allegorical moment of resurrection of their beloved, dead fighter
(the son, the dog), who is then visualized in full splendour amidst
the crowds of a triumphal march (line 40: “vo yovyilel yopod-
pevog o pia dwdfawon’™). One may find the parallel risky or dis-
respectful; yet it illustrates the point that in certain instances of the
exilic poetry of Makronissos, Ritsos appears disillusioned, hence
parodic, as regards his earlier attempts at monumentalizing the
struggles of the Greek Left through the lyrical diction, lofty
themes and mythical landscapes of poems such as “Popuocivn”
(1945-47). 1t is a point I shall return to after the discussion of my
second example, the poem “A.B.I'.”. The view that I am trying to
put forward is that the reference point of the poems in Iérpivog
xpovog, the “state of exception” in relation to the torture and exe-
cution that comrades are faced with, separates meaning from
language and ideological belief. Poetry proves unable to compete
with the extreme situations it is called to represent. “A.B.I".”, the
final poem of Ilétpivog ypdvog, amply illustrates this:

Tpla peydra ypappota
ypoppéva 1’ aoBéotn otn poyokokkoid g Makpdvnooc.

(Orav gpydpaote pe 10 Kapdft

OTPLOYUEVOL OVALESO GTOVE UTGYOVS Kol GTIG VIO IES oG
To Stofdcope Tdvov an’ 1o KATAoTPOUA

kGTov on’ T1c Ppiotéc 1oV YOPoPUAUKT, T0. StefdoayLe
ekeivo 10 fiovyo mpmvd Tov lovAiov,

KLT apuipa Kt 1 popovdid tng plyavng kot to Ovpdpt

dev katorafarvay kaboiov Tt Bo movv awtd o Tpia
goPectopiva

YPOpLUOTO).

21 Anthologized in: Prokopaki, Av@oloyia évvy Pitoov, pp. 42-8, the
specific quote on p. 47.
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A’ Téypa.
B’ Taypo.
" Taypao.

MAKPONHZOX

Kin 8droocoa tov Aryaiov frav yordlio dnmg Tdvrote
TOAD YoAdlio, povo yoralio.

A-

A, vay, rAoboaue KOroTE Yo, o moinon aryoumelayitikn,
B~

vie To yopvo otifog tng vyelog KEVINUEVO e Hiav Gykupo Kot
po yopydva

-

vt 70 YOAGL10 @®G ToV TAEKEL TO KOVPTIVAKLL TV YAGPOV.
ABIT.

300 okotmpgvor.

Muiotoape, voi, yio o oinorn aryatonehoyitikn —
o kGBovpag mov pepfdlet oto votiouévo Bpayo,
ovtikpy ot poiapotévia ddon,

kafag éva pkpd purpovtlivo dyoiua tov Qxeavov.

ABIT.

600 tperdoi.

(Ot yvdAveg yapideg kuvnydvag ota pryd Tov iokio tov
TPWIVOL GCTPOV,

70 XpLod Kol yorovo kahokaipt metpofoidvtas pe
KOVKOUVAPLOL TO LLECTILEPLATIKO VIVO TMV KOPLTOLDY,

T ToAd ebko Ebvovtag ) phyn Tovg oty aoPecToUéVn
pévpa.)

ABIT.

900 xovtoot.

VA0

o Booiiedg [Tavrog.

Kin Hovoyid Tov mdéviov AopoKanvicpéV 0’ TO COVPOVTO
va oepyavetl EomoAnTn oty oppovdid
cvyvpilovtag to oniTia TOV HIKPpOY Yopidv
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Kapedvovtag i’ éva Bolacovd otavpd ™ geyyapicla g
AeE00da).

AB.T.

ABT.

(Mtlovoope yro. pro moinon atyooneiayitikn, vat, vay).

MAKPONHZOZX —
MAKPONHZOX - MAKPONHZOZ

Kin 8dAacoa stvar akdun yordalio dnmg ndvrote

KL 0 apepikavikog otdrog talidedel oo Aryaio
MoVX0G, HOVY0G, ®paiog,

Kol T° dotpe avaBouv kGbe Bpadv Hikpés oTIES

vo. ynoovv ot Ayysiotl Ty yapdoovna tng Hovayiog.
ABT.

ABI.

K1 and kérov on’ v’ dotépla wepvive
kopoPiéc-kopafiég o1 eKTomGRéVOL

ko ToovPaAla pe Koppéva modapia

KoL TooVPaALe pe Koppéva yEpia

ko1 ToovPdAla pe vekpovg

EeBpalovv o1 povpTotveg oTig axTés Tov Aaupiov.

(Arvyorongrayitiko Tonio
¥pUod Kat yoralio).

ABIT.

Tg tovta o Bpdyia TovpexicTnrav ot 300 Tov A" Téyparog,
tohto To @UKLo givar plo Toveo poAiid EexoAinpéva pall pe to
Sépuo

an’ 170 KoOKo o evog cuvIpdEOL OV apPVABNKE VO VIOYPAYEL
dMiwon.

ABT.
Ta cvppozoniéyuota.

Orvexpot.
O1 tperiol.
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ABIT.

Taralra, 1 8dhacoa ~ TOAD yorélio.
Xpood aryaromehayitiko tonio.
O1yAdpor).

ABT.

Mavpn, kotbpovpn faiacoo
Mabpo, xatdpovpo tomwio.
Ta cuppoatomAéypata.

ABT.

Mabpo, kozdpovpo Tonio pue cerypéva 60vIla,
KOKKIVO, KATOKOKKIVO TOTio e opryuévn ypooid,
povpn Ko kokkivy kopdid aypévn oto aipa g
11 évog KOKKIVOS MOG TIYHEVOS LEC TO aipa Tov.22

It is a remarkable poem as regards the degree of formalist
“abstraction”, stylistic ‘“nakedness”, verbal minimalism Ritsos has
achieved in it. Despite the fact that “A.B.I'.” presents itself, in
terms of typesetting, as a long poem, much of its length derives
from the partial or total repetition of its lines. Repetition is here a
stylistic device employed to connote the impoverishment of a
poet’s language when faced with the inconceivability of the camp
experience (it can be read as a depiction of stuttering, of com-
pulsive repetition as sign of trauma). Let us also note the poem’s
“lettristic” element:23 capital letters that do not mean much (unless
they are rehearsed in the context of the poem), are thrown in the
raw on the page, in order to suggest the impossibility for language

22 T Emikaipixé, pp. 299-304. The poem runs to 134 lines, of which I
have quoted 81, adhering to the choice of Prokopaki, who in Avfoloyia
T'igvvy Pitoov, pp. 104-11, suppresses the second, and even more laconic

art of “A.B.I'.”.

3 Lettrisme is a French avant-garde movement, established in Paris in
the mid-1940s by Romanian immigrant Isidore Isou. It is called
Lettrisme from the fact that its proponents’ early works centred on letters
and other visual or spoken signs.
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to signify, in the face of terror. At the same time, to the historic-
ally aware reader, the three capital letters in the text form an
exemplum of the poetics of specificity of landscape informing
Ritsos’s Civil War poems.2* Each of the three letters refers to one
of the three battalions in operation on Makronissos, and to their
respective wards; this division would be one of the first things one
would become aware of upon arrival on the island. The same
aesthetic principle applies to the use of Arabic numbers in the
text, as opposed to writing them in full Greek script, when
counting the poet’s lost comrades to torture (cf. the dismembered
limbs, lines 55-6) and executions. The quantification of casualties
offers a commentary on the absurdity of loss and the impossibility
for language to account for them. At the same time, it operates in
very pragmatic ways; it may represent an instance of historical
realism, almost testimony. I should finally like to note the
conscious redeployment of an Aegean Sea “counter-discourse” in
“A.B.I'.”, a counter-narrative that targets Seferis’s and Elytis’s
depictions of the “quintessentially Greek” landscape of the
Archipelago, and Ritsos’s own earlier non-specific (in terms of
time and place) landscape depictions of Pwuiootvy. This stance
becomes clear in the self-commentary of line 17: “A, vou,
ploboope KamoTe yio o toinon aryaumehoyitikn’” (repeated with
small alterations in lines 24 and 43), which refers to Ritsos’s past
concessions to liberal-style moderism, forging links with Right-
wing poets that proved treacherous. It is by no means the only
instance of a renunciation of the poetics of the Archipelago in
Ritsos’s exile poems, but it is by far the most prominent and most
often quoted.2’ Other such instances include the hints in the poem
“Arloyn” (lines 3-4):

24 Christopher Robinson, “The presentation of place and space in the
poetry of Yiannis Ritsos, 1934-1947”, Kauwog: Cambridge Papers in
Modern Greek 2 (1994) 73-94, discusses the various poetic languages
Ritsos uses to articulate his personal perception of space. Robinson is
one of a handful of critics to note Ritsos’s temporality, i.e. his historical
consciousness, in representing landscape.

25 See E. Garandoudis, “To vijoté Tov Atyaiov mg tomog pag avifeong:
Az6 v mowtikn yevid tov 1930 otn petomoiekt woinon”, And tov
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Aldg kortiétan 1 0dAacoo andva Topabopo
oAde Tiom an’ To cvppaTéTAEYpa.20

or the depiction of the arid landscape of the camp island through
the lenses of a Sinopoulos-like nightmare (as in “®gyydpt”, lines
3-4):

éva tozio wed padpo, pod kitpvo
évaL KOPREVO TOST YhyvovTog Y10, 1o odpa 1ov.27

Let us, finally, note the haunting repetition of the place-name
“Makronissos”, in lines 2, 13, 44 and 45 of “A.B.I".” (miming and
subverting, in its striking use of capital letters, the feeling that a
traveller gets from an approaching signboard at the entrance of a
port to be visited on holiday). The haunting repetition of the
place-name “Makronissos” stands as a signpost to an alternative
Aegean islands geography, a dystopic topography, where civic
consensus is replaced by conflict, travelling is overrun by torture.
Ritsos’s aesthetic positioning against his ideological op-
ponents, the literary modernists, appears decided and consistent in
his exile poems.28 For some critics, the defining feature of the
modernist text is the rhetoric of the visionary employed by the
poet. For others, modernism in Greek letters can be best under-
stood through an enquiry into the poet’s particular employment of
myth, landscape-depictions, and the trope of orality. For a third
group of critics, it is modernism’s relation to tradition that should

Movrepvioué oty obyypovy moinon (1930-2006) (Athens: Kastaniotis

2007), pp. 227-46, specifically p. 236. Though in scope very similar to

Papatheodorou’s earlier article on the matter referred to above (n. 4), this

study offers the benefit of a more detailed account of the presence of the

Aegean sea counter-discourse in a variety of post-war poems.

26 Ta. Emucoupircd, p. 277.

27 To. Emicaapixd, p. 281-2.

28 This stylistic division of labour between liberal modernists and anti-

modernist radicals, was first suggested by Mario Vitti, in his historic

z(irticle) “Ov 6vo mpwrtomopieg oty eAAnvikny moinon”, O lolitne 1
1976).
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lie at the centre of critical attention.?® On all three fronts, Ritsos’s
exile poems present the reader with a counter-statement on the
stylistic choices made by his liberal, bourgeois contemporaries,
mainly Seferis and Elytis. Beaton has convincingly shown that in
composing his tableau of the Greek landscape, in 1945-47, Ritsos
pays tribute to the landscape of Seferis’s Mv@iotépnua (1935)
(with special reference to sections 2, 15 and 17), Elytis’s
Ipooovarodiouoi (1940) and Aoua npwixé xor wévBiuo yia 1o
xouévo avBomoldoyoyd tne AAfoviac (1946), and further back in
tradition to the landscape of Palamas’s sonnet on Athens from his
“Tlotpideg” (1895) and Solomos’s Yuvog eic v Elevfepiav
(1823). Beaton considers “the depth of intertextual allusion in
Romiosini [...] an integral part of the poem’s treatment of its
subject-matter, because all those poetic precedents, as they
accumulate through the length of the text, come to be included in
the overarching concept of ‘Hellenism’ as conceived within the
poem”.30 Beaton attributes, correctly, the poet’s all-inclusiveness
in his choice of literary (and hence political) allusions in
Peauiootvy to the fact that its writing coincided with a period of
truce in the Civil War, a truce that began with the Varkiza agree-
ment in February 1945 and ended with the outbreak of the third
round of hostilities of 1947-49. He also notes that, as in the
parallel case of Seferis’s almost contemporary “Kiyin” (1947), in
Pouroodvny Ritsos makes abundant, yet carefully imprecise, refer-
ence to the recent experience of the Second World War. It is also
left purposefully ambiguous throughout the poem whether the
concluding demand for justice should be understood in political or
in national terms; i.e. whether the essential trait of Greekness,
which is understood in this poem to be resistance, should be read
as resistance against the outsider (national consciousness) or

29 For a general overview of Greek criticism’s theses on literary
modernism, see D. Tziovas (ed.), Greek Modernism and beyond: Essays
in honor of Peter Bien (I.anham: Rowman and Littlefield 1997).

30 See Roderick Beaton, “Modernism and the quest for national identity:
The case of Ritsos’s Romiosini”, in: Makrynikola and Bournazos (eds.),
O Howmrns wor o Holitng Iavvys Pitoog (see note 2), pp. 109-24, at p.
116.
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against the oppressor (political or ideological consciousness). To
make his point, Beaton characteristically explains that, in the line
“Otav oopiyyovv 10 ¥ép1, 0 fiAMog eivan PéPaiog Y Tov k6o o™,
“the words themselves are ambiguous: the Greek could equally
refer to the warmth of a friendly greeting, or to the iconic
clenched fist of communist posters and slogans”.3! Well, if the
Axis Occupation presented Left-wing poets with the opportunity
of a fantasized coalition across the political spectrum, the Civil
War severed any bridges.

It is my contention in this paper that, in the fragmentary narra-
tives of his poems of (on) exile, Ritsos reconsidered the tropes of
modernism, “setting the record straight” both vis-a-vis the
depictions of the national psyche proposed by his political
opponents, the Greek bourgeoisie, and vis-3-vis his own earlier
concessions to the tropes, language and rhetoric of modernism.
Moreover, while adhering to Beaton’s argument, I should like to
argue that this dialogue is deeper and more extended than has
been suggested. For example, three of Ritsos’s exile collections
identify already by their title the project of rewriting Seferis’s
stylistic premises and related ideological bias. Hugpoldyia
Elopiag 1, 11, I make conscious allusion to Seferis’s collections:
(a) Huepoldyio Koraowamuaroc A’, a collection that contains
poems written between 1928 and 1940, the best known among
them being “O Boaowdg g Acivng”. In this poem, the persona of
the poet, strolling through the ruins of the Homeric king’s castle,
contemplates the eventual disappearance of a work’s creator
(published Athens 1940); (b) Huepoidyro Koraotpduozos B, a
collection that covers, in the covert style of Seferis, major World
War II events, such as the German invasion and occupation of
Greece, the flight of the Greek government to South Africa and to
Egypt, the horrors of war, the April 1944 uprising in the Greek
army stationed in the Middle East, etc. (published Alexandria
1944); (c) Huegpoldyio Koraotpauecrog I, Seferis’s “Cypriot”
collection, which negotiates his views on colonialism and

31 1bid, p. 121.



Reconsidering Modernism 23

nationalism (published Athens, 1955). It has been noted that the
repeated title word of Seferis’s three most political collections,
logbook, hints at the notion of a captain leading his ship through
turbulent times to a worthy, hopefully safe, destination port. So,
clearly, a shred of the Ulysses myth still accompanies Seferis as
late in his poetic career as 1955. By contrast to this visionary con-
ception of history and of the poet’s almost messianic role in it,
Ritsos’s textualized poet in Huepoldyia Elopiac has nowhere to
go. He finds himself stranded on a wasteland, a desert land where:

E8® 1° aykdbro eivor moArd —
aykdfia kaotovd, kizpvo aykddia
6’ 6ho 10 LAKPOG TNG UEPEG, WG MESO GTOV VAVO.

and where:

To Adyla wov pog eavnkay dpopea kdrote
XGoaV T0 YPOUL TOVG GOV TO YIAEKO TOV YEPOL GTO CEVTOVKL
oav évo Mdyepua ofnoupévo ota tlama.

This kind of desolate landscape, as Savidis has observed, bears a
lot similarities to Sinopoulos’s landscapes:32

O1 GvBpomot Tepratdve Le Td XEPLO OTIC TOENES
1 KAwOTE YEPOVOUODY GO VO, S1dYVOLV pia Py
nov EavoxkdBeTon oo 1810 pépog maAL Kol TAAL
ot xelAn Tov ddelov motnplov M mo péca

o’ éva onueio anpocdidpioto ki enipovo

660 K11 Gpvnon Tovg va To avayvopicovy.33

The parallel is overwhelming. In his three Hugpoldyro Kota-
opduatog, Seferis, the diplomat, travels the world over and con-

32 Savvidis, op. cit., p. 29.

33 This is the opening poem of Hugpoddyio Eopiag 1, “27 OytoBpiov
1948”, minus the second, more lyrical stanza, which I have omitted in
the above quotation: “Otav mepvodv 10 cvpROTOTAEYHE O viyTES /

a@nvovy pkpd xovpéha o’ T godota tove.” See Ta Emixoipucd, p.
201.
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templates on issues relating to poetry, memory, collective history
vs. private passing of time, as well as on nationalism, colonialism
and war justice. Chained to his desert land, the implied poet of
“27 OytoPpiov 1948” has no other option but to turn inwards, and
to his minute surroundings (lines 10-11: “wa podyo / nov Eova-
K@Beton oto 310 pépog oA ko wdA”) for a source of comfort
and, if possible, for inspiration. As suggested in the opening poem
to the three collections, the subjects of these collective “journaux
intimes” are faced already from the first day of their coercive
displacement with the threat of meaninglessness that mindless
violence, and implicitly the enforced signing of the repentance
statement, thrusts upon them (lines 13-14: “[...] onueio anpoodid-
PIGTO K1 EMipovo / 660 K1 1) GpvNoT| TOVG va. T0 avayveopicovy”).34
It would be impossible for the poet to find refuge in the monu-
mental, generalizing world of myth (even in the Brechtian use
devised for it in Ritsos’s later work),3% in the face of such sym-
bolic deprivation. It would likewise be impossible for a poet to
fantasize for himself the role of a visionary, leading a nation.3¢ As
the lyric “I” repeatedly notes in Hugpolddyia Elopiag, reality
around them hardly makes the stuff of poetry. The penultimate,
self-referential stanza of “13 NoguPpiov”, Huepoidyio Eéopiac 1,
is revealing in this respect:

34 Is it too fanciful to read Ritsos’s line 8 of “27 Oyt@Ppiov 1948” as a
semi-conscious echo, and hence inversion, of the epigrammatic lines 15-
16 (“The yellow fog that rubs its back upon the window-panes / The
yellow smoke that rubs its muzzle on the window-panes™) of “The love
song of J. Alfred Prufrock” (1917), Eliot’s first major modernist poem?
The poem became celebrated in Greek letters through Seferis’s 1936
translation.

35 On Ritsos’s use of myth, see G. Veloudis, “AvtoBioypapia, pboog kat
wetopia oto €pyo tov Idvvn Pltoov”, Ilpooeyyioeis oto épyo tov Iovvy
Pitoov (Athens: Kedros 1984), pp. 43-74, esp. p. 58.

36 Despite the somewhat Quixotic quality of the representation, or even
because of that (line 18: “IIpoywpei, mopurnatdvrag, dayTvAoderyTov-
pevoc™), the image of the discredited yet proud walker of the end of
“Mépec v Ampidn 437, Hugpoidywo Koraowpduaros B’, now In:
Hompoza (Athens: Tkaros 1994), p. 208, may be read as a version of the
poet/visionary, a leader of his nation, that Seferis at times reserved for
himself.
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Avtd BEBona 8¢ yivovton moinpo
K1 €80 Ta piyved 0To YAPTi GO [ GYpNOTH TETPO TAVE OTLS TETPEG
mov iomg a pépa Bo. Bonbovoav va yriotel évo, onir.37

The parallels with (and the inversions of) fopoi of seferian
modernism can be easily multiplied. But it is not my aim in this
paper to be exhaustive. All I am trying to do in it is raise the point
that any reading of Ritsos’s exile poetry would be incapacitated,
unless its interpretative frame of reference shifts from the socialist
realist paradigm propagated by his political allies, to include also
the modernist paradigm of his political opponents. The topicality
of Ritsos’s exile poems, the specificity of the place names used in
them, the historical specificity of the very recent events recorded
in them, all target the mythical freeze-frame of history, and the
universality of Greek landscape depictions in Seferis’s poetry,38
read by the communist poet as a stratagem of liberal, potentially
repressive, “humanism”3? So as to extend the argument to
hitherto uncovered territory, I should also like to note that the
“futility” of many of the exile poems’ topics, the “poverty” of
their language, coupled with consistent attempts to subvert

37 Ta Emixaipixd, p. 214.

38 The most self-reflexive, and in this sense less suspicious of ideo-
logical bias, landscape depiction of Seferis is MvBiotdpnua 1B’
(“Mmotiho oto mérayo™): “Tpeig Pphyor Alyo kopévo medka ki éva
pnpoxiniot / ko wapandve / o 1o torlo avriypappévo Eovapyilet. /
tpeig Ppayor oe oyfpa TOANG, okovplacpévol / Alya kapévo mevko,
podpa kol kitpva / ki éva teTplyevo ontdxt Sappévo otov acPéotn. /
Kol Tapandve akopun ToAAE eopég / to 1610 tomio Lavapyilel kKhpokmtd
/ @g tov opilovia @g tov ovpavd mov Paciredel. / Edd aphtoue to
kopdft va paticovpe 1o omacuéve xouvmid, / vo modpe vepd Koi va
xkownBovue. / H 8dhacoa mov pog nikpave sivor Babid ki aveEepedbvnn /
kol EedimAdiver v amépoaven yoAdvn. / Edd péoo ota Boétoora
Bpikape éva vopwopa / kor o maifope ota {apuo. / To wépdioe o
pkpdtepog kor yéOnke. / EovoumopKOpope UE TO ORACUEVO HOG
Koumd”.

39 “Humanism™: a system of thought criticized as being centred on the
notion of the rational, autonomous self and ignoring the un-integrated
and conditioned nature of the individual. (Humanism’s potentially
repressive nature relates to its enforcement of umiversal principles,
rationally deduced, to the neglect of particularity and locality.)
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received ideas on what passes as poetic form (these poems’ lines
can be very short, or very long; embedded “metrical” verses are
very rare and randomly thrown into them), offer a corrective to
Ritsos’s earlier concessions to Thirties modemism, in Poutooivy.
Interestingly, Ritsos’s neglected poems of the Civil War period
provide the seed of most post-war political poetry, making a de
facto case in favour of their oddly avant-garde nature. By way of
conclusion, let us remind ourselves of Titos Patrikios’s short
poem “II”, from “TIpooyédia yio T Makpévnco”, which indicates
the extent to which the father-poet’s anti-modernist Civil War
poetry proved a viable path for poetry of years to come:

BETO, AETO, TETO, Z®A, o I'dppa Kévtpo
an’ Ty Kopen o¢ T viylo nETpa

7’ avtioknva oo BOAoL Adonn

évo KOpPPATL AGonn ot GvOponol

TPEUOOPTVE N Yoy YIVOTOY YDUO

QOopaTIKEG Adpmeg kOPave Ta TpdcHTY
patifovtog patio TpeALGY

otopoTo Tov Egxbvoy Evioua

K1 0 Gvepog e Tig yovipéc apPireg Tov Pacavioti
paotiyove o dypto Bowvé pe t {ootipa 1ov.40

40 Titos Patrikios, ITowjuata I (1948-1954) (Athens: Themelio 1990), p.
175. The parallel is also noted in Papatheodorou, op. cit., p. 236.



