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Abstract

This thesis studies the p henomenon o f the production o f tragedy in Greece d uring the
period 1919-1967 in relation to the constitution of Greek culture during this period and
the ideologem of hellenikotita. It argues that theatre in Greece through the productions of
tragedy proposed an aesthetic framework of performances of tragedy that could be

recognised as ‘purely Greek’ within which the styles of productions moved.

The whole issue is discussed using Bourdieu’s model of the development of the ‘field of
cultural production’. Particularising this model in the field of theatre, the thesis argues
that, due to the lack of Greek dramatic plays rich in symbolic capital, the productions of
tragedy became the area where the ‘sub-field of theatrical restricted production’ was
developed in Greece. This development, however, presupposed that the field of
performance had to meet the two crucial challenges that Greek culture faced during this

period. The first one consisted of the cultural appropriation of tragedy within the frame



of the aesthetic ideology of the capitalist class which claimed the continuity of the Greek
nation through the ages placing emphasis on the use of demotiki and the Byzantine and
more recent phases of what is considered ‘Greek’ culture.. The second consisted of the
unavoidable reference to the European theatrical tradition in such a way that it would lead
to styles of performances that could be characterized as ‘purely Greek’ and face Europe
as arival. Both these issues touched heavily on the issue of hellenikotita, which during
this period consisted of a principal qualitative criterion to assess the symbolic capital of

cultural products.

The main argument of the thesis is discussed in relation to the work of five directors, the
Sikelianoi, that is, Aggelos Sikelianods and his wife Eva Palmer-Sikelianot, Fotos Politis,
Dimitris Rondiris and Karolos Koun. These directors are the main representatives of
what is considered in this thesis to be the first and the second phase in the history of the
‘sub-field of restricted theatrical production’ in Greece. It is argued that these directors
proposed aesthetic styles of performances renegotiating, on the one hand, the European
theatrical tradition in Greek cultural terms and creating, on the other, a ‘Greek’ aesthetic
style/s of performance by drawing from the entirety of what was considered to be ‘Greek’
culture. The body of the productions of tragedy during that period in combination with
the articles and other material, for example speeches, provided by the directors
themselves constitute a discourse on hellenikdtita and Greek performance. Within that
framework it is argued that Greek theatre through the productions of tragedy participated
equally and dynamically as other cultural field in the constitution of Greek culture during

that period.

il



Acknowledgments

This thesis owes its existence to all three of its supervisors. To Keith Sturgess it owes the
subject. To Maria Shevtsova it owes the methodology. To Kate Newey it owes its final
form and the fact that, at last, it is finished. I am indebted to all three of them but most of
all I want to thank Kate Newey, not only for her invaluable advice, but also for her
support and her willingness to work along my at times hectic rhythms. She was there

when I really needed her.

I also want to thank my friend, Associate Professor Katerina Kaleri, who helped me to
understand how I should think and express myself as a scientist in a time when I was full

of ideas but had no idea of how to put them in order and present them.

In addition, I want to thank the Director of the National Theatre, Nikos Kourkoulos for
allowing me to study the National Theatre’s Archives. [ want especially to thank Dimitris
Dimarakis, who was in charge of the National Theatre’s Library and Archives at the time
I was researching, for his help and his willingness to provide me with all the material I
needed. I also want to thank the KOBE (State Theatre of Northern Greece) and ®OK
(Theatrical Organisation of Cyprus) for supplying me with the material of their
performances of tragedy that I asked for. Although in the end I did not use it, I intend to
use it in future works. Finally I should mention that, unlike the state theatres, the Théatro

Technis was unwilling to provide me with the information and material I asked them for.

iii



I want to thank my friend, director Eleni Triantafillaki, for the conversations we had on

performances of tragedy and for helping me to contact the KOBE.

I am also grateful to my friends Androniki Chrysafi and Associate Professor Kostas

Valakas for their technical and other support whenever I needed it.

Last but not least I want to thank my parents, Professor Minas Roilés and Kaiti Roilou,
for being patient and supporting to me during this long journey and my friends Vasso,
Ioanna, Vassilia and Graeme for reminding me repeatedly that there are other things in

life besides Ph.Ds.

All Greek texts are translated by me unless otherwise stated.

In the transliteration of Greek names and words I decided to follow Linos Politis’
example and accentuate all names or words that are stressed on their final or

antepenultimate syllable, which are not normally accentuated in English language.

In regard to the accentuation of the Greek texts I decided to follow the mode of
accentuation of the edition from which I was quoting. Thus for a large number of them I
used the multi -accentuated system and for the small, as it proved, number of the rest of
them the single-accentuated one. In the titles of the books, however, I used the official
single-accentuated system so as to have a unified form in the bibliography. Furthermore I
followed the spelling of the editions from which I was quoting despite the typographical

mistakes that sometimes occurred.



Contents

Abstract i
Acknowledgments iii
List of Illustrations vii
Introduction 1
Chapter I 29

Aspects of Greek culture from 1900 to 1967: The ideologem
of ‘hellenikétita’ and the constitution of a ‘Greek’ national culture

Chapter 11 68

Productions of Greek tragedy and ‘hellenikotita’:
the constitution of a ‘sub-field of theatrical production’
and a Greek style of performance

Chapter 111 107

Aggelos Sikeliands and Eva Palmer-Sikelianou:
Aeschylus’ “Prometheus Bound”, Delphi 1927

Chapter IV 152

Fotos Politis:
Aeschylus’ “Persae”, the National Theatre, 1934



Chapter V

Dimitris Rondiris:
Sophocles’ “Electra”, the National Theatre, 1936
and the Peiraiko Théatro 1959 as filmed in 1962

Chapter VI

Karolos Koun:
Aeschylus’ “Persae”, the Théatro Technis, 1965

Conclusions

The making of a ‘Greek’ aesthetic style of performance.

Schools and tendencies

Bibliography

200

245

293

302

vi



Chapter I

Photo 1,

Photo 2,

Photo 3,

Photo 4,

Photo 5,

List of Illustrations

Athanassios Marikos in the part of Constantine the Great in Dimitrios
Vernardakis’ Fafsta, from Zidépng, Idvvng, lotopia tov Néov EAinvikod
Ocatpov 1794-1944 (History of Modern Greek Theatre 1794-1944), vol. I,
Athens: Exd6ceig Kaotavidm, 1990, p. 89

Poster of the programme of the “Greek Dramatic Company” of Vonasseras
and Alexiadis, Apollo Theatre in Syros 1882, from Z16épng, I'dvwng, Ioropia
00 Néov EAnvikod Ocdtpov 1794-1944 (History of Modern Greek Theatre
1794-1944), vol. 1, Athens: Exd6ceig Kaostavid, 1990, p. 65

Athanassios Peridis, in Aristomenis Provelélegios’ The daughter of Lemnos
first performed in 1894, from Xwépng, ["dvvng, Iotopia tov Néov EAMnvikod
Ocdtpov 1794-1944 (History of Modern Greek Theatre 1794-1944), vol. ],
Athens: Exd6oeig Kaostovidt, 1990, p. 93

Nikdlaos Lekatsas in the part of Hamlet towards the end of the nineteenth
century, from Zwépng, I'dvvng, lotopia tov Néov EAAnvikod Oedtpov 1794-
1944 (History of Modern Greek Theatre 1794-1944), vol. 1, Athens: Ex86ce1g
Kaotavidt, 1990, p. 53

Evagelia Paraskevopoulou in the part of Hamlet towards the end of the
nineteenth century, from Xidépng, Idvvng, Iotopia tov Néov EAAnvikod
Ocdtpov 1794-1944 (History of Modern Greek Theatre 1794-1944), vol. I,

Athens: Exb6ceic Kaotaviam, 1990, p.53

vii



Photo 6, The theatre company of Dionyssios Tavoularis in Alexandre Doumas’ The
Actor Kean, from ZwWépng, Idvwne, Iotopia tov Néov ElAnvikod Oedrpov
1794-1944 (History of Modern Greek Theatre 1794-1944), vol. I, Athens:

Exddoerg Kaotavidtn, 1990, p. 145

Chapter 11

Photo 7, Evagelia Paraskevopoulou in the part of Medea, from Zwépng, I'dvvng, To
apyaio elAnviko Béatpo otn véa eldnviky oxnvy 1817-1932 (Ancient Greek
Theatre on the Modern Greek stage, 1817-1932), Athens: Tkapog, 1976, p. 80

Photo 8, Marika Kotopouli in the part of Electra in Hugo von Hoffmannstal’s Electra,
from HMladng, Ppi€og, Koromoddn: Bioypagpiké corpus (Kotopouli:
Biographical Corpus), Athens: Awpwég, 1996, p. 84

Photo 9, Euripides’ Alcestis, the Nea Skené 1901, from Zdépmg, INdvvne, To apyaio
eAnviké Béatpo atn véa elinviky oknvyy 1817-1932 (Ancient Greek Theatre
on the Modern Greek stage, 1817-1932), Athens: Txapog, 1976, p. 145

Photo 10, Marika Kotopouli in Aeschylus’ Oresteia, the Royal Theatre 1903, from
HMadng, Ppikog, Kotomodin: Bioypagixoé corpus (Kotopouli: Biographical
Corpus), Athens: Awpkog, 1996, p. 199

Photo 11, Katina Paxinou and Thanos Kotsépoulos in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, the
National Theatre 1965, directed by Alexis Minotis, from [Tavomoviov,
Maipn, ko Zayapdxng, Kootag (eds.), Exidavpog: 40 Xpovia Pearifal
(Epidaurus, 40 Years of Festivals), Athens: “Néa Zovopa”, AEITAAZ, 1994,

p. 75

viil



Photo 12, Euripides’ Hecuba, the National Theatre, Epidaurus 1957, directed by Alexis
Minotis, from ITavorovAiov, Maipn, kol Zayapdkng, Kootag (eds.),
Emidavpog: 40 Xpovia Peotifdd (Epidaurus, 40 Years of Festivals), Athens:
“Néa Zovopa”, AETIAAZ, 1994, p. 28

Photo 13, Euripides’ Helen, the National Theatre, Epidaurus, 1962, directed by Takis
Mouzenidis, from 60 Xpovia EB@viko @éatpo, 1932-1992 (60 Years of

National Theatre, 1932-1992), Athens: Kédpocg, 1992, p. 117

Chapter I1I
Photo 14, Eva Palmer-Sikelianou in a characteristic posture of the 1927 Prometheus

Bound chorus members, from Hd¢, No 98-102, 1966 and No 103-108, 1967,

printed in one volume Athens: Exddo¢ig [Tamadnpa, 1998, p. 100
Photo 15, Characteristic posture of the 1927 Prometheus Bound chorus members, from

‘Hdg, No 98-102, 1966 and No 103-108, 1967, printed in one volume Athens:

Exdooeig [Tomadnpa, 1998, p. 98
Photo 16, Characteristic posture of the 1927 Prometheus Bound chorus members, from

‘Hdbg, No 98-102, 1966 and No 103-108, 1967, printed in one volume Athens:

Exddoeig [Tanadnpa, 1998, p. 99

Photo 17, The entrance of the chorus in the 1927 Prometheus Bound production, from
28épne, avwng, To apyaio eAnviké Géatpo atn véa eAdnvikn oxnvy 1817-
1932 (Ancient Greek Theatre on the Modern Greek stage, 1817-1932),

Athens: Tkapog, 1976, p. 373a



Photo 18, The chorus in the 1927 production of Prometheus Bound, from Hdg, No 98-

102, 1966 and No 103-108, 1967, printed in one volume Athens: Exddc¢e1g
[Mamadiua, 1998, p. 94
Photo 19, The set of the 1927 production of Prometheus Bound production with

Prometheus tied on the artificial rock, from ‘Hdg, No 98-102, 1966 and No

103-108, 1967, printed in one volume Athens: Exd6oeig [Tamadnpa, 1998, p.
89

Photo 20, Kratos, Via, Hephaestus and Prometheus in the 1927 production of Prometheus
Bound, from ®wtémoviog, Awoviong, Evdvuaroloyia ato eldnviké BGéatpo
(Costumes in Greek Theatre), Athens: Epnopuc Tpdanela g EAAGS0g, 1986,
p. 30

Photo 21, Io in the 1927 production of Prometheus Bound, from ®wtémoviog, Aoviong,
Evdvuaroldoyia aro elinviké Géatpo (Costumes in Greek Theatre), Athens:

Epmopu Tpanela g EXAGdoc, 1986, p. 31

Chapter IV

Photo 22, Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus, Olympia Theatre, 1919, from Z6épng, I'idvvrg,
To apyaio eAdnviko Géatpo atn véa eAdnvikn aknvy 1817-1932 (Ancient Greek
Theatre on the M odern Greek stage, 1817-1932), A thens: Tkapog, 1976,p.
209a

Photo 23, Aeschylus’ Persae, the National Theatre, 1934, from ®éoca-Eppavoun,

EAévn, EAAnveg oxnvoypagor-evovuatoléyor kou apyaio dpaua (Greek Set and



Costume Designers and Ancient Drama), Athens: Tpfua Ocgotpikdv
Znovdav [Tavemompiov Anvav, Yrovpyeio [Toltiopod, 1999, p 40

Photo 24, The chorus in Euripides’ Hecuba, Stadium, 1927, from Zwépng, INdvvrc, To
apyaio eAAnviko Géatpo oty véa eldnvikyy axnvip 1817-1932 (Ancient Greek
Theatre on the Modern Greek stage, 1817-1932), A thens: Tk apog, 1976, p.
337a

Photo 25, Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus, the National Theatre, 1933, from 60 Xpovia
Ebviké Oéatpo, 1932-1992 (60 Years of National Theatre, 1932-1992),
Athens: Kédpog, 1992 p. 32

Photo 26, Set model for Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, the National Theatre, 1932, from
Kovtoyiopyn, Avaotacia, H oxnvoypagia tov eAnvikot Bedrpov 1930-1960
(Set Design in Greek Theatre, 1930-1960), Thessaloniki: University Studio
Press, 2000, p. 71

Photo 27, Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, the National Theatre, 1932, from 60 Xpovia E6viké
Oéarpo, 1932-1992 (60 Years of National Theatre, 1932-1992), Athens:
Kédpoc, 1992, p. 24

Photo 28, Aeschylus’ Persae, the National Theatre, 1934, from 60 Xpovia E6viko
Oéatpo, 1932-1992 (60 Years of National Theatre, 1932-1992), Athens:
Kédpog, 1992.

Photo 29, Aeschylus’ Persae, the National Theatre, 1934, from Megpxovprng, Zmdpog
(ed.), Apyaio eAnviko Géatpo, n emidpaot tov oty Evpwnn (Greek Classical
Theatre; Its Influence in Europe), Athens: Ilvevpoticé Kévipo tov Afqpov

Abnvaiov, 1993, p. 107

Xi



Photo 30, Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus, the National Theatre, 1933, from 60 Xpovia
EOviko Oéatpo, 1932-1992 (60 Years of National Theatre, 1932-1992),

Athens: Kédpog, 1992, p. 33

Chapter V

Photo 31, Chorus, Sophocles’ Electra, the Peiraiké Théatro, BBC film, 1962

Photo 32, Aeschylus’ Persae, the National Theatre, 1946, from 60 Xpovia E@viko
Oéatpo, 1932-1992 (60 Years of National Theatre, 1932-1992), Athens:
Kébépog, 1992, p. 60

Photo 33, Euripides’ Hippolytus, the National Theatre, 1937, from 60 Xpovia E@viko
Oéarpo, 1932-1992 (60 Years of National Theatre, 1932-1992), Athens:
Kédpog, 1992, p. 43

Photo 34, Chrysothemis, Electra, Chorus, Sophocles’ Electra, the Peiraiké Théatro,
BBC film, 1962

Photo 35, Clytemestra, Paedagogus, Chorus, Sophocles’ Electra, the Peiraiké Théatro,
BBC film, 1962

Photo 36, Clytemestra, Paedagogus, Electra, Chorus, Sophocles’ Electra, the Peiraik6
Théatro, BBC film, 1962

Photo 37, Orestes, Paedagogus, Pylades, Sophocles’ Electra, the Peiraiké Théatro,
BBC film, 1962

Photo 38, Chrysothemis, Electra, Chorus, Sophocles’ Electra, the Peiraiké Theatro,
BBC film, 1962

Photo 39, Electra, Pedagogus, Orestes, Sophocles’ Electra, the Peiraiké Théatro, BBC

film, 1962

Xii



Photo 40, Chorus, Sophocles’ Electra, the Peiraiké Théatro, BBC film, 1962
Photo 41, Sophocles’ Electra, the National Theatre, Epidaurus, 1938, from 60 Xpdvia
EBviko Oéatpo, 1932-1992 (60 Years of National Theatre, 1932-1992),

Athens: Kédpog, 1992, p. 49

Chapter VI

Photo 42, Set model for Euripides’ Alcestis, the Laiki Skené 1934, from Kovtoyibpyn,
Avaotooia, H oxnvoypagia tov eAdnvikod Geatpov, 1930-1960 (Set Design in
Greek Theatre, 1930-1960), Thessaloniki: University Studio Press, 2000, p.
101

Photo 43, Euripides’ Alcestis, the Laiki Skené 1934, from Mavpopotvotakog, [TAdtwv
(ed.), H oxnvoBetixij mpoaéyyion tov apyaiov eAAnvikod tov apyaiov eAAnvikod
opduarog ané tov Kapolo Kovv (Karolos Koun'’s Approach of Ancient Greek
Drama), Athens: Kévipo 'Epevvag kot TpaxTik@v £Qappoy®v Tov apyaiov
eAAnvikoy dpapatog «Aeopoi» in collaboration with the ®@éatpo Téxvng
Képorog Kovv, 2000, p. 20

Photo 44, Darius, Atossa, and the Chorus, Aeschylus’ Persae, the Théatro Technis 1965,
from the programme of the 2000 revival of the 1965 Théatro Technis
production of the play, p. 52

Photo 45, Messenger and the Chorus, Aeschylus’ Persae, the Théatro Technis 1965,
from Géatpo Téyvng: Apyaio dpaua kar cdyypovo eAinviko épyo (Théatro
Technis: Ancient Drama and Modern Greek Dramay), Patras: Afjpog [Tatpéwv
ka1 Yrovpyeio [ToMtiopod, AweBvéc @eoniBal [dtpag, 1998 (pages are not

numbered)

xiii



Photo 46, Chorus, Aeschylus’ Persae, the Théatro Technis 1965, from the programme of
the 2000 revival of the 1965 Théatro Technis production of the play, p. 38

Photo 47, Chorus, Aeschylus’ Persae, the Théatro Technis 1965, from the programme of
the 2000 revival of the 1965 Théatro Technis production of the play, p. 46

Photo 48, Chorus, Aeschylus’ Persae, the Théatro Technis 1965, from the programme of
the 2000 revival of the 1965 Théatro Technis’ production of the play, p. 18

Photo 49, Chorus, The evocation to Darius, Aeschylus’ Persae, the Théatro Technis
1965, from the programme of the 2000 revival of the 1965 Théatro Technis
production of the play, p. 56

Photo 50, Chorus, The evocation to Darius, Aeschylus’ Persae, the Théatro Technis
1965, @éarpo Téxvng: Apyaio dpaua kar adyypovo eAinvikd épyo (Theéatro
Technis: Ancient Drama and Modern Greek Drama), Patras: Aqpog Ilatpémv
kat Yrovpyeio [Toltiopo0, Aebvég Oeonifdal Iatpag, 1998 (pages are not

numbered)

Xiv



Introduction

The inseparable link between twentieth-century performances of ancient tragedy in
Greece and the notion of ‘Greekness’ has been often pointed out or implied by both
theorists and artists." It has not been, however, thoroughly discussed and explained in
relation to particular aesthetic styles of production. Nor has there been a study that
brings together in discussion and examines the interrelations between the issues of
performances of tragedy, Greek national identity and the constitution of Greek culture.
This comprises the subject of this thesis and I intend to elaborate on it in relation to
the constitution of a ‘sub-field of restricted production’ in Greek theatre, using
Bourdieu’s model of the ‘field of cultural production’ to explain the developments that

occurred in Greek theatre between 1919-1967.

I limit my study of the phenomenon of the production of ancient tragedies in the
period 1919 to 1967. During this period the phenomenon presented a dynamic and
solid development. It acquired systematisation and regularity regarding the
consistency with which it appeared and the aesthetic approaches proposed by the

Greek theatre directors working during this period. Productions o f tragedy moved

! See for example Bakopoulou-Halls, Aliki, “Greece”, in: Michael J. Walton, Living Greek Theatre: A
Handbook of Classical Performance and Modern Production, Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 1987,
p.p. 261-296; Baponovrov, EAévn, «On nepinéteieg Tov oknvoBetikod PAéppatos» (“Adventures in
Directing”), in: Spyros Mercouris (ed.), Apxalo eAdnvikd Géazpo, n exidpaocti Tov atnv Evpdny (Greek
Classical Theatre: Its Influence in Europe), Athens: ITvevpatiké Kévipo tov Afpov Abnvaiov
(Cultural Centre of the Municipality of Athens, in Greek and English), 1993, p.p.67-79; Mivomg,
AMENG, To apyaio dpdua xar n avaBiwer tov (Ancient Drama and its Revival), Athens: Aatpoldfoc/
EvBovn, 1987; and Xovppoviiog, Awpihog, To apyalo dpdua (The Ancient Drama), Athens: O
Exdboeig tov ¢ilwv, 1978.



within the aesthetic framework of the ‘revival of ancient tragedy’ that drew from the
entirety of what was considered to be ‘Greek’ culture in order to render the
particularity of the genre of tragedy in modern times in a way that could be
characterised as ‘purely Greek’. Both the year 1919 and the year 1967 define the
limits of this period signifying changes that directly, in the first case, and indirectly in

the second affected the phenomenon.

The year 1919 may be considered as a symbolic starting point of this period. It is the
year that Fotos Politis translated and directed Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus, which
was performed in the Theatre Olympia, an indoor theatre in Athens. This production
was the first production of ancient tragedy that was the outcome of a more serious and
systematic approach to the issue of the production of ancient tragedy than the previous
attitude which was expressed from the beginning of the twentieth century onwards.
And by serious and systematic I mean an approach that, recognising aesthetically the
particularity of tragedy as a genre, faced the issue of its performance in contemporary
aesthetic terms drawing on the European theatrical tradition whilst seeking at the same
time to satisfy the Greek aesthetic and cultural needs of the time. On the other hand, in
1967 the Greek colonels seized political power in a coup d’ état. The ‘sub-field of
restricted theatrical production’ in Greece was affected, as indeed all fields of cultural

production, in a catalytic way by the enforcement of dictatorship.’

? Ancient Greek tragedies were performed from the nineteenth century onwards. Moreover the number
of productions increased from the beginning of the twentieth century. However, we cannot speak of
any serious and systematic approach to the whole issue. See Chapter II, p. 73 and footnote 8 on the
same page.

3 On the term ‘sub-field of restricted production’ and fields of culture see Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of
Cultural Production: Essays on Art and Literature, Johnson, Randal (ed. and intro.), Cambridge: Polity



The period 1919-1967 signified major changes that involved not only the issue of the
production o f tragedy but the entire field o f theatrical production. Itis within this
framework that I intend to pursue my argument. The production of ancient tragedy
acquired a particular position in the field of theatrical production in Greece that
depended on and at the same time affected the development of the field itself. As I
will argue, ancient tragedy acquired the position of ‘consecrated’ Greek drama and
consequently the productions of tragedy the position of ‘consecrated’ Greek theatre.
This development allowed the constitution of a ‘sub-field of restricted production’ in

Bourdieu’s terms from 1919 onwards.

The placing of ancient tragedy in the position of ‘consecrated’ Greek drama
presupposed the accession of the productions of tragic plays in the discourse on
hellenikétita and ‘Greek’ art and culture. This discourse had already been developed
in a very dynamic way in literature and to some respect in painting and music also.* I
intend to argue that a similar discourse was articulated and developed dynamically in

theatre with regard to productions of tragedy. In that sense theatre contributed in an

Press, 1993. I will elaborate on Bourdieu’s theory and the way I intend to use it later on in this
Introduction.

* The discourse was first articulated in the field of literature. See among others T{16Bog, Anwiitpng, O
UETOUOPPOOEI TOv €Bviouod kai 10 10c0Abynua  m¢ eMnvikémrag  oto  uecomdAeuo (The
Transformations of Nationalism and the Ideologem of Hellenikétita in the Interwar Period), Athens:
Odvoatag, 1989; Politis, Linos, 4 History of Modern Greek Literature, Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1973; Dimaras, C. Th., Modern Greek Literature, Gianos, Mary P. (trans. in English), London:
University of London Press, 1974. On painting and music the main body of the discourse was
articulated almost in the same period as the one articulated in theatre. On painting see ITanavikoAdov,
Mutiadng M., loropia g téxvne otv EMdda Zwypagixri kai yAvreikii tov 200v awdva (History of Art
in Greece: 20" Century Painting and Sculpture), Athens: Ex86aei1g ASay, 1999; Kapakatraavn, Ayém
and Ztéhog, Avdaxng (eds.), Or EMnves Zwypdgpor (The Greek Painters), vol. 1I, 200¢ Aidvag
(Twentieth Century), Athens: Ex8otik6g Ofkog «MéMooar, 1998; Madibmoviog, Evyéviog (ed.), Aedid
EMnvwv Kalditgyvav. Zoypbgor-Iidrres-Xapakres, 160¢-200¢ aidvag (A Dictionary of Greek Artists:
Painters-Sculptors- Engravers, 16™-20" Century), vol. I-1V, Athens: Ex8otikég Oikog «MéMaoay,
1998; and Kwtidng, Avidvng, Movrepviouds kat «mapddoon» oty eddnviij téxvn tov uecomoréuov
(Modernism and “Tradition” in the Greek Art of the Interwar Period), Thessaloniki: University Studio
Press, 1993. On music this issue has not been researched thoroughly until now. Only Romanou has
discussed it. See Popavov, Kaim, E6vikic Movaixnhg Hepijynong 1901-1912 (A Journey into National
Music 1901-1912), vol. 1 and II, Athens: Ex36ceig Kovitovpa, 1996 and letopia g éviexvng



equally dynamic way as other kinds of art to the constitution of ‘Greek’ culture during

this period.

Within this framework I intend to discuss the issue of the production of ancient
tragedy in Greece, basing my argument entirely on contemporary terms of the twenty-
first century.’ I understand Greek tragedy, and indeed ancient Greek civilisation, as a
‘text’, in Julia Kristeva’s explanation of the term, which involves multiple productions
of meaning and is inseparably linked with the interpretative praxis.® And in fact the
issue of tragedy as a ‘text’ in modern cultures may be better approached within the

framework of intertextuality, that is, perceived as an ongoing construction from other

veoeMnvikng uovoiknc (History of the Artistic Modern Greek Music), Athens: Exd6o€iq Kovhtovpa,
2000.

’ The issue of ancient tragedy is of course a vast area of research of the classical studies. My intention
in building my argument was to focus exclusively on the contemporary productions of ancient tragedy
in Greece. I did, however, include in my literature research a number of theoretical works on Ancient
Greek theatre in Ancient Greece. The most significant of them are: Aristotle’s [Tep! 1ot
(Poetics) in the edition of the Academy of Athens, Athens: Eotia (no date of publication is noted); Sir
Arthur Pickard-Cambridge, Dithyramb-Tragedy-Comedy, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1962,
(second edition, revised by T.B.L. Webster); Kitto, H.D.F., Form and Meaning in drama: A Study of
Six Greek Plays and of “Hamlet”, London: Methuen, 1956; Webster, T.B.L., Greek Theatre
Production, London: Methuen, 1970 (second edition); Webster, T.B.L., The Greek Chorus, London:
Methuen, 1970; Taplin, Oliver, Greek Tragedy in Action, London, Methuen, 1978; Arnott, Peter, Public
and Performance in the Greek Theatre, London and New York: Routledge, 1989; Rehm, Rush, Greek
Tragic Theatre, London and New York: Routledge, 1992; Green, J.R., Theatre in Ancient Greek
Society, London and New York: Routledge, 1994; Silk, M.S. (ed.), Tragedy and the Tragic: Greek
Theatre and Beyond, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996; Wiles, David, Performance Space and Theatrical
Meaning, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997; de Romilly, Jaqueline, Apyala EAnvixi
Tpaywdia (Ancient Greek Tragedy), Aapmavoi-Xaporaprorodrov, EX. (trans. in Greek), Athens:
Exd6ce1g Kapdapitoa, 1976; Atyvadng, Tacog, To {ov kai to tépag: [Tomtikn kai vwokpitix
Aeitovpyia tov apyaiov eAAnvikod dpduarog (The Animal and the Monster: The Poetic and Acting
Function of Ancient Greek Drama), Athens: Hp6dotog, 1988; and Xovppovliadng, Nikog, Opoi kai
uetaoynuariouoi oty apyaia tpaywdia (Conditions and Transformations in Ancient Tragedy), Athens:
Exddogeig 'voon, 1991 (2™ edition). Above all Vernant, Jean-Pierre and Vidal-Naquet, Pierre, M6og
xai tpaywdia ooy apyaia EAdda (Myth and Tragedy in Ancient Greece), Tattn, Apiadvn (trans. in
Greek), Athens: 1. Zayap6movhog, 1991 and Meier, Christian, H moditixs téxvn e apyalac eldnvikng
tpaywdiac (The Political Art of Ancient Greek Tragedy), Mavaxidov, ®Adpa (trans. in Greek), Athens:
Exd6oeig Kapdapitoa, 1997, which discuss Ancient Greek tragedy in terms of the socio-cultural
Ancient Greek context.

6 Kristeva’s understanding of civilisation as ‘text’ is based on Michael Bakhtin’ s theory. See Kristeva,
Julia, “Le mot, le dialogue, et le roman”, in: Znueiwrixs, Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1969. Understanding
Ancient Greek civilisation and ancient tragedy as a ‘text’ led me to consider the idea that ancient
tragedy and especially tragic heroes formed a common field of reference in each given European or
Western society, functioning in a way as cultural symbolic qualities. This line of thought brought me
quite close to Cassirer’s notion of symbolic forms. Despite, however, the interest this line of research



texts and recasting fragments from a range of discourses on which it depends for its
intelligibility rather than as a self-contained, individually-authored whole.” At each
given socio-historical time, the production of meaning and the interpretative praxis
involved in the approach and understanding of the ‘text’ of tragedy are bound to the

specific socio-cultural environment within which they take place.

In that sense my argument will be formed on the basis of the theories discussing the
socio-cultural base of theatre and theatre communication and cross-culturalism. This
approach presupposes that every playscript is a cultural product of the specific
historical and socio-cultural environment within which it is produced. A playscript
incorporates more or less prescriptively in its very texture the ‘hypothesis of
presentation’, to borrow de Marinis’ expression.® It complies, therefore, with the
theatrical conventions of the time of its original production as these ensure its

communicability with the audience it aims to address.’

had, it was not directly linked with the subject of this thesis. Thus I will not refer to it in the discussion
of my argument, although I consider it to be one of the theoretical backgrounds of this research.

7 See, Kristeva, Julia, “Le mot, le dialogue, et le roman”, in: Julia Kristeva, Znuetwricn; and Barthes,
Roland, §/Z, Miller, Richard (trans.), Oxford: Blackwell, 1970.

¥ De Marinis, Marco, The Semiotics of Performance, O Healy, Aine (trans. in English), Bloomington
and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1993, especially the first chapter “Dramatic Text and Mise
en Scéne”. See also Elam, Keir, The Semiotics of Theatre and Drama, London: Methuen, 1980. Itis
also interesting that Aristotle in his Poetics points out that a good playwright has to take into
consideration the presupposition of a virtual performance during the process of writing the play. He
writes, “One should reconstruct plots, and work them out in diction, with the material as much as
possible in the mind’s eye. In this way, by seeing things most vividly, as if present at the actual events,
one will discover what is apposite and not miss contradictions”. [Ael 6¢ toig pviBovs ovviord var xai
1ji A€EsL ovvamep ydateobau 8t udhiora mod duudtwy TiBéucvov- olitw ydo &v évapyéorata
S0V, domep nap’ avtols yLyvouevos tols mpatrouévols, evpioxol T0 mpénov xai ifixiot &v
Aavldvou [16] td vrevavtia.] Aristotle, Poetics, XVII 1-2, Halliwell,Stephen (ed. and trans.), Loeb
Classical Library, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1995 (Halliwell’s transiation).

° The simultaneity of the production and interpretation of the theatrical signs, a process upon which
communication in theatre is based, presupposes, as Fischer-Lichte among others points out, that
“fundamental elements of a code shared by both the producers and the recipients must exist prior to the
beginning of the performance”. Fischer-Lichte, Erika, The Semiotics of Theater, Gaines, Jeremy and
Jones, Doris, L. (trans.), Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1992, p. 138. This
‘shared code’ denotes the inseparable link that exists between a theatrical artistic product and the
historical socio-cultural context within which it is produced.



It follows then that the production of a classical play in modern times, as in the case of
productions of tragedy in Modern Greece, denotes an act of transferring the classical
playscript from its original socio-cultural environment to another, contemporary,
socio-cultural context. Patrice Pavis and Maria Shevtsova have discussed the act of
transferring a playscript from one socio-cultural environment to another within the
framework of the theory of cross-culturalism and the sociology of theatre. According
to Pavis this transference is achieved through a series of concretisations of the original
source-text, which culminates in the reception of the performance by its target
audience, the ‘mise en scéne’, in Pavis’ use of the term. The ‘mise en scéne’ consists
of the final concretisation in the process of transferring the play to a target-culture.m
The process o f c oncretisations, w hich intervenes b etween the source and the target
cultures, involves necessarily the act of interpretation of the playscript by the target-

culture, as Shevtsova argues.”

This interpretation constitutes part of a wider interpretation of the source-culture by
the target-culture, which is directly affected by the socio-cultural environment within
which it takes place and tends to meet specific cultural needs of the target-culture. In
a sense the target-culture renegotiates the playscript and all it represents, that is, its
cultural origin, the values it holds, the aesthetic forms it adheres to, according to its
own aesthetics and cultural needs. Moreover this process of interpretation and

renegotiation is reiterative. It may be said that it takes the form of dialogue between a

19 pavis, Patrice, Theatre at the Crossroads of Culture, Kruger, Loren (trans.), London: Routledge,
1992, p.p. 29-30, on classical plays and contemporary performances, see p.p. 48-56.

! Shevtsova, Maria, “Interaction-Interpretation, The Mahabharata from a socio-cultural perspective”,
in: David Williams (ed.), Peter Brook and the Mahabharata, Critical Perspectives, London: Routledge,
1991, p.p. 206-27. See also Shevtsova, Maria, “The Sociology of the Theatre, Part Three:
Performance”, New Theatre Quarterly, vol.V, no 19, August 1989, p.p. 282-300 and Theatre and
Cultural Interaction, Australia: Sydney Studies, 1993.



given target-culture and the source-culture in the pretext of the play, which involves,
however, and renegotiates the dialogues that have already been manifested between
the previous phases of the target-culture and the source-culture as well. In that sense
the renegotiation of a classic play by a target-culture involves also the interpretation
and renegotiation of the play and the source-culture within which it was produced as
this was manifested by the previous phases of that target-culture. The form that the
latter kind of renegotiation may take depends on the relation between the target-
culture and its previous phase/s. Sometimes it may appear as an agreement/building
upon and sometimes as a denial. In the second case it approaches the classic play
from a different perspective from that of the previous phase; the new perspective,
however, depends to a lesser or a greater degree on the act of denial. I will argue that

this was the case of the renegotiation of tragedy during the period I discuss.

The outcome of this process of interpretation and renegotiation produces a common
ground, a general field of reference, both for the artists and the audience which
constitute the framework within which the aesthetic form of the performance of a
classic play moves. Moreover this process is affected by the ‘symbolic capital’ the
source-culture represents within the target-culture. Thus when it comes to the
production of classical playscripts, the specific position that these may acquire in the
entire theatrical production of the target-culture and the ‘symbolic capital’ they
represent affect and are affected by the structure and development of the ‘field of

theatrical production’ itself, using Bourdieu’s term.

As 1 will argue, the production of Greek tragedy in Greece during the period 1919 —

1967 moved within the framework of this process of interpretation and renegotiation



of Greek tragic plays and Ancient Greek civilisation by the Modern Greek culture as
this was manifested during this period. The process involved also the renegotiation of
these plays and their performances with regard to their previous renegotiation by the

nineteenth-century Greek culture.

The process evolved primarily around the following factors, a) the constitution of the
Modern Greek socio-cultural environment during the period I discuss and the
constitution of its relation to Ancient Greek civilisation, particularly in what
concerned the social and cultural needs that this relation tended to meet, b) the
constitution of the Modern Greek national cultural policy and the position of Ancient
Greek civilisation and its cultural products within it and, c) the constitution of a field
of Greek theatrical production and the position that the performances of ancient

tragedy held within it.

I will base the construction of the argument of my thesis on the study and analysis of
these three factors elaborating first on the issues of the constitution of Greek national
identity and national culture, which followed the norms of the structuring of national
identities and cultures in the periphery of the capitalist world. This elaboration, apart
from a brief literature review of the general argument on the subject, will be mainly
based on the theoretical arguments of Greek sociologists. The last two decades have
seen in Greece an important growth of sociological research especially on issues that
concern nationality and Greek national identity based on the wider international

debate on the subject.



I intend to concentrate on the particular features that Greek national culture developed
during the period 1919-1967. I will discuss these features in relation to the social and
cultural environment in Greece, that is, to the ascendance in power of the capitalist
class.'> This class proposed a new aesthetic that re-defined the relationships between
Ancient and Modern Greece. Without denying the importance of Ancient Greek
heritage, this aesthetic ideology drew on all the phases of what is considered to be
‘Greek’ culture and especially the Byzantine and the following phases of what is
considered to be ‘Greek’ culture, that is, Greek culture during the period of the
Ottoman Empire and nineteenth-century art and literature written in demotiki,
claiming the unity of the Greek nation through the ages.”’ In practice, however, this
signified a new approach towards Ancient Greek civilisation and its function in
Modern Greek culture. Firstly, Ancient Greek civilisation lost its monopolising

importance within Modemn Greek culture. Secondly and more importantly, Ancient

'2 By the term ‘capitalist class’ I refer to the class that adhered to the political transformation of Greece
into a liberal democratic state. It is juxtaposed to the nineteenth-century pre-capitalist class that
adhered to monarchy. Besides their political differences the pre-capitalist and the capitalist classes
expressed two different concepts of ‘Greece’ that adhered to different nationalistic aspirations and
concepts of ‘Greek’ culture. In reference to Greek social classes, I chose to use the terms ‘capitalist’
and ‘pre-capitalist’ instead of the terms ‘bourgeois’ and ‘aristocratic’. For historical reasons the class
division in Greece has not followed the norms of class division in Northern and Western Europe. It has
to be noted that the capitalist class’ struggle to wrest political power from the pre-capitalists from the
1880s on and their ascension into power in the second decade of the twentieth century coincided with
the formation of the social group of capitalists as a class.

'* This aesthetic ideology drew on the principle of the continuity of the Greek nation through the ages.
This principle characterised the nationalistic ideology of the capitalist class and recognised as
inseparable parts of Greek history and culture: the Ancient Greek period, the Byzantine period and the
period during which the Greeks were under Turkish rule. The pre-capitalist nationalistic ideology,
formed during the period of Greek enlightenment, was based on the principle that Modern Greeks are
the natural heirs of Ancient Greeks and that their historical past stopped at 338 BC, while their
historical present started again in 1832 AD, when the Greek State was constituted. During the period
between 338 BC and 1832 AD the Greek nation was enslaved. The differences and oppositions of these
two approaches to the Greek nationalistic ideology became prominent from the middle of the nineteenth
century. On this issue see Anpapég, Kovotavrivog 0., Neoednvikds diapwtiouds (Modern Greek
Enlightenment), Athens: Eppig 1998 (7" edition); IToAitng, AMSENC, Pouavrikd xpovia: 1deodoyles xat
vootpories atnv EAAdda tov 1830-1880, (Romantic Years: Ideologies and Attitudes in Greece between
1830-1880), Athens: Mvijpwv, 1993; KitpounAidne,Ilaoyaing, «18cohoyikd kat tohitiké artipata»
(«Ideological and Political Requests»), in: I'tdpyog Aeptidng and K. Kwotig (eds.), Oéuara
veoelnvirc tatopiag (180¢-200¢ auwvag) (Issues of Modern Greek History; 1 8" 10 20" century),
Athens-Komotini: Avt. ZaxkovAd, 1991, p.p. 59-72; and Petropoulos, John, “ The Modern Greek State
and the Greek Past”, in: Speros Vryonis Jr. (ed.), The “Past” in Medieval and Modern Greek Culture,
U.S.A.: Undena Publications, 1978, vol. I, p.p.163-177.



Greek civilisation was approached and understood through the drawing on the
Byzantine and the demotic poetry or the following phases of what is considered to be
‘Greek’ culture. I will argue that it was precisely on this base that theatre directors
approached the issue of the production of tragedy in order to propose an aesthetic style
that could be characterised as ‘Greek’ and could also address contemporary Greek
audiences. Thus their work presupposed the cultural appropriation of tragedy within

the contemporary Greek culture.

Within that context the ideologem of hellenikotita acquired a defining position in the
new aesthetic ideology and consequently in the constitution of a culture that could be
recognised as national.' From the end of the nineteenth century and especially from
the beginning of the twentieth the notion of ‘Greekness’, conceived as a defining
aesthetic quality, consisted of a principle that could ideologically unite all the phases
of what was considered as ‘Greek’ history and culture and their products as well as the
‘Greek’ cultural products that were to be produced in the future. It is not surprising
therefore that, within the framework of the new aesthetic ideology and the ideologem
of hellenikotita, a demand was expressed for a production of artistic works that could

be characterised as ‘purely Greek’."” This production would concentrate on aspects

' I chose to use the term ideologem transcribing it from Greek as no adequate equivalent exists in
English. IdeoAdynua (ideologem) is a derived word from the word ideology denoting something which
is a product of an ideology. In that sense the ideologem of hellenikdtita, for example, is a product of
the ideology of Greek nationalism. In contrast to ideology that presupposes a system of ideas and
social beliefs, an ideologem does not denote a system. It rather refers to an idea or set of ideas, which
derive from a source-ideology, and denotes the quest for and a principle of evaluation in defining
cultural products or actions as expressing this idea or set of ideas. In that sense although the ideologem
is firmly interrelated with the ideology it sprang from, it may seem as if it functions at times
independently. The definition of a particular ideologem, although it is declared to be perennial and
unchangeable in time, depends, however, on the socio-cultural conditions of a given historical time as is
so with an ideology.

'3 It has to be noted that the ideologem of hellenikotita has been linked with the literary generation of
the 1930s. However, as | will argue in the rest of this thesis, the notion of hellenikétita and
consequently of what can be recognised as ‘Greek’ work of art within the framework of the capitalist
aesthetic ideology was expressed from the literary generation of the 1880s onwards. Especially from
the beginning of the twentieth century onwards there is a growing concern in regard to the production
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that promoted the idea of ‘Greek uniqueness’ and faced Europe as a rival proposing

‘Greek Héllenism’ as opposed to ‘European Héllenism’.'®

Despite the ideological character of the origin of this position, a discussion was
developed on the definition of hellenikotita. And actually this discussion in the fields
of literature, painting and music was developed in such a systematic way during this
period that it allows us to speak of the development of a discourse on hellenikotita and
‘Greek’ language, art and culture. The most known form of this discourse is to be
found in the field of literature due precisely to the expressive means of literature as a
form of art. The discourse was articulated in linguistic terms and at the same time the
‘Greekness’ of the Greek language itself became an object of quest. I will argue that
an analogous discourse was developed in regard to the productions of tragedy that
focused on the issue of hellenikotita and consequently on the quest for styles of
performances that could be recognised as ‘purely Greek’ and thus they could be
legitimised as a ‘national theatre’ in Loren Kruger’s use of the term.'” Furthermore I
intend to discuss the discourse on hellenikétita and tragedy in relation to that of
literature. I will argue that not only a correlation can be seen in what regards the
interpretation/s of hellenikétita and the use of cultural sources in the quest for
aesthetic styles that could be recognised as ‘purely Greek’, but also that Greek theatre

faced some central issues of Greek culture slightly earlier than literature. The most

of ‘national art’ and the constitution of a ‘Greek’ national culture. 1 will argue that this was more
evident in the case of theatre and specifically the productions of ancient tragedy, which were forced to
face the challenges that the literary field met in the generation of the 1930s slightly earlier. Thus I chose
to use the term hellenikdtita referring to the aesthetic quests of cultural generations prior to that of the
1930s, acknowledging that there are shifts in the understanding and definition of the term from
generation to generation.

16 See TC16Bag, Anpitpng, O puetapoppdaels Tov ebviauod kai to ideoAbynua me eEAAnvikdmrag oto
ueoorndieuo (The Transformations of Nationalism and the Ideologem of Hellenikotita in the Interwar
eriod), p.p. 40-1 and 52-3. On the use of the expression by George Seferis see also Kotidng, Avidwng,
Movtepviouds kai «napddoon » atnv eAdnviia) téxvn tov uesomoléuov (Modernism and “Tradition” in
Greek Art during the Interwar Period), p. 86.
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important of these issues were, first, the cultural appropriation of tragedy within the
framework of the new aesthetic ideology of the progressive capitalist cultural circles
and, second, the unavoidable reference to the European theatrical tradition in such a
way that it would lead to styles of performances that could claim an originality which
would be characterised as ‘purely Greek’ and thus they would face Europe as a rival.
Therefore it is my contention that theatre contributed dynamically and explicitly to the

constitution of a ‘Greek’ national culture during this period.

The new aesthetic ideology and the interpretation/s of hellenikotita denoted a new
taste and a new habitus, in Bourdieu’s terms, that affected the field of cultural
production. Bourdieu ponders on the dual meaning of the word taste which, on the
one hand, signifies “the faculty of immediately and intuitively judging aesthetic
values” linking it with its other significance “the capacity of discern the flavours of
foods which implies a preference for some of them”.'® In Distinction: A Social
Critique of the Judgement of Taste, he elaborates on the relation between social origin,
aesthetic taste, and life styles. Although in the discussion of my thesis I will use the
concept of taste mainly in its aesthetic denotations, I consider Bourdieu’s argument as

a general background of the tendencies and life-styles of the Greek dominant class

during the period I discuss.

Bourdieu’s concept of habitus refers both to the “generative principle of objectively

classifiable judgements and the system of classification (pincipium divisionis) of these

1 Kruger, Loren, The National Stage: Theatre and Cultural Legitimation in England, France, and
America, Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press, 1992.

18 Bourdieu, Pierre, Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste, Nice, Richard (trans. in
English), London: Routledge, 1989, p. 99.
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practices”.'”  Bourdieu defines habitus as a system of “durable, transposable

dispositions, structured structures predisposed to function as structuring structures,
that is, as principles which generate and organise practices and representations that
can be objectively adapted to their outcomes without presupposing a conscious aiming
at ends or an express mastery of the operations necessary in order to attain them”.?’
As Randal Johnson points out in his explanation of Bourdieu’s concept, habitus is a
“set of dispositions which generates practices and perceptions. It is the result of a
long process of inculcation, beginning in early childhood, which becomes a ‘second

921

sense’ or a second nature. The notion of dispositions as ‘structured structures’

“accounts for the similarity in the habitus of agents from the same social class and

authorises speaking of a class habitus”.?

The taste of the Greek capitalist class from the end of the nineteenth century was
geared, on the one hand, towards the choice of Byzantine and the following phases of
what was considered to be ‘Greek’ culture as sources to draw from and, on the other,
towards the creation of cultural/artistic products that complied with the new aesthetic
ideology and the capitalist c lass’ i nterpretation/s o f 4 ellenikotita. The e mphasis of
both the cultural sources used as well as of the artistic products that were created was
laid on the expression of a style of life and thought of Modern Greece without denying

the classical heritage. This heritage, however, was approached and understood

1 Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production: Essays on Art and Literature, p. 170.

2 Bourdieu, Pierre, The Logic of Practice, Nice, Richard (trans. in English), Cambridge: Polity Press,
1990. Quotation taken from Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production: Essays on Art and
Literature, p. 5.

2! Johnson, Randal, “Introduction”, in: Pierre Bourdieu, The Field of Cultural Production: Essays on
Art and Literature, p. 5.

22 Johnson, Randal, “Introduction”, in: Pierre Bourdieu, The Field of Cultural Production: Essays on
Art and Literature, p. S.
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through more recent cultural references.”> Thus the concept and content of tradition

changed within the framework of the faste of the capitalist class.

These changes were combined with a new habitus that pressed for a presence in
culture that would dynamically break away from the dominant aesthetic ideology of
the nineteenth century. Nineteenth-century aesthetic ideology aimed at the ‘revival’ of
Ancient Greek glory and was geared towards the ‘purification’ of Modermn Greek
culture from all elements w hich were considered alien to the A ncient Greek Geist.
The new habitus denoted a dynamic and explicit way of experiencing the Greek
national identity, as I will explain in the first chapter, following Tziovas’ argument on
the subject. At the same time the capitalist class’ habitus evolved around the notion of
hellenikotita. The taste and the habitus of the capitalist class were manifested first in
literature in the literary generation of the 1880s. One of the most characteristic
features of the habitus of the capitalist class was that of cosmopolitanism which
involved, besides studies and trips abroad, a continuing contact with artistic and
theoretical movements in Europe. The contact of Greeks with European culture was
always prominent in Greece even before the constitution of the Greek State. The
Greeks of the Diaspora in many ways enhanced this c ontact. The accession of the
capitalist class to power, however, signified a different, dynamic attitude towards
European culture. They reworked in a creative and interpretative way European
artistic and theoretical movements appropriating them and expressing them in a way

that was considered ‘Greek’ in the sense that it expressed the ‘Greek way’ of seeing

2 | have in mind the short novel of Kostis Palamas @dvarog Hainkapiod (Death of a Lad) (1901)
where the main theme deals with the ideal of beauty, an Ancient Greek ideal. The writer, however,
placed his story in a village near Messologi towards the end of the nineteenth century and chose as his
characters simple people of the province. Thus the ideal of beauty was approached through Greek
contemporary popular life. It has to be noted, however, that the turn towards the recovery of the
contemporary popular life and the Greek demotic poetry had been inspired by European and especially
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and experiencing the world. This process also involved a contrast between the way
Greeks saw and expressed themselves and the way Europeans, and Greeks that
adopted a European lifestyle and attitude, saw them. It is within this context that I
understand Tziovas’ remark, cited earlier, that the cultural production of this period

faced Europe as a rival proposing ‘Greek Héllenism’ against ‘European Héllenism® >

The developments in the field of cultural production created tensions in the field of
theatrical production, which, as I will explain in the first chapter, presented problems
in its structure and development. It is my contention that tragedy acquired the
position of ‘consecrated Greek drama’, in Bourdieu’s use of the term, as a means to
overcome these tensions and as a way of satisfying the need for the structuring and
development of the field.”> Within this context, as I will argue in the second chapter,
tragedy’s symbolic capital as a classical text was transferred in theatre through the use
of tragic plays as dramatic texts-in-performance. Thus tragedy came to acquire the
position of ‘consecrated Greek drama’ within contemporary Greek theatrical
production. I will discuss the structuring and development of the field of theatrical
production in Greece using Bourdieu’s theoretical model about the structure and
development of fields o f cultural production. As the use of this theoretical model
comprises the basis of my explanatory approach and a constant field of reference I

will briefly elaborate on it.

According to Bourdieu’s model a field of cultural production is a hierarchically

structured field. Each cultural/artistic section of the field, such as literature, painting,

German Romanticism and enhanced by the need for the quest for the ‘roots’ of the nation in the
Byzantine and the demotic tradition as a way to assert the nation’s continuity through the ages.
24 See above p. 10.

% See Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p.p. 82 and 242-3.



music, education, is structured through a space of ‘positions’ (corresponding to genres
and/or sub-categories within the genres) and a space of ‘position-takings’. With
regard to the ‘positions’, each one of them “depends for its very existence, and for the
determinations it imposes on its occupants, on the other positions constituting the
field”.2® Thus the structure of the field is in essence “the structure of the distribution
of the capital of specific properties which governs success in the field and the winning
of the external or specific profits (such as literary prestige) which are at stake in the

field”.?’

The space of ‘position-takings’, that is, the positions that agents in the field acquire or
aspire to acquire, is structured in relation to the space of ‘positions’.?® Furthermore it
is developed through the forces and struggles to defend or improve one’s ‘position-
taking’.?® Usually the consecrated ‘position-takings’ in the field are recognised and
promoted through the several institutions of art, which aspire to promote the
constitution of cultural tradition. In the process of the field’s development some of
the ‘avant-garde position-takings’ evolve in their turn to ‘consecrated position-
takings’, allowing the evolution of new ‘position-takings’ in the avant-garde. Thus in
Bourdieu’s words “the history of the field arises from the struggle between the

% The concept of generational

established figures and the young challengers.
struggles should not be seen in regard to biological generations, but to cultural ones,

that might be sometimes almost simultaneous in their existence.’’

2 Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 30.

2" Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 30.

28 1 use the term ‘position-takings’ as Johnson does to distinguish between ‘positions’ and ‘position-
takings’. Moreover the term ‘position-taking’ denotes the intervention of an agent/artist who acts in
relation to it and thus it allows me to discuss agency and action.

» Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production , p. 30.

3 Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 60.
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The stakes in the field, the outcome sought in the struggles within it, revolve around
the acquisition of symbolic capital. In fact the acquisition of symbolic capital defines
the particularity of the ‘field of cultural production’ in comparison to the ‘fields of
power and economy’. Bourdieu argues that the ‘field of cultural production’
constitutes an ‘economic world reversed’ in the sense that, rather than an economic
profit, a symbolic one is sought, at least by the artists themselves. This is based on the
ideology of the field which “directs attention to the apparent producer |...]
suppressing the question of what authorises the author, what creates the authority with
» 32

which authors authorise”.” Thus the importance of other factors such as critics,

editors of periodicals, publishers and gallery directors is understated.

Within this framework the ‘field of cultural production’ is structured around two
poles, one autonomous from and one dependant on the economic capital. The
autonomous pole of the ‘field’, which consists of the ‘sub-field of restricted
production’, is based on symbolic capital, is subject only to internal demands and is
marked positively. Its autonomy “can be measured by its power to define its own
criteria for the production and evaluation of its products”.>> The opposite pole, which

consists of the ‘sub-field of large-scale production’, is based on dependence on the

demands of the economic capital and is marked negatively.**

Symbolic capital expresses, therefore, the core of the field, the axis around which the
field is hierarchically structured. Works of art, however, “exist as symbolic objects

only if they are known and recognised, that is socially instituted as works of art and

3! Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p.p. 53, 65, 107.
32 Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 76.

3 Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 115.

34 Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p.p. 37-43.



received by spectators capable of knowing and recognising them as such”.** Thus we
may speak of a production of the value of the work. In that sense we have to take into
consideration as “contributing to the production not only the direct producers of the
work in its materiality (artist, writer, etc.), but also the producers of the meaning and

value of the work —critics, publishers, gallery directors and the whole set of agents”.*®

Symbolic capital is mostly sought after and bestowed in works that are produced in
the ‘field of restricted production’. These works are ‘pure’, ‘abstract’ and ‘esoteric’,
that is, ‘high culture’. Bourdieu points out that:
They are ‘pure’ because they demand of the receiver a specifically
aesthetic disposition in accordance with the principles of their
production. They are ‘abstract’ because they call for a multiplicity of
specific approaches (...). They are ‘esoteric’ for all the above reasons
and because their complex structure continually implies tacit reference
to the entire history of previous structures, and is accessible only to
those who possess practical or theoretical mastery of a refined code, of

successive codes, and of the code of these codes.*’

Important to the functioning of the ‘field of restricted production’ is the process of
‘consecration’. This is accomplished on the one hand by “institutions which conserve
the capital of symbolic goods”, such as Museums or National Theatres. At the same
time these institutions negotiate what can or cannot be consecrated by including the

works of some agents and excluding the works of others.®® On the other hand

3% Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 37.

3¢ Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 37.

37 Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 120.

%8 Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p.p.105-7.



“Institutions (such as the educational system)” ensure “the reproduction of agents
imbued with the categories of action, expression, conception, imagination, perception,

specific to the ‘cultivated disposition’”.%

The field’s emergence as an autonomous field of artistic production was linked with
the invention of the ‘pure’ gaze, which signified the field’s capability to impose its
own norms on both the production and consumption of its products.® Thus the
development of the field becomes “more and more linked to the field’s specific history
and to it alone”.*' Despite, however, the field’s claim on its autonomy, its implicit
connection to the ideologies of the dominant class and to the class division within a
specific socio-cultural context is evident. The constitution of ‘Greek’ culture during

the twentieth century is an example of this implicit connection, as I will argue in the

first chapter of this thesis.

This is so because, firstly the institutions that conserve the capital of symbolic goods
and the institutions that ensure the reproduction of agents are either constituted and
run by the State, which promotes the dominant class’ ideology and aesthetic taste, or
by agents who belong to the dominant class and thus have the economic funds, the
power and the recognition to run such institutions (for example privately owned
Museums). Secondly, both the producers and the consumers of the cultural products
are also the product of their education and social origin, which in essence define and

refine their taste and render them a habitus.*?

% Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 121.

“* Bourdieu, Pierre, Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste, p.p. 3-5.

! Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 266.

42 See also how economic capital provides the conditions for freedom from economic necessity and
allows the propensity towards the economically most risky positions in the field and above all the
capacity to persist in them. These positions are strongest in symbolic capital. Bourdieu, Pierre, The
Field of Cultural Production, p.p. 67-8.
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Bourdieu points out that the homology that exists between institutions of producing
and marketing cultural goods and the field of fractions of the dominant class, from
which the greater part of their clientele is drawn, is most evident in the case of
theatre.’ In fact the close relation between theatre and the audience, which takes the
form of economic dependence, places theatre in the less autonomous pole in
Bourdieu’s model of the field of cultural production. In that sense the constitution of
a ‘sub-field of restricted production’ in theatre is subject to more complicated norms
than other fields of culture. These norms derive from the particularity of theatre as an

art form per se.

Bourdieu does not systematically elaborate on the issue of theatre in his discussion on
the field of cultural production. He refers to drama as a genre of literature and he uses
the term ‘theatre’ when he refers to performances.** This is a rather classic theoretical
distinction whose roots may be traced back to Aristotle’s Poetics and which is usually
combined in literary criticism with the implicit or explicit assumption of the priority
of the written text over the performance.” Recent theatre studies theorists, however,
have shifted their attention also to performance. Both Keir Elam and Marco de
Marinis, for example, discuss performance as a phenomenon that can consist of a
‘text’ that can be decoded and analysed in itself and in its relation to the ‘dramatic

s 46

text’.” Other theorists have also stressed the innovative presence of performance with

* Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 84.

4 Bourdieu actually places drama in the less autonomous pole of the field of literature. See Bourdieu,
Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p.p.47-8.

 See Elam, Keir, The Semiotics of Theatre and Drama.

% De Marinis, Marco, The semiotics of performance and Elam, Keir, The Semiotics of Theatre and
Drama. See also TTatcaridng, Zap Pag, Oéatpo kar Ocwpia (Theatre and Theory), Thessaloniki:
University Studio Press, 2000 and Toatcooine, Anufitpng, Znueiwtiés Ipooeyyioeis tov Ocarpixod
dawouévov: Ocwpia kai kprtixh avélven me Zoyxpovne Oecarpucrc Ipaktucic (Semiotic Approaches of
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regard to theatre during the twentieth century, which in many cases is regarded as

being more decisive than that of drama.*’

Taking into consideration these more recent approaches and discussing it from a
sociological point of view, it is my contention that Bourdieu’s model needs to be
extended in order to function better as an explanatory base from which to discuss
theatre works. The positioning of drama in the field of literature is limiting and in
many ways misleading. Drama is one part of what we recognise as ‘theatre’, the other
one being performance, and although the modes of its production/creation maybe

similar or identical to those of literature the mode of its transmission is not.

The transmission of a dramatic text, that is, performance, engages a number of
different artists, that is, agents. If in the distant past these different artists worked
under the umbrella of the dramatic writer, who in many cases was actively involved in
the performance of his play, this is not the case in today’s theatre. % In fact, from the
end of the nineteenth century the realm of performance consists of its own artistic
world, with its own positions of avant-garde and ‘consecration’ and its own producers
of the value of the work, mainly theatre critics, venues, and editors of periodicals on

performance.

the Theatrical Phenomenon: Theory and Criticism of the Contemporary Theatre Practice), Athens:
Exd6oeig EAAnviké I'pappata, 1999.

47 See for example Brockett, Oscar G. and Finlay, Robert R., Century of Innovation: A History of
European and American Theatre and Drama since 1870, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1973 and Huxley,
Michael and Witts, Noel, “Twentieth-Century Performance: The Case for a New Approach” in:
Michael Huxley and Noel Witts (eds.), The Twentieth-Century Performance Reader, London:
Routledge, 1996.

“8 The recognition of performance artists and the discussion on the individuality of their craft
independently of dramatic texts may be traced back to the eighteenth century in the acting of David
Garrick and the writings of Diderot and Lessing.
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Within that context it is my contention that we have to distinguish a field of theatrical
production which is independent of that of literature and which develops according to
its own norms. This field is in essence a double field. The dynamic of its
development depends on the development of two fields, the field of drama (by this I
mean specifically the literary script) and the field of performance. Each of the two

fields consists of a different set of artists.*’

The combination of a dramatic product
with its performance product/s constitutes what we may call a theatrical product.

There are also cases, however, of playscripts, which are not performed, and

performances, which do not necessarily use a playscript.

The relation of the fields of drama and p erformance is rather perplexed because it
takes a complicated, problematic form in what regards the ‘sub-fields of restricted
production’ of the fields. The ‘sub-field of restricted production’ of performance
functions, on the one hand, as producer of the value of the work of the ‘sub-field of
restricted production’ of drama, since theatre directors in the ‘sub-field’ have usually a
decisive opinion on the plays they will produce. This choice depends of course on the
‘position-taking’ they possess or they aspire to acquire within the field. Thus a
director who possesses an avant-garde ‘position-taking’ will choose a playscript which
agrees aesthetically with his/her approach to theatre or a playscript that she or he will
produce within the framework of his/her own avant-garde style. In both cases she/he
functions as a producer of value either by recognising that a play belongs to the avant-
garde, or by widening the limits of the ‘performability’ of a playscript. At the same
time, however, the performance she/he produces is a work of art and instigates the

process of the production of its value on its own merit.

“ | have to note that there are cases where artists of one field (drama or performance) have produced
works in the other field. The production of this artistic work, however, follows the norms of the field in
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Within this framework it is evident that the two fields depend on and affect one
another. The structuring of a dynamic field of theatrical production is characterised
by the co-existence of equally dynamic fields of drama and performance and the
evolution of a strong relation, or rather of a positive interdependence, between them.
There are, however, cases where the development of the two fields is not equally
strong. In these cases the field which presents the prospect of a dynamic development
proceeds in accomplishing it in a way that allows it to transcend the problems that the

non-development or the less dynamic development of the other field causes.

Such, I will argue, is the case of the structuring of the Greek field of theatrical
production, where the structuring and development of a dynamic field of performance
had to transcend the inability of the field of drama to produce works rich in symbolic
capital. As I will explain in the first and second chapters of this thesis, the specific
history of Greek theatre lacked a ‘tradition’ on which to draw. In addition the
dominant aesthetic tendency of the pre-capitalist class that was in power during the
nineteenth century involved the ‘purification’ and ‘cleansing’ of Greek culture from
anything that was considered foreign to the Ancient Greek Geist. This tendency
touched all aspects of Greek culture, especially language and, consequently, literature
and drama. Thus theatre production in Greece found itself in a difficult position. This
position was further perplexed by the tensions that were exercised in the field by the
demand for the creation of theatrical works rich in symbolic capital, which could be

characterised as ‘Greek’.

The catalytic parameter to the development of a field of Greek theatrical production,

which I will elaborate on later, was the field of performance. From the nineteenth

which it was produced.
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century performance in Greece presented continuity and volume of work. A number
of theatre companies performed regularly from the 1860s onwards. Although we
cannot speak at that stage of the production of works that could be characterised as
‘Greek’ the field of performance by the end of the nineteenth century succeeded in
creating an implicit notion of continuity with regard to actors/actresses and practices.
Thus the field of performance presented the prospect of its dynamic development and
therefore it is not surprising that, as I will argue, the structuring and development of a
field of theatrical production in Greece was based on the structuring and development

of a field of performance.

The structure and development of a field is based in terms of Bourdieu’s model on two
fundamental oppositions; the opposition of the ‘sub-field of restricted production’ to
the ‘sub-field of large-scale production’ and the opposition of the agents within the
‘sub-field of restricted production’.”® He observes that theatre in France was situated
in the ‘sub-field of large-scale production’ until about 1880 when the director
appeared on the scene, “notably Antoine and Lugné-Poe, who by their opposition, led
to the rise of the whole space of possibles which would be manipulated by the

subsequent history of the theatre sub-field”.*!

In essence this is what happened in the field of theatrical production in Greece. In the
second chapter of this thesis I will argue that a ‘sub-field of restricted theatrical
production’ was structured and developed in Greece with regard to the productions of

tragedy. I will explain that this development was accomplished in Greece when two

50 See Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p.p. 53 and 115.
3! Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 186. Despite this observation Bourdieu does
not proceed in examining further the constitution of a field of theatrical production, relating drama and
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artists engaged in the direction of tragic plays, Fotos Politis and Aggelos Sikelianés,
who worked with his wife Eva Palmer-Sikelianod, promoted Ancient Greek tragedy as
the area where a ‘Greek’ contemporary aesthetics of performance and theatre could
develop drawing on the European avant-garde’s notion of performance and ‘Greek’
culture. It is my contention that within this framework, tragedy came to acquire the
‘position’ of ‘consecrated’ ‘Greek’ drama satisfying the need for drama works rich in

symbolic capital that the field of drama had failed up to then to produce.

I will further argue in this chapter that two factors played an important partin the
successful accomplishment of this development. The first one was that both Politis
and Sikelianos already held ‘consecrated position-takings’ in the field of literature and
thus by transferring the prestige of their positions they consequently created equally
prestigious positions in the field of performance. The second factor was that their
productions were the outcome of a serious and systematic approach to the issue of the
performance of tragedy in contemporary times. This approach raised the issue of the
quest for a ‘ Greek’ aesthetic style of performance. In that sense the production of
tragedy was accessed in the discourse on hellenikdtita and Greek art that consisted of
the core of the ‘sub-field of restricted production’ in all the fields of cultural

production in Greece at that time.

Productions of ancient tragedy during the period I discuss moved within the aesthetic
form that came to be known as ‘revival of ancient tragedy’. This aesthetic form was
considered as the ‘Greek’ way of performing tragedy and functioned, as I will argue,

as a set of criteria for the legitimisation of aesthetic quests rendering them the quality

performance. He elaborates mainly on the conditions of the production of the work and the value of the
work in French theatre. Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p.p. 84-6, 126-7.
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of ‘purely Greek’. The issue of the opposition between agents concerned their claim to
orthodoxy with regard to the approach and practice which best expressed the

specificity of the form of ‘revival’.

I intend to discuss the issue of the production of tragedy in Greece between 1919-1967
with regard to the work of five directors, the Sikelianoi, that is, Aggelos Sikelianos
and his wife Eva Palmer-Sikelianot, Fotos Politis, Dimitris Rondiris and Karolos
Koun. I chose these directors firstly because they are the main representatives of what
I consider to be the first and the second phase in the history of the ‘sub-field of
restricted production’. Secondly, because it is their work on tragedy that decisively
contributed to the shaping and development of the aesthetic form of ‘revival’ thus
affecting the work of the other artists in the field. Thirdly, because it was due to their
work, and especially the work produced during the second phase of the development
of the ‘sub-field’ by Rondiris and Koun that Greek productions of tragedy were
recognised also outside the borders of Greece as the ‘Greek’ style of performing

Ancient Greek drama.

I will elaborate on the work of each individual director starting with the work of the
Sikelianoi and continuing with the work of Politis, Rondiris and Koun. I will discuss
their approach to the issue through their written and theatrical work focussing on their
interpretation of hellenikotita and the way this was manifested in the aesthetic style of
performance they proposed. The aesthetic styles of these directors will be elaborated
on by detailed reference to one of their productions, although comments will be made
on the entire body of their work on ancient tragedy. T he productions that will be

discussed in detail are the Sikelianoi’s production of Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound in
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1927, Politis’ production of Aeschylus’ Persae in 1934, Rondiris’ production of
Sophocles’ Electra in 1959 in relation also to his 1936 production of the same play
and Koun’s production of Aeschylus’ Persae in 1965. 1 chose these particular plays
for reasons that relate to the directors’ work as well as the type and quantity of source
material available. Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound set the basis for the Sikelianoi’s
work. Their second production of Aeschylus’ Suppliants followed the lines already set
by the Prometheus Bound production. Aeschylus’ Persae was the last production of
Politis and his most innovative in terms of style. The choice of this production in
contrast to his other productions of tragedy presents also a unique opportunity to
juxtapose Politis’ performance to Koun’s production of the same play in 1965.
Rondiris had also produced Aeschylus’ Persae a number of times, but unfortunately
the material available for his productions of this play are insufficient in comparison to
the one available for his productions of Sophocles’ Electra. Furthermore Electra was
Rondiris’ favorite play and the1936 production of this play was his first production of
tragedy. Thus it provided me with a unique opportunity to compare it with his 1959
production of the same play with the Peiraik6 Théatro, which was filmed by the BBC
in 1962. For this 1959 production Aspassia Papathanassiou was awarded the first
prize for her acting in the part of Electra in the Thédtre des Nations Festival in 1961.
Finally the 1965 production of Aeschylus’ Persae was Koun’s only production of
ancient tragedy with the Théatro Technis until 1967, with the exception of a rather
unsuccessful, as Koun himself had stated, production of Aeschylus’ Choephorae in

1945.

The discussion of the aesthetic styles of performances is based on material available

about these productions, which consists of photographs, promptbooks, extracts of
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film, video, CD, programmes and reviews on the performances. The retrieving of this
material involved also research in archives of the National Theatre Library, the
National Film Library of Greece, the Bendkios Library and the National Library of
Greece. Furthermore in my research material there are included an interview with the
actress Maria Alkaiou, a family friend and a student of Politis, a lecture that Aspassia
Papathanassiou gave in the department of Theatre Studies of the University of Patras
as well as conversations with Christos Kelantonis and Dimitris Oikonomou, both
actors of the Théatro Technis. The former participated as a chorus member in the
1965 Théatro Technis production of Aeschylus’ Persae. For a full listing of the

material used in this research see the bibliography at the end of this thesis.

Discussing in detail the work of these five directors I will argue that during the period
1919-1967 a ‘sub-field of restricted production’ was structured and developed in
Greece in relation to performances of ancient tragedy. I will explain the ‘position-
taking’ of each of these directors within the field in relation to their aesthetic
approach. Iwill further argue that within the framework of the aesthetic styles of
these productions a discourse on hellenikotita and a ‘Greek’ style of performances of
tragedy was structured and developed during this period in Greece. Finally I will
suggest that a tradition of ‘Greek’ performance was constituted with regard to
productions of tragedy. Within that framework, in the work of Rondiris and especially
that of Koun we can observe that the development of the ‘sub-field of restricted
theatrical production’ in Greece during this period reached the point where it could

present itself as being “more and more linked to the field’s specific history and to it
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alone” raising the hellenikétita itself of a production as the pivotal issue of the

opposition within the field. *2

%2 Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 266.
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Chapter 1

Aspects of Greek culture from 1900 to 1967: The ideologem of
‘hellenikdtita’ and the constitution of a ‘Greek’ national culture

The first half of the twentieth century signified a huge change in the production of
tragedy in Greece. The historical moment that this change was accomplished was not
random. The first of a series of productions, Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus, which Fotos
Politis translated and directed, took place in 1919. The year 1919 is in one of the most
crucial periods of Modern Greek history. It was almost immediately after the end of
WWI, when the most ambitious nationalistic aspiration of Greece, to be once again the
land of the five seas and of the two continents, seemed most tangible. And just three
years away from the 1922 Asia Minor catastrophe that shattered this dream and affected
Greece in a catalytic way, because it forced the energy and dynamism, which were
expressed up to then mostly in relation to Greece’s nationalistic aspirations, to be turned

inside the State in an attempt, the most serious ever to be made, to modernise Greece.

Besides the historical events that formed the context within which this change took place,
the year 1919 was only a breath away from the most mature expression of a cultural
change that had started with the literary generation of the 1880s and reached its most
complete form in the literary generation of the 1930s. The distinguishing elements of
this change were defined by the principal axiom of the use of demotiki and by an

increased emphasis on the Byzantine and the following phases of what was considered to
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be ‘Greek’ culture, that is, Greek culture during the Ottoman Empire and nineteenth-
century art and literature written in demotiki.' Within this framework Greek culture
during that period renegotiated, on the one hand, Greece’s position in the world and, on
the other, its relation with Ancient Greece. It is within this context that I will discuss the
work of Fotos Politis, Aggelos Sikelianés and Eva Palmer-Sikelianod, Dimitris Rondiris,
and Karolos Koun arguing that their work in tragedy expressed the cultural changes of
this period in the field of theatre. And furthermore that this work signified also a change
in the entire field of theatrical production because it led to “the rise of the whole space of

possibles in theatre”.

Finally, socially and politically the year 1919 was also ten years after 1909 when, after
the military coup d’ état in Goudi and the coming of Elefthérios Venizelos in Greece
from Crete, the dominant power passed from the pre-capitalist strata to the capitalist

strata.® The pre-capitalist strata supported monarchy politically and promoted a more

! Demotiki is a form of the Greek language, which was based on the Greek language as it was used within
the oral demotic literary tradition, prominent since the ninth century, and was spoken by the majority of the
Greek people. The fact that demotiki during the period that I discuss was not the official language of the
Greek State in relation to the different Greek dialects spoken all over Greece accounts for the lack of the
codification, systematisation and regularisation of its form.

2 Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 186. See also Introduction, p. 18.

* It has to be noted that the accession of the capitalist class into power coincided more or less with its
formation as a social class. On the issue of the constitution of social classes in Greece, see Kovtoyidpyng,
IMdpyog A., «O1 EMadikég kovavikég Kat ToATIKEG Suvapelg atnv DoTEPT Tovpkokpatia. Ot ouveiKkeg
S10UOPOMONG TNG KOVOVIKYG KOl TOMTIKNG TAANG Kot Ot petanerevfepatikég ouvéneies» (“The Helladic
Social and Political Powers in the Late Ottoman Empire: The Conditions of the Shaping of the Social and
Political Struggle and their Consequences after the Liberation™), and Priyog, AAkng, «IToAtikég expploelg
om B’ EMnviki) Anpokpartio» (“Political Expressions during the Second Greek Democracy”), in: I'dpyog
A. Kovtoyidpymg, (ed.), Kovwvixég xar IToditikés dvvdueis omv EAMAada (Social and Political Powers in
Greece), Athens: E&avtag, 1977, p.p. 3-38, 175-216 respectively. In what regards the change of the
dominant class see ZBopdvog, NikéAaog I'., Avdlexta NeoedAnvirric lotopiag kai iotopioypapiog (Analecta
of Modern Greek History and Historiography), Athens: ®guéhio, 1987, and also by him Emioxémnon g
NeocAdnvirajc lotopiag (A Review of Modern Greek History), Athens: @gpého, 1994; Mavpoyopdaroc,
MNopyog ©., and Xatlnuwone, Xpriotog (eds.), Bevi{ediouos xar agtikds exavyypoviouds (Venizelism and
Capitalist Modernisation), Crete: TTavemompuexég Exdooeig Kpiitng, 1998; and Moulevidng, Nixog,
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personalised notion of a Greek State based on clientele relations. The capitalist strata on
the other hand supported democracy and promoted a more impersonal notion of a Greek
State based on the ideas of liberalism. Thus what had appeared as the progressive literary
artists’ cultural propositions in the 1880s became the dominant class’s aesthetic ideology
in the twentieth century and the base of what was promoted as Greek national culture.* It
constituted the core of the dominant class’s faste and it was combined with the dominant

class’s habitus.

At the centre of all this cultural change stood the concept of hellenikétita, that is, a set of
ideas and aesthetic principles which functioned as a criterion of evaluation in defining the
‘Greekness’ of cultural products.” Hellenikdtita not only constituted a qualitative
criterion, a principle of evaluation of cultural products, during this period, it also became
the aim of a quest and as such the subject of a constant discussion on what is or can be
characterised as ‘Greek’. Thus the issue of Greekness and consequently of Greek national
identity became the heart of a creative discussion and was explicitly expressed in Greek
cultural production during the twentieth century. ® Tziovas, whose work on kellenikétita
and Greek literature during the Interwar Period is one of the most systematic and
comprehensive studies on the issue, observes that during this period the central point of

reference in the definition of Greek national identity became the national identity itself

Neoeldnvixr korvovia: éyeis vravarrvéng (Modern Greek Society: Perspectives of Underdevelopment),
Athens: E&avrag, 1978.

* See Politis, Linos, A History of Modern Greek Literature.

5 I use the term “hellenikotita” following Tziovas, who by this term refers to a specific cultural orientation
that appeared in Greece in the period mentioned.

® In many ways this discussion assumed in newspapers the form of a dialogue with answers to someone’s
work or ideas, and I have in mind Politis’ articles, Rotas’ criticisms and Varnalis’ approaches among others.
It actually assumed the form of a written dialogue on Héllenism between George Seferis and Konstantinos
Tsatsos, then professor of philosophy in the University of Athens. The dialogue started from an article
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and emphasis was laid on characteristics which distinguished the Greek nation from other
nations.” Tziovas discusses these issues in relation to the literary generation of the 1930s,
when the concept of hellenikétita was promoted as an ideologem. The quest, however,
for a new definition and the issues that came to be connected with this quest are to be
found, as I will discuss, dynamically expressed right from the turn of the century
especially in regard to Greek theatre. Both the Sikelianoi’s and Politis’ work in theatre

are dynamically and explicitly concerned with these issues.

Cultural production became concerned with the recovery and reclamation of an
indigenous culture that would serve as a tradition from which contemporary ‘Greek’
culture could draw. It was shaped around the demand for the creation of cultural products
that could be characterised as ‘purely Greek’ because they promoted the idea of ‘Greek
uniqueness’ and ‘Greek Héllenism’ and expressed a positive, dynamic and explicit notion
of the concept of hellenikétita and the Greek national identity.® Within that framework the
hellenikotita of a product consisted of its symbolic capital, because, perceived as an

aesthetic quality, hellenikotita rendered them ‘pure’, ‘abstract’ and ‘esoteric’, in

published by Tsatsos in the periodical IIporddaia (Propylea) in 1938 and continued until 1939. Seferis
replied in the literary review Néa I'paupara (Nea Grammata).

7 TG6Bag, AnuATpNg, Ot UeETapOPPdAEIS Tov EGVIaUOD Kai T0 I0E0AGYNUA THS EAANVIKGTITAS 0T HEGOTGAEUO
(The Transformations of Nationalism and the Ideologem of Hellenikdtita in the Interwar Period).

¥ The term Héllenism from the middle of the nineteenth century refers to the intellectual and moral unit of
all the Greek people, that is, not only of the citizens of Greece but also the Greeks that lived under Turkish
rule or elsewhere in the world. The distinctive principles of the unity of these people were the use of the
Greek language and the consciousness of Greek national/cultural identity. In this sense the term Héllenism
denotes a spiritual and intellectual dimension that according to Tziovas does not seem to be very different
from the concept of hellenikotita. The generation of the 1930s, which was linked with the ideologem of
hellenikotita, preferred the use of the term Héllenism to the term hellenikétita. Although they used
Héllenism in the sense of hellenikotita one has to take into account that the former term denotes a
dynamism in its conception since it refers also to the Greek people. For a historical account of the use of
the terms Héllenism and hellenikotita see TQ6Pag, Anuitpng, Or uetauoppwoeis Tov eBviouod xat 1o
10c0Adynua ¢ eldnvikdtnrag oto uecondleuo (The Transformations of Nationalism and the Ideologem of
Hellenikotita in the Interwar Period), p.p. 31-42.
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Bourdieu’s terms.” A ‘purely Greek’ cultural product was recognised as a “national
heirloom”, using Tziovas’ words, and thus extremely rich in symbolic capital.'® Within
this context Greek culture during this period was created and promoted in a way that was
conscious of its function as a national culture, the distinctive culture of a particular nation,

becoming itself the centre of its own quest.

This cultural development in Greece coincided historically with a rise of nationalism on
an international level.'' T his was a period when the nation-state came to be seen as
Anderson observes as “the legitimate international norm”.'?> My intention is not to speak

about nationalism. There have been many arguments and debates already on the issue."?

° See, Introduction, p. 17.

1 TG6Bag, Anpitpng, Or uetauoppdoeis Tov eBviguob Kai to 18e0ASynuc ™G EAANVIKOTHTAS OTO HEOOTOAEUO
(The Transformations of Nationalism and the Ideologem of Hellenikétita in the Interwar Period), p. 14.

"' See among others Hobsbawm, Eric J., Nations and Nationalism since 1780, Cambridge: Cambridge
university Press, 1990 and Anderson, Benedict, Imagined Communities, London: Verso, 1991 (rev. edition).
12 Anderson, Benedict, Imagined Communities, p. 113

'’ Ernest Gellner explains nationalism via the transformation of society from agrarian to industrialist and
argues that nationalism is oriented towards the autonomous political existence of a nation within the
framework of an independent nation-state. See Gellner, Ernest, Nationalism, Great Britain: Weidenfeld &
Nicolson, 1997. Within that context he sees national identity as an invention, see Aékkag, ITavteing E., H
Ebviiorixn ideodoyia: mévre vrobéoeis epyadiog oty 1gtopixry kovawvioloyia (The Nationalistic Ideology:
Five Hypotheses of Discussion in Historical Sociology), Athens: Kat@pti, 1996 (second edition), p. 120.
Castells debates Gellner’s argument about the orientation of nationalism towards the autonomous political
existence of a nation, pointing out that contemporary nationalism at the end of the twentieth century does
not always aim at the constitution of a nation-state. He also does not agree with Gellner’s de-constructivist
approach which explains national identity as an ‘invention’. He points out that any construction of a
national identity presupposes the existence of specific conditions such as common language, common
religion, common history and a shared experience. See Castells, Manuel, The Information Age: Economy,
Society and Culture, vol. II, The Power of Identity, Oxford: Blackwell, 1997. Hobsbawm also distinguishes
a proto-nationalist period and recognises the existence of specific conditions prior to the construction of
national identity. He does, however, relate nationalism with political and economical historical
developments, Hobsbawm, Eric J., The Age of Revolution, 1789-1848, New York: Mentor books, 1962.
Elias discusses nationalism within the framework of the change of the dominant class from the aristocracy
to the bourgeoisie. Elias, Northrop, ““Civilisation” and “Culture”: Nationalism and Nation-State
Formation”: an extract from The Germans (1989), in: John Rundell and Stephen Mennell (eds.), Classical
Readings in Culture and Civilization, London: Routledge, 1998, p.p. 225-40. Breuilly is concerned with
nationalism as politics and stresses the modernity of the ideology of nationalism. Breuilly, John,
“Approaches to Nationalism”, in: Gopal Balakrisham (ed.), Mapping the Nation, London: Verso, 1996, p.p.
146-74. Lekkas also discusses nationalism as a modern ideology and he proceeds in discussing what
nationalism as an ideology pertains to and how it develops in relation to a nation and/or a nation state’s
aspirations, Aékkag, [Tavtedg E., H E@vixiotixr ideodoyia. mévie vrobéoeis epyasiag otnv 1atopint
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My intention is to draw attention to the issue of culture within the framework of
nationalism in an attempt to stress and explain some of the characteristic features of the
cultural change that took place in Greece during that period. And I will argue that theatre

was one of the important cultural fields where this change was expressed.

The point accepted by the majority of scholars in the field, if not unanimously, is that
culture constitutes the point of cohesion of a nation. Thus it underlines the cohesive
characteristics of a nation and at the same time distinguishes this nation from other
nations. It provides, therefore, the symbolic content for the construction of a collective

4

identity within the framework of the notion of nation.'* This symbolic content is

xowvwviodoyia (The Nationalistic Ideology: Five Hypotheses of Discussion in Historical Sociology).
Anderson suggests that the nation is an imagined community and discusses the development of vernacular
languages in relation to ‘print culture’ and capitalism, Anderson, Benedict, Imagined Communities. Hroch
is more concerned with the process from the national (as he calls it) movement to the fully-formed nation
distinguishing three phases. Hroch, Miroslav, “From National Movement to the Fully-formed Nation: The
Nation-building process in Europe” in: Mapping the Nation, p.p.78-97. Chatterjee discusses nationalism in
colonial states arguing that the “most creative results of the nationalist imagination are posited not on an
identity but on a difference”. She divides the world of social institutions and practices into two domains-
the material and the spiritual; the material is the domain of the economy, statecraft, science and technology
where the West had proved its superiority; the spiritual is ‘an ‘inner’ domain bearing the ‘essential’ marks
of cultural identity. She then proceeds to discuss the construction of a ‘modern’ national culture that is
nevertheless not Western in relation to Anderson’s argument on ‘imagined communities’ and vernacular
languages. Chatterjee, Partha, “Whose Imagined Community?”, in: Mapping the Nation, p.p. 214-225. And
finally Tsoukalas discussing the issue of Greek national identity focuses on the rupture between the concept
of ‘modernisation’ and ‘tradition’ in the periphery of the capitalist world. His argument is quite close to
that of Chatterjee, although he places emphasis on the more or less continuous struggle of these poles
within which culture is structured. I personally prefer Tsoukalds’ positioning of the argument in the
periphery of the capitalist world, since it may then incorporate in the discussion pre-colonialist countries,
like India, as well as countries that did not belong to that group, like Greece or Serbia, Toovkardg,
Kovetavtivog, «[apddoon kar Excuyypoviopds: Mepikd yevikotepa epotipartay (“Tradition and
Modernisation: Some General Questions”), in: Anuftpng I'. Toaobong (ed.), EAAnviouds —

EMnvixétnra: Ieodoyixoi kou Biwpartixoi Adoves e NeoeAdnvikis Kowvwviag (Héllenism —
Hellenikétita:Ideological and Empirical Axes of Modern Greek Society), Athens: Eotia, 1983, p.p. 37-50,
and also by him Ta&id1 aro Ayo xat ot 1otopia, Keiueva 1969-1996 (A Journey into Discourse and
History, Texts 1969-1996), vol. 11, Athens: ITAé6pov, 1996.

14 See among others Gellner, Ernest, Nationalism, p. 29; Castells, Manuel, The Information Age: Economy,
Society and Culture, vol. 11, The Power of Identity, p. 27-28; and Hroch, Miroslav, “From National
Movement to the Fully-formed Nation: The Nation-building process in Europe”, in: Mapping the Nation, p.
79.
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necessary for the creation of a system of social beliefs that the ideology of nationalism

requires.

One other notion, which is invaluable in the discussion of national cultures, is that of
‘historicity’. A crucial point in nationalism is its claim that nations are perennial.'® Part,
therefore, of a nation’s claim of being a ‘nation’ lies in its capability of invoking,
constructing, and declaring a ‘history ’. This forms part of what Hroch suggests as being
“the construction of a personalised image of the nation. The glorious past of this
personality comes to be lived as part of the individual memory of each citizen, and its
defeats resented as failures that still touch them.”'® The field where a nation’s historicity
is traced, proved, and re-asserted is culture within the context of ‘national culture’. It is
‘national culture’ that provides the ‘proof’ for a nation’s continuity and ‘uniqueness’

through the ages.

In discussing and explaining the particular features of Greek national culture during this
period there are two observations to which I want to draw attention. The first is
Tsoukalas’ argument, which is based on the differences of the constitution of culture in
the countries of the capitalist centre and those of the periphery. He argues that contrary to
the capitalist centre, in the nation-states of the periphery the concepts of ‘modernisation’

and ‘tradition’ are conceived and experienced in the bipolar polemic relation of two

15 See among others, Aékxag IMavteiis E., H E@vixiouxij ideoloyia: mévte vmobéoeis pyasiag oty 10T0pixs
kowvawviodoyia (The Nationalistic Ideology: Five Hypotheses of Discussion in Historical Sociology),
especially chapter 2 «H otopikétta £€8voug kan eBvikiopoo» (The Historicity of Nation and Nationalism™)
and Gellner, Emest, Nationalism, p.p. 5-9.

' Hroch, Miroslav, “From National Movement to the Fully-formed Nation: The Nation-building Process in
Europe”, in: Mapping the Nation, p.p. 90-1.
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concepts that cannot be but engaged in conflict.'” “Tradition’ is conceived and based on
a real and selective cultural past, which the state “is forced to typify, to elevate to a
central symbol and to ‘historicize’” and it assumes the form of the ‘quest’ and of the
‘revival’ of this ideologized past.18 ‘Modernisation’, on the other hand, is conceived and
experienced as the rupture with this past and the ex nihilo construction of a modern
‘ideal’ structure. Thus both the concepts of ‘modernisation’ and ‘tradition’ are
experienced in an ideologized context that places them in a confronting position. The
second is Chatterjee’s argument that in the post-colonial world “the most powerful as
well as creative results of the nationalist imagination in Asia and Africa are posited not on
an identity but rather on a difference with the * modular’ forms o f the n ational s ociety

propagated by the modern West”.!”

Both these observations are invaluable on a first level in understanding the mode in which
Greek national culture was constructed during that period. On the one hand, a rupture
between ‘modernisation’ and ‘tradition’ in the form of ‘revival’ is easily observed during
that period. It is prominent in politics, in economy, even in some areas of culture like
education.”’” On the other hand, Greek national culture does stress its difference in

Chatterjee’s concept facing Europe as a rival.

' Toovkardg, Kavotavrivog, «Iapadoon kat Exauyypoviopoc: Mepika YEVIKOTEPO EpOTAMATAN
(“Tradition and Modernisation: Some General Questions™), in: EAAnvioudg-ElAnvikévnra (Hellenism-
Hellenikotita), p. 38.

'8 Toovkahdg, K., Talidt ato Adyo xai atqv lotopia, Keiueva 1969-1996, (A Journey into Discourse and
History, Texts 1969-1996), vol. 11, p. 261.

' Chatterjee, Partha, “Whose Imagined Community?”, in: Mapping the Nation, p.p. 216.

20 On the political and economical conflicts during this period see AABiarog, Nixog, O1 moditixoi Geauoi oe
Kpion, 1922-1974. Oweig m¢ eAdnvixns euneipiog (The Crisis of the Political Institutions: 1922-1974,
Aspects of the Greek Experience), Athens: @epédio, 1995; Movlevidng, Nikog, NeoeAnviki xovwvia:
oyeis vravamroéng (Modern Greek Society: Perspectives of Underdevelopment); Mavpoyopdatog, Nbpyog
0., and Xotlmwone, Xpriotog (eds.), Bevifediguds ko aotikos exavyypoviouds (Venizelism and Capitalist
Modernisation); and Clogg, Richard, 4 Concise History of Greece, Cambridge: Cambridge University
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On a second level, however, I have to draw some points of differentiation from both
Tsoukalas and Chatterjee that explain, I believe more accurately, aspects of Greek
national culture during this period. Tsoukalas builds his argument focusing on education,
which is his field of research and on more general aspects of history and politics. And in
these fields a rupture may be observed between ‘modernisation’ and ‘tradition’ in the way
he perceives it, ‘modernisation’ being the ex nihilo construction of a modern ‘ideal’

structure, ‘tradition’ the ‘revival’ of an ideologized past.

If, however, one focuses on literature and theatre, as I will argue, the concept of
‘modernisation’ is engaged in conflict with ‘tradition’ by invoking another ‘tradition’.
And actually it invokes a ‘tradition’ that chronologically and culturally is closer to the
twentieth century. Thus it is fairly close to the mode in which ‘tradition’ is experienced
in the capitalist centre and it is far from being an ex nihilo construction. Although
‘modernisation’ is still experienced as a ‘rupture’ in literature, it is a ‘rupture’ from the
‘devotion to the Ancient Greek ancestors’ in the form of ‘revival’, which was prominent

in nineteenth-century Greek culture and socially related to the pre-capitalist class. >'  To

Press, 1992. On the attempts for an educational reformation which were realised between 1903 and 1929
see Opaykovdaxn, Avva, Exraidevtixn petappdOuion xor Piiededbepor Aiavoobugvor: ayovor ayives kol
10e0doyikd adiééoda aro ueoondieuo (The Educational Reformation and the Liberalist Intellectuals:
Fruitless Attempts and Ideological Deadlocks during the Interwar Period), Athens: Ké8pog, 1990 and
Anpapbg, AAEENG, «AoTikdg PiherevBepiopds kat ekmatdevtikd tpoypappata» (“Capitalist Liberalism
and Educational programmes”), in: Bevi{ediguog kat aatixog exovyypoviouos (Venizelism and Capitalist
Modernisation), p.p. 21-32.

2! The ideological base of nineteenth-century concept ‘tradition’ in the form of ‘revival’ of Ancient Greek
glory and Geist and consequently the ‘devotion to the Ancient Greek ancestors’ was based on the historicity
that the Greek nation claimed during the period of Greek Enlightenment when it was first constructed. At
that period Modern Greeks claimed that they were the natural descendants and heirs of classical Ancient
Greece. Part of this claim was that their historical past stopped at 338 BC, when Alexander the Great
conquered the cities of Greece and forced their participation in a unified kingdom. Their historical present,
as the natural continuity of that past, started again in 1832 AD, when Greece was recognised as an
independent kingdom. Thus at the beginning neither the Macedonian period nor the Hellenistic nor the
Byzantine periods were considered as inseparable parts of the history of the Greek nation. For a
bibliography in this issue see Introduction, footnote 12, p. 9.
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this concept of ‘tradition’ the literary generation of the 1880s counter-proposed a
‘tradition’ that drew on the Byzantine and the more recent Greek cultural tradition and a
form of language, demotiki, which was the form the Greek population spoke instead of
the artificial katharévousa.?* Furthermore the subsequent history of the field of literature
was developed following the norms that Tsoukalas ascribes to the capitalist centre. As he
argues in the capitalist centre, “the new springs up from the old and modernisation
respects the tradition and builds on it the basis of its perennial developing course.
‘Tradition’ is conceived as what is still in existence and ‘modernisation’ is conceived as
the process of its (the tradition’s) transmutation and reasoning”.23 This is precisely the
way literature was developed in Greece from the 1880s onwards. One can very easily
perceive the history of the literary field unfolded in the oppositions between generations
and artists in a way that, in Bourdieu’s words, becomes “more and more linked to the

field’s specific history and to it alone”.** And I will argue in this thesis that this was also

22 The ‘rupture’ between these two concepts of Greek culture involved also the clash between the pre-
capitalist class, dominant during the nineteenth century, and the capitalist class’ aspiration to ascend into
power. And furthermore it denoted two distinct perceptions of ‘Greece’. The one was limited in the
territorial borders of Ancient Greece and was ‘trapped’ in its aspiration to ‘revive’ an ideologized ancient
glory. The second was engaged in a vision of Greece’s territorial expansion to reach the borders of the
Byzantine Empire, which proved to be fruitless, and placed emphasis on the Byzantine and the following
phases of ‘Greek’ culture. See among others IToAitng, AAEENG, Pouavrtixd ypovia.: Ideoloyies kot
vootpories oty EAAada tov 1830-1880 (Romantic Years: Ideologies and Attitudes in Greece between 1830-
1880) and KiutpounAidng, Maoyding, «1deohoykd kat moAitikd atipata» (“Ideological and Political
Requests™), in: Qéuata veoeAnvixig 1ovopiag (180g-200¢ aidvag) (Issues of Modern Greek History: 18" to
20" Century), p.p. 59-72. Despite the limitations of this second perception of Greece it was characterised
by a distinctive dynamism that succeeded in shifting Greek culture from the pondering of the past to the
action for the future.

B Sric mepLo06TEQEC GMG TG EVOWRAIKRES KOLVWVIES TS VEO QuTOGVEL Endvwy 078 TaMid, xai &
énovyypoviouds oéfetat Tis mapadooeis xai oixodoucl éxdvm Tovg Tig fdoeis tfis Gévang
EEeMxTixfic TOV mOQEIQG. XAV «mapddoon» VoEiTaL 16 VPLOTAUEVO, xai OGY EXOVYXOOVIOUSS 1
Sadinaoia petaldayiic Tov xai éxdoyirevors tov. Toovkaris, Kavotavrivog, «[lapadoon kat
Exovyypoviopog: Mepikd yevikétepa eporipata» (“Tradition and Modernisation: Some General
Questions”), in: EAnviguds - EAAnvixétnra (Hellenism — Hellenikotita), p. 38.

 Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 266.
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the form of the development of the Greek theatre between 1919 and 1967 with regard to

the productions of tragedy.

In what concerns Chatterjee’s observation it has to be noted that the actual point where
Greek culture stressed its difference from Europe was the concept of Héllenism itself. In
many ways the difference concealed also the concept of dispute over a cultural reference,
which Europe also claimed as its own, that is, ancient Greek civilisation and its cultural
‘survival’ within the framework of its re-negotiation by contemporary Western cultures.
Tsoukalas observes that the heritage of Ancient Greek civilisation primarily gave the
impression to Greeks that the new Greek State could occupy a respected position within
the capitalist world, due to the respect held universally for Ancient Greece.”> However, it
found itself in a position where it had to dispute for its right to use Ancient Greece as its
own symbolic and cultural past, precisely because of the position that Ancient Greek

civilisation held within Western European culture.

This concealed dispute explains in a way the tensions inherent in the construction of
Greek n ational c ulture. From 1 880 onwards the aim o f Greek culture was to stressits
difference by constructing a contemporary cultural present which would draw on all the
phases of what was considered ‘Greek’ culture and would express in a dynamic and
explicit way the Greek way of seeing and experiencing the world. The notion itself of the
‘Greek way’ would implicitly underline and ‘prove’ the continuity of the nation from

antiquity to the modern times. As Tziovas argues the tensions inherent in the

¥ Toovkahbg, Kavotavtivog, Tadidt ato Adyo xau oty Iovopia, Keiueva 1969-1996 (4 Journey into
Discourse and History, Texts 1969-1996), p. 276.
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construction of ‘Greek’ culture involved primarily two issues.?® The first one concerned
the particular mode in which Ancient Greek civilisation would be creatively incorporated
into what was considered as contemporary ‘Greek’ culture. The second one concerned
the basis upon which the relationship between Greece and Europe would be formed.
Both these issues were considered to be the catalytic points where Greek culture could
stress its difference from Europe. Both issues also touched heavily on the issue of

hellenikotita.

Initially, that is from the 1880s to the beginning of the twentieth century, Greek culture
projected its difference from Europe through the emphasis drawn on the Byzantine and
the following phases of what was considered to be ‘Greek’ culture. This emphasis also
stressed the notion of Greece being at the crossroads of West and East underlining the
eastern qualities of Greek culture and thus creating a basis upon which Greek culture
could promote a notion of ‘Greece’ that claimed its difference from Europe’s notion of
‘Greece’. This ‘Greek’ notion of Greece being at the crossroads of West and East is
frequently met in the writings of the entire period from the 1880s to 1967 and it was again
raised from 1974 onwards. Both the Byzantine and the following phases of ‘Greek’
culture were historically and culturally linked with the geographical territory of the
Balkans, Asia Minor, and the Christian Orthodox part of the Middle East. These areas
consisted of an ideologized ‘Greek’ East in what concerned Greece and were considered

as ‘East’ in what concerned Europe. The phases of ‘Greek’ culture that were historically

26 TC6Bag, ANpiTpNG, O1 UETaUOPPDIEIS ToL eBVIauoD KA TO IE0ASYNUA TG EAANVIKGTHTAS OTO UECOTOAEUO
(The Transformations of Nationalism and the Ideologem of Hellenikotita in the Interwar Period), p.p. 39-
40.
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and geographically linked with the ‘ Greek’ E ast, and e specially the B yzantine and the
following phases of Greek culture formed a huge body of rich tradition that was
considered to be ‘Greek’. More importantly, however, they formed a body of tradition
that had not been ‘renegotiated’ in Western European terms, at least not in the way
Ancient Greek civilisation had been.?’” Thus the emphasis on the phases of Greek culture
that were related to the ideologized concept of this ‘Greek East’ directly stressed the

difference between the ‘Greek’ culture and the European notion of ‘Greece’.

Sooner or later, however, Greek culture had to resolve the issue of the creative
incorporation of Ancient Greek civilisation within its own tradition, that is, to use it as
tradition in the creation of new cultural products, in a way that it stressed its difference
from Europe’s ‘Ancient Greece’. It also had to stress its difference from the notion of
Ancient Greece as this was used within the framework of the nineteenth-century
‘devotion to Ancient Greek ancestors’. Thus Ancient Greek civilisation had to be
approached, interpreted and creatively used in a way that would be recognised as ‘purely

Greek’.

This could be achieved through the cultural appropriation of Ancient Greece within the
Modern Greek culture that would be based on the renegotiation of Ancient Greek

civilisation through the Byzantine and the following phases of ‘Greek’ culture. The

%7 Historically Europe’s relationship with what was considered to be the ‘Greek East’ was hostile. In many
cases the ‘Greek East’ consisted of the ‘Other’ in what concerned European thought. This concept can be
found as late as the nineteenth century in movements of anthellenism. One of the most known
representatives of this approach was Fallmerayer. See Zkonetéa, EAAn, Paluepdvep: Texvaauara tov
avtiradov déovs (Fallmerayer: Devices of the Opponent), Athens: @gpélo, 1997 and Vryonis, Speros Jr.,
“Recent scholarship on Continuity and Discontinuity of Greek Culture: Classical Greeks, Byzantines,
Modern Greeks”, in: The ‘Past’ in Medieval and Greek culture, vol. 1, p.p. 237-56.

42



notion of the ‘Greek East’ provided a central point in this renegotiation and furthermore
in its legitimisation. One of the main points stressed in the discourse on the relationship
between Ancient and Modern Greece was that Ancient Greece like Modern Greece was
situated in the crossroads between the West and the East.”® It is my contention that this
geographical and cultural positioning of Ancient Greece in the ‘Greek East’ provided two
very necessary conditions in the renegotiation of Ancient Greek civilisation. On the one
hand, it allowed Modemn Greek culture to include Ancient Greek civilisation in its
indigenous ‘past’ using as its base the notion of the ‘Greek East’ as a qualitative criterion
consisting of the ‘Greekness’ itself of Ancient Greece. Thus emphasis was placed on the
eastern qualities of Ancient Greek civilisation. At the same time these eastern qualities
created a cultural bridge that linked Ancient with Modern Greece. Within this framework
hellenikotita as the ‘Greek’ way of seeing, experiencing and expressing the world could
be traced in works from antiquity to the present time. Thus the renegotiation of Ancient
Greek civilisation within contemporary ‘Greek’ terms was not only legitimate but it also
claimed its authenticity and uniqueness in modern times since all phases of ‘Greek’
culture were characterised by their hellenikdtita. On the other hand, this renegotiation of
Ancient Greece within Modem Greek culture directly stressed its difference from
Europe’s renegotiations of Ancient Greek civilisation because the emphasis on the eastern
qualities of Ancient Greece and consequently of its renegotiation ‘proved’ almost
automatically its difference from the European ones. Moreover the emphasis on the
eastern qualities of Ancient Greece provided the necessary conditions for Modern

Greece’s claim to the authority of its renegotiation of the antiquity in comparison to

% Sikelianés and Koun explicitly referred to this issue, see Chapters Il and IV. Politis and Rondiris had
implicitly built on that notion.
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European ones precisely b ecause this renegotiation t ook into ¢ onsideration q ualities o f
Ancient Greek civilisation that Europe being the West could not recognise. In this sense
Greece faced Europe as a rival proposing a ‘Greek’ Ancient Greece in opposition to a
‘European’ Ancient Greece. These principles consisted of the basis upon which the
cultural appropriation of Ancient Greek civilisation within the Modermn Greek culture
stressing at once its authenticity, its authority and its difference from Europe became
feasible. As I will argue in the second chapter, the first stage in this cultural appropriation
may be seen in the literary appropriation of tragic plays in demotiki during the first
decade of the twentieth century. The full development of the cultural appropriation of
Ancient Greece was completed in literature, according to Tziovas, by the literary
generation of the 1930s with the creative reference to Ancient Greek mythology and

history.”

In theatre, however, the challenge of the creative incorporation of Ancient Greek
civilisation in the production of Modern Greek culture had to be met slightly earlier than

the 1930s. Because the cultural appropriation of tragedy within the contemporary cultural

% “The literary generation of the 1930s experiencing intensely the double nature of the national identity
attempted to bridge the historical gap between the Greek and the Romids, to balance the schizophrenia of
the Greek national identity using in literature the Ancient Greek mythology and pushing forward the
popular, Romeic element in the work of Makriyiannis and Thedphilos.” [Eyovtac évrovn tn avvaiaOnen tov
dviouod ¢ eBvixng TavtdtnTag n yevid tov '30 mpoamalnce va yepupdael T0 1TOPIKS YAaUR AVAUETa aTOV
EiAnva kai ato Pwuid, va 1goppomhoet m ayiloppéveia g eEAAnvikig tavtdtnrag ue to va aflomomioel
Aoyotexvika mv apyaio eAAnvikn pvBoloyia kar ue 1o va avadeiler To Aaixd, pwuéixo oroixeio oto pyo Tov
Maxpoyiavvy kot tov Oedpiiov. ] TQ6Bag, Anuntpng, Ot uctauoppdaeis Tov eviauod kal to 100Adynua ™m¢
eldnvikérnras aro peoondleuo (The Transformations of Nationalism and the Ideologem of Hellenikdtita in
the Interwar Period), p. 42. See also Zepépng, MNdpyog, «“"Evag “EAAyvog - 6 Maxpuytdvvne»
(“Makriyannis™), in: [ubpyog Ze@épng, doxiuég (Dokimés), vol. I, Athens: Txapog, 1974, p.p. 228-63.
Romids was one of the three names that were used to denote a Greek person in the period of Greek
Enlightenment, the third one being Grekds. Romios is a derived word from Romean and it was linked to the
Byzantine Empire being the continuance of the Roman Empire. It was used during the Ottoman Empire
before the word Héllenes was introduced by the Greek Enlightenment. Romids is still widely used in the
Greek vocabulary implicitly denoting the part of the Greek national identity that derived from the period of



and aesthetic terms was a sine qua non condition if the productions of tragedy were to
form part in the constitution of Greek culture during that period. As I will explain in the
next chapter the cultural appropriation of Ancient Greece and the renegotiation of tragedy
within contemporary cultural and aesthetic terms constituted the basis of the aesthetic
style/s of the performances of tragedy that were proposed from 1919 onwards. This
renegotiation was not fixed or static but it became part of the quest for the hellenikétita
itself. And thus it shifted as each cultural generation or each theatre director within a
cultural generation drew emphasis and creatively ascertained its or his/her link with
different aspects of Modern Greek and Byzantine culture. These shifts actually comprise
the basis upon which the discourse on the issue of the production of tragedy stood
between 1919 and 1967 since they consist of the basis on which the aesthetic proposition
of each of the five directors, on whose work I will elaborate in the following chapters,
were grounded. It is my contention, therefore, as I will explain in the next chapter, that
the creative incorporation of Ancient Greek civilisation in the production of Modemn
Greek culture was accomplished slightly earlier in the theatre than in literature, from 1919

and especially from 1927 onwards.

Greek theatre, however, also had to solve the second problematical issue that Greek
culture faced d uring that p eriod, that o f the r elationship o f Greece with E urope, again
slightly earlier than Greek literature. Attitudes concerning the relationship of Greece to
Europe were extremely diverse from the 1880s to the 1930s. They ranged from a desired

complete denial of European influence in Greek culture, in the case of Ion Dragoumis for

the Byzantine and the Ottoman Empires and connoting a particular way of experiencing the Greek national
identity.
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example, to a messianic perception of Greece leading Europe and the other nations to a
way of life based on the principles of humanism, which in their thought was identified
with Greece, in the cases of Periklis Yannépoulos and Aggelos Sikelian6s.*® In between
there was of course the main body of cultural products which were recognised as ‘Greek’
and which were influenced by European movements and European artists. The question
was that if Modern Greece accepted European artistic and intellectual hegemony, what
could it then culturally juxtapose to Europe facing it as an equal.’' In literature the
challenge was met by the literary generation of the 1930s that, as Tziovas among others
points out, accepted European hegemony, but faced at the same time Europe as an
opponent by searching for originality in works that would make them be recognised as
‘purely Greek’.>> As I will argue in the next chapter, this development in theatre occurred
from 1919 onwards in regard to productions of tragedy due to the specific conditions of
theatre in Greece. These led to the creative use of European theatrical movements of the
time, proposing, however, an original style of performance that could be recognised as

‘purely Greek’.

Another characteristic element of this cultural change, which was manifested in Greece
during the period I discuss, is the dynamism and the explicitness in which it experiences

and expresses the Greek national identity. In fact Tziovas points out, referring to

30 See TC16Pag, Anuntpne, O petauoppdaeic Tov eBviguod xai 10 10e0Adynua e eAAnvikdtntag oto
ueoondeuo (The Transformations of Nationalism and the Ideologem of Hellenikotita in the Interwar
Period); Politis, Linos, 4 History of Modern Greek Literature; and Dimaras, C. Th., Modern Greek
Literature.

3! See TL16Pag, Anuntpng, O1 uetauoppdeis Tov eBviguod kai 10 16e0Adynua e eAAnvikdTTas oo
ueaondéieuo (The transformations of Nationalism and the Ideologem of Hellenikétita in the Interwar
Period), p. 40.
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Tsaousis’ notion of ‘cultural’ and ‘political’ identity, that during this period Greek
national identity is experienced as a ‘political identity’ instead of a ‘cultural’ one.*
Tsaousis explained the phenomenal duality of Greek national identity from an historical

perspective and attributed the nature and character of each type of Greek national identity

according to the conditions that prevailed during the time that each type was formed.>*

The first type derived from a sense of ‘ethnic consciousness’, defined rather loosely in
terms of elements of differentiation between the Greek ‘ethnic group’ and other ‘ethnic’
groups. This type of ‘ethnic consciousness’ prevailed amongst the Greek people from the
eleventh century onwards, that is, during the last four centuries of the Byzantine Empire
and all through the period of the Ottoman Empire.® Tsaousis calls this type of identity

‘cultural identity’. This identity defined the Greek population as a socially organised

32 See T16Bag, ANuitpNG, Ot HETaUOPPAHTEIS TOV EBVIaUOD Kai TO 10€0AdYnua TS eAnVIKTTas oto
ueaomdleuo (The transformations of Nationalism and the Ideologem of Hellenikdtita in the Interwar
Period), p. 41.

3 TQ6Bag, Anpitpng, O petapoppdaeic 1o eviauod kai 1o I00ASYNUA TG EAANVIKGTITAS 010 UEGOTOAEUO
(The Transformations of Nationalism and the Ideologem of Hellenikdtita in the Interwar Period), p.p. 51-3.
Generally on the construction of Greek national identity see ToovkaAdg, Kavotavrivog, Tadidr ato Adyo
xat oy Iotopia, Keiueva 1969-1996 (A Journey into Discourse and History, Texts 1969-1996), especially
«H EMnvixi| eBvikn) Tavtémra otny evopévn Evpdnn kot t petafaridpevn naykdopia taén» (“Greek
National Identity in an Integrated Europe and a Changing World Order”), p.p. 267-90; Bepéung, @dvog,
«Ané 10 EBvikd kpdtog oo £€8vog Siywg kpdtog. To meipapa g Opyavmong Kwvoetaviivoundiews»
(“From the Nation State to the Nation without State: The Experiment of the Organization of
Constanistople™), and KitpopunAidng, Iaoyding, « ‘Noepég kowvdémntes’ kat ot amapy£g Tov EBviKoD
{nripotog ota Bakkavioy (““‘Imagined Communities’ and the Beginning of the National Issue in the
Balkans”), in: ®avog Bepéung (eds.), Efviraj tavtdtnra kau eBvikiouds oty veérepn EAMdda (National
Identity and Nationalism in Modern Greece), Athens: Mopowtiké idpvpa E@vumig Tpanélng, 1997, p.p.
27-52 and p. p. 53-131 respectively.

3* Toaovong, Anuitpng, I'., <kEAnviopoéc xat EXAnvikémray, (“Héllenism and Hellenikétita”), in:
EXMnviouég-EAAnvixémnra (Héllenism — Hellenikotita), p.p. 15-26.

3% Xydis recognizes at the late Byzantine era a proto-nationalistic phase especially in the works of such
people as George Gemistos Plethon. See Xydis, Stephen G., “Modern Greek Nationalism”, in: Peter F.
Sugar, and Ivo J. Lederer (eds.), Nationalism in Eastern Europe, Seattle: University of Washington Press,
1969, p.p. 218-9.
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population within the framework of a united multinational political organisation, as both

the Byzantine and the Ottoman Empire were.*®

In the course of time and because of the conditions of dominance by an ‘exogenous’
ruling class, w hich prevailed e specially within the p eriod o f the O ttoman E mpire, t his
‘cultural identity’ had developed characteristics of an introverted nature in an attempt to
preserve the self-existence of the Greek population within a hostile environment. It had
been based on a tendency of isolation and seclusion, which discouraged intermixing with
other social groups, considered to be hostile, as well as cultural influences, from nations
also considered hostile. Intermixing and cultural influences, therefore, which up to a
degree were unavoidable, were either disregarded, when possible, or condemned. The
definition of the national distinction within this type of identity, the distinction of
elements characterising nationality, remained within the Greek population itself asserting

its difference inside the entirety of the population.

The second type of Greek national identity was introduced during the period of Greek
Enlightenment beginning in the last quarter of the eighteenth century and lasting until the
beginning of the Greek War of Independence in 1821.”7 Greek Enlightenment
intellectuals observed that what appeared as politically united and culturally

homogeneous within the framework of Christian Orthodoxy and the Byzantine tradition

3% Both the Byzantine and the Ottoman Empires were multinational political organisations. A number of
different populations subdued under a central government.

37 For a thorough study of this period see Anpapag, Kavotavtivog ., Neoeldnvixds diapwtiouds (Modern
Greek Enlightenment) and KitpopnAidng, [MaoyéAng M., Neoeldnvikds diagpwtiouds: O moArtikés xau
Kovwvikéc 10éec (Modern Greek Enlightenment: The Political and Social Ideas), Nikohoodn, Ztél\a (trans.
in Greek), Athens: Mopowtiké 16pupa EBvicig Tpamnélng, 1996 (original title: Tradition, Enlightenment
and Revolution, Harvard University Ph.D Dissertation, 1978).
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was rather a complex mosaic of different nations. In order, therefore, to distinguish and
construct a M odern Greek identity t hese intellectuals s tressed the relationship b etween
Ancient and Modern Greece, claiming Modern Greeks to be the descendants and natural
heirs of Ancient Greek history and civilisation, thus ignoring a large part of what later
was regarded as ‘Greek’ history. The connection between Ancient and Modern Greece
was based primarily on the use of the Modern Greek language, which is the descendent of

Ancient Greek.*®

Tsaousis calls this type of identity, which is of a national type, ‘political’, aiming at the
founding of a self-existent, independent Greek national state, which would acquire a
position within the world spectrum of countries. This type of identity required a dynamic
and explicit character. This character would allow the nation to participate in a world
which although it was divided into ‘small’ independent and relatively equal Nation States
it seemed to obey a common system of principles of liberalism and democracy and to

reveal some kind of unity regardless of its multiplicity.

Within this framework Tsaousis explains the phenomenal duality of Greek national
identity by proposing that the ‘cultural identity’, instead of retreating after the constitution

of the Greek State, “formed the foundation of the “political identity’”.>* Thus “the concept

38 It is interesting, bearing in mind Anderson’s notion of print-capitalism, to note that the Greek language
was already by then a print-language. In 1476, in Milan, appeared the first book entirely in Greek, the
grammar of Konstantinos Laskaris. The first book in Modern Greek appeared in Venice in 1526, it was a
paraphrase of Homer’s /liad by Nikolaos Loukanis, see, Xydis, Stephen G., “Modern Greek Nationalism”,
in: Nationalism in Eastern Europe, p.p. 212 and 226-32.

3% Toaovong, Anpnitpng, T', «<EAANVIopos kat EXAnvikémran(“Héllenism and Hellenikétita™), in:
ElAnvioudg-EMnvixénro (Héllenism - Hellenikdtita), p. 21-2. Héllenism means the entirety of the Greek
people, hellenikotita means Greekness.
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of hellenikdtita in whatever way it was defined each time comprised the distinctive

element, the criteria for the definition of Héllenism and not the other way round”.*’

Tziovas observes that during this period the relationship between Héllenism and
hellenikotita was reversed. It was Héllenism that defined hellenikdtita. In general I agree
with Tziovas’ observation that the reversal of this relationship combined with the explicit
and dynamic expression of the Greek national identity during this period indicates that
what Tsaousis defines as ‘political identity’ prevailed in the way Greek national identity
was experienced. I disagree with him on his point that this is to be observed as a
characteristic of the literary generation of the 1930s only. I will argue, in the rest of this
thesis, that we can find evidence of this dynamic and explicit type of Greek national

identity in the work of theatre directors as early as 1919.

To be fair critics of literature generally stress the importance of the literary generation of
the 1930s and its difference from the generations that preceded it.*' If one of the
characteristic features, however, that as it is argued the generation of the 1930s expresses,
is the notion of artists as active, dynamic and explicit participators in the definition of
hellenikotita and consequently in the definition of Greek national identity, then this
characteristic is to be found from 1900 onwards. Moreover if we interpret Greek culture

from a sociological point of view using Bourdieu’s notion of habitus then both the

0 ME dAAa Adyia 1) EAAnvixdTnTa, AW %1 &v SprleTal xdOs popd T8 TEQLEXSUEVS TNE, ATOTEAET T8
S1axpitind oToLyeio, T6 xELT1OL0 TP00bLoPLauol 100 AAnviouod. "Ox avriotpopa. Toaovong,
Anpnrpng, I, «kEAAnviopég kar EMAnvikotnta» (“Héllenism and Hellenikétita™), in: EAApvioudg-
ElAnvikétnra (Héllenism - Hellenikotita), p. 22.

! See Vitti, Mario, H yevid tov tpidvta, 1deoloyia xai popyii (The Literary Generation of the 1930s:
Ideology and Form), Athens: Epunig, 1977 and also by him /etopia ¢ NeoelAnvixng Aoyoteyviag (A
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dynamism and the explicitness can be seen as characteristic features of the capitalist class
habitus. Especially from 1909 with the rise of the capitalist class in power, identity is
explicitly and dynamically expressed in all the fields of culture and in politics if one takes
into consideration the attempts for an educational reformation in the second decade of the
twentieth century and Venizelos® policy in many issues of Home and External Affairs.*?
And certainly i f we focus on the i ssue o f Greek p erformance from 1919 onwards, the
proposition of the aesthetic styles of the productions of tragedy reveal the dynamism and
the explicitness in the quest for a style of performance that could be characterised as
‘purely Greek’. The work of the Sikelianoi and Politis in theatre, both belonging to
literary generations prior to the 1930s, as I will explain in later chapters, account for this.
In this sense the dynamic, explicit and even positive in its essence expression of national
identity is to be found expressed in styles of performances of tragedy from 1919 onwards
and actually, in its most dynamic and active form, that of a continuous developing

process.

Finally I want to draw attention to another observation that Tziovas makes with regard to
literature within the framework of ‘national culture’ during this period and which explains
the importance that literature acquired not only in the beginning of the twentieth century

but even later on. He points out that,

History of Modern Greek Literature), Athens: Odvocéag, 1978. Also Politis, Linos, A History of Modern
Greek Literature and Dimaras, C. Th., Modern Greek Literature.

2 On the educational reformation see, above, p-p. 36, and footnote 20, p.p. 36-7. On the political presence
of Venizelos in Greece see Mavpoyopdarog, MNdpyog ®., and Xatlnuwote, Xpriotog, (eds.), Bevilediouds
Kkau aotikos exkavyypoviouds (Venizelism and Capitalist Modernisation). Although the majority of the
discussions on the political issues of this period focus on the political appearance of Venizelos it is also
apparent that the dynamism with which Venizelos faced the several issues of Greek politics was also
encountered in his collaborators. In fact the dynamism expressed from the first decade of the twentieth
century by the capitalist class is one of the most striking elements of this period.
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Literature [...], because of the instability or the insufficiency of political
institutions appears as the most suitable institution that can express and
strengthen the hellenikotita. Thus literature products are considered as national
heirlooms and writers are incited to underline their nationality. Literature thus
assumes the position of the trustee of tradition, since the chaotic political
institutions cannot correspond to that role.”*

Bearing in mind the artistic production in other cultural fields, such as painting and
sculpture, music and of course theatre, it could be argued that Tziovas’ observations in
literature may be applied in the entire field of cultural production and, of course, in the
theatre of that period. Furthermore they can explain the tensions exercised by the need to

present a strong contemporary Greek culture that would express a positive, dynamic and

explicit notion of hellenikétita.**

I have elaborated on literature discussing the issue of the construction of a national
culture not only because literature is often discussed in relation to nationalism, but also
because literature in Greece constituted a very dynamic field of cultural production if we

explain its structure according to Bourdieu’s model.*> Thus it is easier to observe in this

“ [n Aoyoreyvia...] Abyw ¢ aotabeias 1t mg avemdpkeiag Twv TOMTIKGY OEoudY paivetal TEAIKE o mio
katdAAnlog Oeouds yia va exppaoel kal vo TOVIeel TV EAANVIKOTNTO, HE ATOTEAETUA T AOYOTEXVIKG. KEIUEVC.
va. avoyopedoviar o€ e0viKd keunALa kal o1 GUYYPaPEis Vo TPOTPETOVIAL EVIOVA VA DROYPaupuiSovy Ty
ebvixornra tovg. H Aoyoteyvia érar avalaufaver to pélo tov euaropblaxa tng mapddoans epdoov ot
xyawdeig moditikoi Beauoi dev umopodv va avraroxpiBoidv oe avté to pélo. TL6Pag, Anuntpng, O
UETAUOPYWTEIS TOV BVviouod Kai 10 100Abynue ™¢ eAAnvikdtntag oo puesondlepo (The Transformations of
Nationalism and the Ideologem of Hellenikdtita in the Interwar Period), p. 14.

“ For bibliography on painting and music during this period see, Introduction, footnote 4, p.p. 3-4.

> See Bhabha, Homi, K. (ed.), Nation and Narration, London: Routledge, 1990 and Said, Edward, W.,
Culture and Imperialism, London: Vintage, 1993.
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field the tendencies, needs, solutions, propositions and tensions that are manifested in the

entire field of Greek cultural production.

As I argued earlier, aesthetically the quest for and promotion of the ideologem of
hellenikdtita focused culturally on two principles. The first one concerned the use of
demotiki as the language of works that belonged to the sub-field of ‘restricted
production’. In fact demotiki became during this period an aesthetic and an ideological
criterion sine qua non for all the works classified and recognised as ‘restricted
production’ in literature and generally in culture.*® The second principle concerned the
literary and/or cultural reference of this ‘restricted production’ on the Modern Greek
demotic and literary tradition and the Byzantine tradition. Thus each agent in the field
traced the historicity of his’her own work in cultural moments or in individual artists or
writers that preceded him. Sikelianés bore and was conscious of the Greek poetic
tradition b efore him, e specially the quests and ideas o f the literature generation o fthe
1880s. Politis referred to Dionyssios Solomds and Aléxandros Papadiamantis. Giorgos
Seferis discovered the language of general Makriyiannis and recognised the poetic work
of Sikelianés. Thus the development of the literary field from 1880 onwards became in

Bourdieu’s words “more and more linked to the field’s specific history and to it alone”."’

“ See Aadoyiavwn, Tewpyia, Kowwviks kpion ket aigbnuixn avaliitnon oto uesondlepo. H mapéupaon tov
meprodikob 166a (The Social Crisis and the Aesthetic Quest in the Interwar Period: The Intervention of the
Periodical “Idea”), Athens: Odvacéag, 1993; Lambropoulos, Vassilis, “The aesthetic ideology of the
Greek quest for identity”, Journal of Modern Hellenism, No 4, autumn 1987, p.p. 19-24; Zeoépng, Ndpyog,
«H yAdooa otijv moinoi pagy» (“Language in our poetry”), in: dokiuég (Dokimés), Vol. 11, p.p. 162-81.

47 Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 266.
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Bearing in mind this framework of quests and aesthetic propositions in literature and
culture during this period I will now focus on theatre. This cultural change placed
theatre in a very difficult position. On the one hand, the need to present a strong and
compelling contemporary artistic production of works was more intensely felt in theatre
because of the existence of the Ancient Greek theatre. Thus it intensified the demand for
dynamism and explicitness that characterised generally cultural production during that
period. It urged the creation of ‘purely Greek’ theatrical products whose symbolic capital
was to be recognised not only within Greece but also in Europe itself. On the other hand,
the aesthetic principle of this period that concerned the cultural reference of ‘restricted
production’ on the Modermn Greek demotic or theatrical tradition and/or the Byzantine

tradition could not be satisfied.

Firstly, such a tradition did not exist. From the early Byzantine period when theatre had
been banned in the reign of the Emperor Theodosius until 1832, there are only three
periods that presented some kind of theatrical production. These are the ‘Cretan
Renaissance’ period at the end of the sixteenth and beginning of the seventeenth century,
the Ionian Islands’ period in the middle of the eighteenth century and the period of Greek

Enlightenment. “®  All these periods, however, were isolated in time and space. T heir

8 1 have to note, however, that there are three different opinions on the survival of theatre during the
Byzantine period. The first one is that of Alexis Solomés who maintains that Ancient Greek theatre
survived in the ritual of the Orthodox church, see, Zohopog, AAEENG, O Ayiog Baxcyog (Saint Bacchus),
Athens: ITAeiig, 1964. Ploritis argues that theatre in Byzantium survived in the form of mime and
pantomime. See IMwpitng, Méprog, To Béatpo aro Bulavtio (Theatre in Byzantium), Athens: Exd6c¢1g
Kootavid, 1999. Kiriakidis on the other hand is of the opinion that the themes of Greek tragedies
survived and developed in Greek demotic poetry and especially in the zapaloyés (paralogés) of the ninth
century, see, Kvpuakidng, Zridnwv I1., To dnuotiké tpayobdr (Greek Folk Song), Athens: Eppfig,
NeoeMnviké peretipata, 1990, especially «At iotopixaf apyai g dnuddovg Neoeddnvikng momioemey
(“The Historical Beginnings of Modern Greek Folk Poetry”), p.p. 169-207 (originally published in
Thessaloniki in 1954). Finally Puchner attempts to trace a Greek theatrical tradition that goes back to the
mimes of Herondas in the second century BC, see Iovyvep, Bahtep, Aviyvedovras t Geatpixij mapédoon
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theatrical production did not instigate theatrical production in other parts of the country
neither did it form some kind of model for later production in Greece.*® Furthermore it

was modelled more or less on the European theatre of the time.>°

(Tracing the Theatrical Tradition), Athens: Odvocéac, 1995. Nevertheless there is no evidence of a
theatrical production following the models of drama- based Ancient Greek and Roman theatre during the
Byzantine period. See, [TAwpitng, Mapiog, To Géazpo oo Bulavtio (Theatre in Byzantium), p. 15. On the
Cretan Renaissance and the Ionian Islands theatre see BdAoa, M., To Neoeddnviké Géatpo ané to 1453 éwg
10 1900 (Modern Greek Theatre from 1453 to 1900), Mrakovikéra-Tewpyonodrov, Xapé (trans. in
Greek), Athens: Eyppdg, 1994; Tolopds, AréEne, To Kpnuixd Géazpo: and t piiodoyia ot oxnvij (Cretan
[Renaissance] Theatre: from Literature to Stage), Athens: [TAg16g, 1973; [Tobyvep, Bahtep, Melemjuata
Oecpov: To Kpnriko Géatpo (Studies on Theatre: The Cretan Renaissance Theatre), Athens: Exd6oeig X.
Mrovpa, 1991 and also by him EAAnvixr; Ocatpoloyia (Greek ‘Theatrology’), Athens: Eraupeio Oshrpov
Kpfitng, ®catpuci Bipirobnikn, 1998, and Aviyvedoviag m Geazpicr mapadoon (Tracing the Theatrical
Tradition); EvayyehGrog, Znbpog, «To kpntikd ko enxtavnoiaké 0satpoy» (“Theatre in Crete and the Ionian
Islands”), in: EAévn I'pappatikonodrov (ed.), Neoeur[vtxé Oéatpo(l70¢-200¢), Emotnuovixés
Empoppwrixés Aiadéers (Modern Greek Theatre (17"-20°" century): Scientific, Educational Lectures),
Athens: E6vik6 16pupa Epevvav, 1997, p.p. 2-19. On theatre during the period of Greek Enlightenment see
again BaAca, M., To Neoeldnviké Béazpo and to 1453 éwg 1o 1900 (Modern Greek Theatre from 1453 to
1900), p.p. 265-310; Taunaxn, Avva, «O AwwgaTiopdg kat 0 popaviiopos 6to veoeAAnViké Béatpon
(“Enlightenment and Romanticism in Modern Greek Theatre™), in: Neoeddnvixé Oéazpo(170g-200g),
Emotquovixéc Emuoppwriké Aiadééers (Modern Greek Theatre (17%-20"" century): Scientific, Educational
Lectures), p.p. 37-58, and also by her, H veoeldnvixij dpoparovpyio kau o1 dvtikés e emdpdozis (180g-
190¢): o ovykpitixs} mpooéyyion (Modern Greek Dramaturgy and its Western Influences, 18"-19"
Century: A Comparative Approach) Athens: Agor ToAidn, 1993,.

“*Puchner argues that theatrical production in the Ionian Islands presents continuity from the eighteenth
century onwards. ITovyvep, Bahtep, EMnvikij Ocatpoloyia (Greek ‘Theatrology’) and Aviyvebovrag m
Ocazpixyi wapddoon (Tracing the Theatrical Tradition). This production, however, could not affect the
issues I am discussing in this session since the genre developed in this theatrical production was comedy.

* Historians of Greek theatre are divided as to whether or not especially the Cretan Renaissance and the
Ionian Islands’ plays should be considered as the beginning of the history of Modern Greek theatre. See
Bahoa, M., To Neochdnvixd éatpo and to 1453 éwg to 1900 (Modern Greek Theatre from 1453 to 1900);
Bakétag, Twdpyos, O dyvwarog earpixds npodpopos Empavios Anuntpiadns o Zxiabiog ki n avéxdorn
tpaywdia tov époar 1§ Eépéne (The Unknown Theatrical Pioneer Epiphanios Demetriades from Skiathos
and its Unpublished Tragedy «Perses or Xerxes»), Athens, 1953; Tlovyvep, Bahtep, Aviyvedovrag
Oeazpicr mapdadoon (Tracing the Theatrical Tradition), Tapundxn, Avva, «O Ala@wTIoN6G KAt 0
POUAVTIGHOG 6T0 vEoEAAVIKG Béatpor (“Enlightenment and Romanticism in Modern Greek Theatre”), in:
Neoelnviké Qéazpo(170¢-200¢): Emotnuoviés Emuoppwtikés diodéeic (Modern Greek Theatre (17 h
20" century): Scientific, Educational Lectures); and Z13épng, MNévwng, latopia tov Néov EAAnvikod
Ocdrpov: 1794-1944 (The History of the Modern Greek Theatre: 1794-1944), Athens: Kastavidg, vol. I,
1990. It has to be noted, however, that the first productions of Cretan Renaissance drama from 1832
onwards are the National Theatre’s production of Abraham’s sacrifice, directed by Fotos Politis in 1933 and
the Laiki Skené’s production of Chortatzis’ Erophili directed by Kéarolos Koun in 1934. Thus in terms of
theatre practice the historicity of these plays was actually recognised in the twentieth century, but only after
the promotion of performances of tragedy as ‘purely Greek’ theatrical products rich in symbolic capital.

% This is specifically true for the Cretan Renaissance tragedies. Both Crete and the onian Islands during
these periods were under Venetian rule, which allowed the contact of these places with European
civilisation. Indicative of the cultural importance of Venetian rule is that any theatrical production in Crete
ceased with the Turkish conquering of the island in 1669. Greek Enlightenment, on the other hand, was
developed through the contact of Greek intellectuals with Western Europe. The theatrical production of this
period is mostly confined within the framework of translations of classic theatre playwrights like Metastasio
and Goldoni and a little later of Moliére and Shakespeare. Very few attempts were made to write Greek
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Secondly, nineteenth-century theatrical production presented problems and it could not be
used in the form of tradition. Greek culture during the nineteenth-century, as I mentioned
discussing T soukalas notion o f * modernisation’ and * tradition’, w as s haped around the
aim of the ‘revival’ of Ancient Greek glory and Geist.>' This aim was expressed on the
one hand, by initially denying the Byzantine period and aspects of the following phases of
what was considered to be ‘Greek’ c ulture, categorising them as non-Greek.>> On the
other hand, it was geared towards the ‘purification’ of Modern Greek culture from
anything that was perceived as foreign or non-Greek to the Ancient Greek Geist. The
concept of ‘purification’ touched on all the aspects of Greek culture during the nineteenth
century, but most i mportantly 1 anguage. It legitimised the use o fan artificial formof
language called katharévousa, which was shaped on the model of Ancient Greek, instead
of the form of language that almost all people used at that time, the demotiki. This is the

‘linguistic issue’.>® The legitimisation of katharévousa affected the literary and dramatic

plays, the number rising towards the turn of the century. Although I speak of theatrical production, these
observations concern more drama than performance. Professional performances especially during the last
period of Enlightenment although they did occur, were very few. There is hardly any information on
performance during the Cretan Renaissance. And finally, we may speak of some kind of performance in
the Ionian Islands. Actually in the Ionian Islands a form of popular performance, the Omilies (Talks) has
survived. However, it was not legitimised as ‘theatre’.
5! See among others ToAitng, AAEENG, Pouavukd xpovia: Ideodoyies kau voorpories oty EAGda tov 1830-
1880 (Romantic Years: Ideologies and Attitudes in Greece between 1830-1880) and Kwpopniidng
Mooyaing, «Ideohoyikd ko modrrikée anrfjpatay (“Ideological and Political Requests ), in: Oéuata
veoeddnvixric 1atopiag (180-200c audvag) (Issues of Modern Greek History: 18" to 20" century), p.p. 59-
72.
52 Although from 1853-1854 onwards the Byzantine and the entirety of the following phases of what is
considered to be ‘Greek’ culture were recognised as indisputably Greek, the orientation towards the
‘purification’ of ‘Greek’ culture on the model of Ancient Greece continued to characterise the pre-capitalist
class aesthetic 1deology
53 The “linguistic issue’ was brought about in the middle of the eighteenth century and concerned the
official form of Greek language. Katharévousa prevailed as the official Greek language all through the
nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth century, whilst in a milder form it lasted until 1974
when demotiki was established as the official form of the Greek language. On the history of the linguistic
issue see Browning, Robert, Medieval and Modern Greek, London: Hutchinson, 1969, especially Chapter 6,
“The development of a national language”, p.p.103-18; Petrunias, Evangelos, “The Modern Greek
Language and Diglossia”, in: The “Past” in Medieval and Modern Greek Culture, vol. 1, p.p. 193-220;
Dpaykovdaxn, Avva, H INdaoa xai to Efvog 1880-1980: Exatd xpovia aydves yia tv avlevrkr erdnvikn
yAdaoa (Language and the Nation 1880-1980: One Hundred Years of Struggle for the Authentic Greek
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production in a catalytic way since, on the one hand, there was no literary and linguistic
tradition to draw from, and on the other, it excluded the use of the long and rich demotic
tradition as well as the literary tradition written in demotiki which was not so rich, but

was important.>*

As katharévousa was the official language during the nineteenth century and the
dominant language in literature until the 1880s, all serious dramatic texts were written in
it. Thus they could not be used within the aesthetic framework of twentieth-century
culture, which claimed the unity of the Greek nation through the ages, emphasised the
Byzantine and the following phases of what is regarded as ‘Greek’ culture and drew from
the Greek demotic and literary tradition that was produced in demotiki. Furthermore, as I
already mentioned, Greek culture from the 1880s onwards was experienced as a rupture
from the nineteenth-century aesthetic ideology of the ‘devotion to the Ancient Greek

ancestors’ and katharévousa.

Besides the cultural issue nineteenth-century serious dramatic texts were not proposing a

genre or a style that could be characterised as ‘Greek’, as they usually imitated European

Language), Athens: Ex86ceig AAelavdpewa, 2001; Komdaxmg, Myddng, Z. (ed.), lotopia tng EAAnvikng
Tidaoag (The History of the Greek Language), Athens: EXAnviké Aoyotexviké kat Iotopikéd Apyeio, 1999;
Méyag, A.E., Iotopia tov Nwaood Znuiparos (The History of the Linguistic Issue), part two «dubveg
Nwaooikdv ovlnricewv (1750-1926)» (“Centuries of Discussion on Language”), Athens: Awdovn, 1997
(first published in 1927 by I. A. KoMdpog & Zir); and Anpapag, Kaovoravrivos ©,, NeoeMnvixég
Awapwriouds (Modern Greek Enlightenment).

% On katharévousa’s effect on literature see Politis, Linos, A History of Modern Greek Literature especially
Chapter IX, and Dimaras, C. Th., Modern Greek Literature.
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Photo 2 Poster ofthe programme ofthe “Greek Dramatic Company” of Vonasseras and
Alexiadis, Apollo Theatre in Syros 1882
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models and moved within the literary framework of romanticism.>® Moreover, despite the
large number of ‘serious’ dramatic texts written during this period, very few of them were
actually performed. Thus they functioned more within the framework of literary texts
regardless of their writers’ aspirations. The only exceptions were the plays of Dimitrios
Vernardakis, but these were also written in katharévousa and therefore they could not be
used even as an aesthetic reference within the capitalist class’ aesthetic ideology.5 6 (See

photo 1)

Performance, however, presented a different image from drama. The systematic presence
of Greek actors began around the 1850s, whilst the first professional theatre company was
constituted in 1862.°7 Performance developed within a framework of the contempt that
upper and middle class intellectuals and playwrights felt for Greek actors not entrusting

them with their ‘serious plays’ and preferring Italian Opera.’® This affected the repertoires

%% On nineteenth century drama see Z18png, Tévvng, lotopia tov Néov EAnvikobd Oedtpov: 1794-1944
(The History of the Modern Greek Theatre:1794-1944), vol. I and Iobyvep, Bahtep, H 1déa tov ebvikod
Beatpov ara Balkavia tov 190v ardva: lotopiki) tpaywdio kai kovwviokpitikh) kwpuwdio otig eQvikég
Aoyoteyvieg e Notioavarodixic Evpdnng (The Idea Of National Theatre in The Nineteenth-Century
Balkans: Historical Tragedy and Socio-Critical Comedy in the National Literatures of South-Eastern
Europe), Athens: TIAEBpov, 1993. Contrary to serious drama, comedy had a very different development
during the nineteenth century. Not only are the comedies written during that period quite interesting, but
also comedy was developed to the point of presenting right at the end of the century a Greek genre, the
komeidillio. Comedy, however, was written in demotiki. On the komeidillio see, Xat{nmavtalng,
@e6dwpog, To KwueidvAdio (The Komeidillio), Athens: Eppig, 1981.

% Dimitrios Vernardakis’ most known plays are Mapia dofaratpri (Maria Doxapatri) written in 1857,
Mepomn (Meropi) written in 1866, and Pavdota (Fafsta) written in 1893,

57 See Xat{nravtalic, @6dwpog, To Kawpueidvidio (The Komeidillio), and Badoa, M., To NeoeAnvixé
Béatpo and to 1453 éwe 1o 1900 (Modern Greek Theatre from 1453 to 1900).

%8 Usually these plays were read in gatherings of literary circles or in the drawing rooms of rich Athenian
houses. The need, however, to see their plays performed led two playwrights, Dimitrios Koromilas and
Aggelos Vlachos to write their plays in French and to ask a French theatre company to perform them. As
Hatzipantazis notes, this is probably one of the best incidents, which reveals the attitude of the middle and
upper middle classes towards the Greek actors of the nineteenth century. It has to be noted that the genre of
komeidillio was the product of collaboration between these pre-capitalist upper and middle class
intellectuals and playwrights, a collaboration that did not take place in serious drama. See Xat(nravralig,
Be6dwpog, To KwueidvAdio (The Komeidillio), p. 26 and Mraxovvéakng, Nikog, To pdvragua e Nopua: n
vmodoyr; Tov uelodphuatog arov EMAnvike xdpo to 190 aidva (Norma's Phantom: Opera in Greece during
the Nineteenth Century), Athens: Kagravidg, 1991.



of the theatre companies, since in order to survive financially, Greek actors searched for
their audiences among the masses of the population and among the Greek population that
lived outside the borders of the Greek State. And thus they had to include in their
repertoires many popular plays moving in what Bourdieu defines as the ‘sub-field of large

scale production’.

Regardless of these unfavourable conditions which did not allow their performances to be
recognised as a ‘legitimate’ form of art, the presence of Greek professional theatre
companies from 1862 to the end ofthe century is quite remarkable. Greek c ompanies
performed during two of the three theatre seasons each year, in the Winter and the Spring
seasons.” Usually they performed in Athens during one season and toured during the
next in other major cities - Patras, for example, or Ermoupolis, within Greece, or in major

cities with a large Greek population outside the Greek borders like Konstantinople,

Smirna and Alexandria.

They performed a different play every two or three days. If a play was successful it was
performed a gain during the season. T hus the repertoire ofa company for a theatrical

season was quite large. ® During this period, that is from 1862 to the end of the century,

%% The winter season ran from October to January-February, the spring season from March to May-June.
The third season, that is the summer season, covered the period of the summer months, During the latter
more popular forms of theatre and spectacle were performed, such as shadow theatre, circus attractions and
café-santan.

¢ The “Ménandros” theatre company’s repertoire (the theatre company of Soutsas and Tavoularis)
comprised for the spring season of 1874-75 in Patras a total of 36 plays. Not all of them were actually
performed, but it seems that the actors could perform at any given time any play out of this rich repertoire
the actor-manager(s) thought appropriate. An average number of plays performed in a season were 20 to
30. The theatre company “Préodos” (Kotopoulis) performed during the winter season 1895-1896 in Patras
26 plays, two of them as a double bill. These data are based on unpublished research that I have done for
the performances in the theatre “Apollo” in Patras from 1872 to1900. Patras, Athens and Ermotipolis
comprised the three larger theatrical centres within the Greek State.
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Photo 3 Athanassios Peridis, in Aristomenis Provelelegios’ The daughter ofLemnos first
performed in 1894
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a gradual change may be observed with regard to the choice of the plays that comprised
the repertoire. During the first decades of this p eriod repertoires generally inclined to
include mostly foreign plays, ‘novel dramas’, but also classic plays by Moliére, Goldoni
and Shakespeare. (See photo 2) In many cases the actor-managers themselves translated
the foreign plays sometimes adapting them to emphasise aspects that were more familiar
to Greek audiences. Towards the end of the century, however, the presence of Greek

plays in the repertoire was quite dominant.®’ (See photo 3)

I have elaborated slightly more on nineteenth-century performance because the research
on Greek performance during that period has not tackled the issue as thoroughly as the
research on the dramatic literature has done. The most useful arguments about the
performance tradition that I encountered in the study of this thesis are those of Sideris,
Hatzipadazis, and recently Glytzouris.** I have presented a more elaborate image of
performance here because, regardless of the conditions within which it appeared,
performance during the nineteenth century presents a continuity and a volume of work
that was bequeathed as a ‘tradition’ to the Greek actors of the twentieth century. (See
photos 4 and 5) This ‘tradition’ does not refer aesthetically to a style or a form of
performance but rather to a continuous line of theatre practitioners especially actors and

actresses and actor and actress-managers. Fotos Politis first accomplished the

¢! Looking at the repertoires of “Ménandros” in 1873-74 and “Préodos” in 1895-96 that were mentioned
above, we see that the repertoire of “Ménandros” included 28 foreign plays, translated or adapted in Greek
and only seven Greek plays. The repertoire of “Préodos” included nine foreign plays and seventeen Greek
plays. These repertoires are typical of the repertoires during these periods. See also Zi5épng, INévvng,
Ioropia rov Néov EXMAnvixod Ocdtpov: 1794-1944 (The History of the Modern Greek Theatre:1794-1944),
vol. L.

6 Zdépne, Mavvng, Iotopia tov Néov EMAnvikod Ocdtpov: 1794-1944 ( The History of the Modern Greek
Theatre:1794-1944), vol. I; Xattnrnavtalig, @c6dwpog, To KwuetdvAdio (The Komeidillio); TAvtlovpig,
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legitimisation of this ‘tradition’, which at the beginning of the century functioned more
implicitly within the art itself. In a way Politis attempted to construct the historicity of
theatrical production in Greece, recognising the actors of the nineteenth century and their

craft.%?

Thus at the beginning of the twentieth century, within the framework of this cultural
change, theatrical production in Greece was in a very difficult and tense position. Theatre
artists felt ‘trapped’ between their need to present a contemporary strong production with
works that belonged to ‘restricted production’ and that were rich in symbolic capital, and
the lack of such works. Drama continued to be poor in works of symbolic capital despite
the presence of Grigorios Xenépoulos and Pantelis Chorn. Performance, on the other
hand, was at a very crucial point. (See photo 6) The artistic work of actors and actresses
was beginning to be recognised and praised. Performance, however, was not yet entirely
recognised as a form of art per se despite the presence of the Nea Skené and the Royal
Theatre right at the beginning of the century that attempted implicitly to press for that

recognition.

Avtévng, H oxnvoletixrj téxvny atnv EAAdda (The Art of Theatre Direction in Greece), Athens: EAAnviké
Ipéppata, 2001.

® See MoAimg, ®hrog, «H yopti tob Tafovhdon» (“A Celebration for Tavoularis™), and «O xivduvog
100 Bedroovu» (“The danger for theatre”), in: Nikog [ToAitng (ed.), Pdrov IToiity, emidoyr kpitikdv
GpBpwv (Fotos Politis; A selection of Articles and Reviews),vol. 1, Athens: Tkapog, 1983, p.p. 392-3
(originally published in EAevi@egov Bfjua, 19-5-1928) and p. p. 244-6 (originally published in /Todreia 8-
10-1926) and «Edayyehia [Tagaorevomoviovn (“Evagelia Paraskevopoulou™), in: Nikog IToAttng (ed),
Dartov Modimy, emdoyn kprkav dpGpav (Fotos Politis; A selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 11,
Athens: Tkapog, 1983, p.p. 99-101 (originally published in ITowia, 22-11-1930).



Photo 4 Nikolaos Lekatsas in the part of Hamlet towards the end ofthe nineteenth
century
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Photo 5 Evagelia Paraskevopoulou in the part of Hamlet towards the end ofthe
nineteenth century
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Photo 6 The theatre company of Dionyssios Tavoularis in Alexandre Doumas’ The Actor
Kean

67



At the same time the development of theatrical production in Europe underlined the
inability of Greece to present its own contemporary theatrical production, a production
which would be recognised not only inside the country, but also abroad. It is my
contention that the 1919 production of Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus, translated and
directed by F otos Politis, met the challenge of the creation of a ‘Greek’ contemporary
theatrical production by proposing the promotion of Ancient Greek tragedy as the area of
theatre aesthetics from which contemporary Greek production could draw, develop and

present ‘purely Greek’ works of theatre.

Thus the evident deficiency of Modern Greek tradition and the demand for a foundation
stone and a starting point of a creative dynamic force in the area of theatre resulted in
diverting the search for creativity towards the historical reference of antiquity. If in
literature, therefore, the promotion of the ideologem of hellenikotita referred to the more
recent sources of modern Greek tradition, it is my contention that, in the field of theatrical
production, due to the lack of strong recent sources, the promotion of the ideologem of
hellenikotita was realised by reference to Ancient Greek theatre. This realisation was
made possible through the concept of ‘heritage’. Thus, as I will argue in the following
chapter, a ‘sub-field of restricted production’ was constituted in Greece with regard to
productions of tragedy. This development, however, presupposed, as I will explain, that
the field of performance had to meet the two crucial challenges that Greek culture faced
during this period. The first one consisted of the cultural appropriation of tragedy within
the framework of the aesthetic ideology of the capitalist class. The second consisted of
the unavoidable reference to the European theatrical tradition in such a way that it would

lead to styles of performances that could be characterised as ‘purely Greek’ and face
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Europe as arival. Both these issues, as I will explain in the second c hapter, t ouched

heavily on the issue of hellenikétita.
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Chapter 11

Productions of Greek tragedy and ‘hellenikdtita’: the constitution of a
‘sub-field of theatrical production’ and a Greek style of performance

Three performances act as landmarks, I will argue, marking the beginning of the
constitution of a ‘sub-field of restricted production’ in Greece, in Bourdieu’s terms. The
first one is S ophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus, translated and directed by Fotos P olitis and
performed in the indoor theatre Olympia in Athens in 1919. The second is Aeschylus’
Prometheus Bound, directed by Aggelos Sikelianés and his wife Eva Palmer-Sikelianot
and performed in the Ancient Greek theatre of Delphi in 1927. Finally the third is
Euripides’ Hecuba directed by Fotos Politis and performed in the Panathinaiké Stadio in
Athens also in 1927, shortly after the Sikelianoi’s production. It is my contention that
these three productions established Ancient Greek tragedy as the area of theatre aesthetics
where a style of performance that could be recognised as ‘Greek’ could be created and
developed. Furthermore they proposed, as I will explain, the basis of the aesthetic frame
within which productions of ancient tragedy moved from thence onwards. This
development was based on the use of the symbolic capital of tragedy as dramatic text in

the Greek contemporary theatre.
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The use of tragedy’s symbolic capital, however, presupposed, as I will argue, the cultural
appropriation of tragedy within the context of the new aesthetic ideology of the
progressive capitalist cultural circles. I have already discussed in the first chapter that the
nineteenth-century pre-capitalist aesthetic ideology moved within the framework of the
‘devotion to the Ancient Greek ancestors’ and aimed at the ‘revival’ of the Ancient Greek
glory and Geist." T have furthermore elaborated on the issue that the progressive capitalist
circles opposed this aesthetic ideology fiercely by p roposing a new aesthetic ideology.
The capitalist class’ aesthetic ideology was based on the continuity of the Greek nation
through the ages and placed emphasis on the Byzantine and the following phases of what
was considered to be ‘Greek’ culture, that is Greek culture during the Ottoman Empire
and nineteenth-century art and literature written in demotiki as well as Greek popular
culture stressing at the same time the eastern qualities of Greek culture. The sine qua non
principle of this new aesthetic ideology was the use of demotiki, the spoken language of
the Greek people, as opposed to katharévousa, the artificial language that the pre-
capitalists used. The fierceness of the progressive capitalist class’ opposition to the pre-
capitalist aesthetic ideology was expressed as an absolute erasure of all cultural products
created within the framework of the aesthetic ideology of the ‘devotion to the Ancient
Greek ancestors’. Within this context the potentiality of the use of the symbolic capital of
tragedy had first to transcend the cultural problem of the symbolic capital that tragedy
already possessed within the framework of the nineteenth-century ‘devotion to the

Ancient Greek ancestors’.

! See Chapter I, p.p. 56-7 and footnote 21, p.p. 37-8
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Although the number of nineteenth-century productions of Greek tragic plays was
relatively small, tragedy as an Ancient Greek cultural product possessed an important
symbolic capital in the nineteenth-century aesthetic ideology.> This symbolic capital was
furthermore established in those cases where productions of tragic plays formed part of
celebrations organised by the State such as the celebration of twenty-five years of King
George I on the throne of Greece.” In these cases tragedy was promoted as the
‘consecrated Greek theatre’ of the nineteenth-century Greek culture. The symbolic
capital that tragedy represented within the framework of the ‘devotion to the Ancient
Greek ancestors’ became even more intensely declared towards the end of that century
and the beginning of the twentieth, when the fierce advocates of the ‘Ancient Greek
Glory’ insisted that these plays should be performed exclusively in Ancient Greek.* The
timing was not coincidental, since during that period the progressive capitalist artistic
circles have begun to manifest their interest in appropriating tragedy’s cultural capital

within their own aesthetic ideology.

? The majority of nineteenth-century productions were amateur productions. The amateur companies
consisted of members of the high society pre-capitalist class or more frequently of students under the
instruction of university professors of classics or archaeology who again promoted tragedy through the
framework of the ‘devotion to the Ancient Greek ancestors’. Sometimes professional actors were also
employed. On the whole nineteenth-century productions moved aesthetically in what Sideris calls ‘historic
revival’ and aimed at a ‘faithful’ reproduction of the style of the ancient performances, although the term
‘ancient style’ used for these performances was defined rather loosely. See Ziépng, I'dévvng, To apyaio
eAAnviké Géatpo ot véa eldnvixh oxnvij 1817-1932 (Ancient Greek Theatre on the Modern Greek Stage,
1817-1932), Athens: Tkapog, 1976.

? Other similar cases were the celebration of the fifty years of Athens University and the first Olympic
Games in 1896.

* The attitude towards the issue of the language used in the productions varied in the course of the century.
Until 1887 tragic plays were mostly performed translated into katharévousa. From 1887 they were
performed in Ancient Greek. Professor George Mistriotis fiercely advocated this last mode of performing
the plays in their original Ancient Greek language. Mistriotis’ productions of tragedy with his students
dominated this field of performance during the last decade of the century. See Zwépng, INavvng, To apyaio
eAAnvixo Béarpo omy véa eldnvixi oxnvij 1817-1932 (Ancient Greek Theatre on the Modern Greek Stage,
1817-1932).
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The transcendence of the cultural problem, which was created by the symbolic capital that
tragedy p ossessed w ithin the framework o f ‘devotion to the A ncient Greek ancestors’,
became feasible through the literary translation of tragic plays into demotiki. The
enterprise began at the start of the twentieth century, just twenty years after the
appearance of the literary generation of the 1880s, which initiated the new aesthetic
ideology of the progressive artists. This literary translation was accomplished quite
systematically in the sense that during the first decade of the twentieth century a number
of progressive literary artists were engaged in the translation of these plays.’” The
enterprise was, furthermore, supported by some of the most ‘consecrated’ literary artists
of the progressive literary circles, like Kostis Palamés.® And moreover, crucial to the
success and the attribution o f importance to the enterprise w as the involvement o f the
progressive literary periodicals of the time and especially that of Noumds, which

published these translations.’

It is my contention that the involvement of both ‘producers of the work’, translators, and

‘producers of the value of the work’, periodicals and ‘consecrated artists’, in Bourdieu’s

3 Among the first to be involved in the translation of tragic plays into demotiki was Konstantinos
Christomanos. The opening play of his Nea Skené was Euripides’ Alcestis, which was translated and
directed by him. Aeschylus’ Oresteia directed by Thomas Oikonomou and produced by the Royal Theatre
in 1903 was translated into a mixed dialect, that is, into katharévousa with elements of demotiki.

® Kostis Palamas was one of the main representatives of the literary generation of the 1880s and the most
important pioneer of the new aesthetic ideology. Palamas exercised an immense influence on Greek
literature and culture for more than fifty years.

7 Noumds was considered to be the most recognised periodical of the progressive literary circles and a fierce
advocate of the new aesthetic ideology and demotiki. Thus its active and systematic engagement in the
publishing of translations of ancient tragedies, which were accomplished by its literary contributors from
1901 to 1909, attributed a significant cultural importance to the enterprise. One of Noumads literary
contributors in the translation of tragedies was Ioannis Gryparis whose translations will be used later on by
the Sikelianoi as well as Fotos Politis and Dimitris Rondiris in the National Theatre. Besides Noumds other
literary periodicals were also engaged in publishing translations of Ancient Greek tragic plays, such as
Didnysos (At6vvaoc) and Fos (P@g), or supported this movement like Asty (Aotv). See Zdépng, Névwng,
«i &vtdpteg 100 ‘Noupd’ petagedfovy tpaymdies ot dnpotinni» (“The Rebels of ‘Noumas’
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terms, allows us to understand this literary translation not only as a literary appropriation
but also as the initial stage of the cultural appropriation of these plays within the
framework of the new aesthetic ideology of the progressive circles.® The translation of
tragedies into demotiki by those progressive artists, who were the main representatives of
this new aesthetic ideology, introduced ancient tragedy and made it a part of the aesthetic
linguistic quests and the linguistic and literary ‘tradition’ that the progressive artists
invoked. Thus it allowed and legitimised the cultural ‘transference’ of tragedy from the
framework of the ‘devotion to the Ancient Greek ancestors’, within which it was used
before, to the framework of the new aesthetic ideology of the progressive cultural circles.
This new aesthetic ideology with regard to the production of art consisted of the basis of
the national culture as this was to be understood and constructed by the capitalist class
from the second decade of the twentieth century onwards, that is from the period that it

ascended into power.

The fact that the literary appropriation of tragedy denoted unmistakably its cultural
appropriation within the framework of the new aesthetic ideology may be seen in the
students’ riot that occurred on the occasion of Oresteia’s performance by the Royal
Theatre in 1903. Oresteia was translated into a form of a mixed dialect, that is, into

katharévousa with elements of demotiki. The Royal Theatre’s performance caused a

Translate Tragedies into Demotiki’"), Oéazpo, Nitoog, KGotag, (ed.), vol. 6, no 31 (January-February),
1973, p.p.47-56.

¥ It has to be noted for the record that the international importance and recognition of ancient tragedy as
well as the rise of European theatre’s interest in tragedy towards the end of the nineteenth century and the
beginning of the twentieth century played an instigating even provoking role in Greek literature agents’
interest during that period. See Zidépng, [avwng, To apyaio eAAnviko Béatpo atn véa eAdnvixn oxnvij 1817-
1932 (Ancient Greek Theatre on the Modern Greek Stage, 1817-1932).
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students’ riot which remained in history under the name Oresteiakd.” The main argument
of the students was that the Royal Theatre, which by its institution was expressing the
official theatrical policy of the State in tragedy, could perform those plays only in the
“holy language” in which they were written and for which the Greek nation “had shed
[its] blood”. This was the last time that such an approach to tragedy would be expressed

and in such a violent form.'°

In essence the cultural appropriation of tragedy within the context of the new aesthetic
ideology of the progressive cultural circles provided a unique opportunity to manifest in
practice the ideology’s doctrine, the continuity of the Greek nation through the ages. It
used an Ancient Greek cultural product within the framework of a literary language that
claimed its tradition in the Byzantine and especially the most recent phases of what was
considered to be ‘Greek’ culture. T husin the translation o f an ancient tragic p lay all
phases of ‘Greek’ culture were immediately present. I will argue that the full extent of
this manifestation was to be accomplished in the style of the productions of tragedy from
1919 onwards that moved within the aesthetic framework of what became known as the

‘revival of ancient tragedy’.

The possibilities that the literary appropriation of tragedy presented for Greek theatre,
especially with regard to performance, appeared very early. Tragedy in the form of its

literary appropriation in demotiki started to be used as a performance text ona more

° The riot was instigated by professor George Mistriotis, who at the end of the nineteenth century saw the
whole issue of the performance of Ancient Greek tragic plays as his own personal enterprise.

1 " On Oresteiakad see £18¢png, Mavvng, «Té 'Ogeoteraxd: Tagaxés yué vé piiv maitovion ol reaywdieg
of petdgpooon» (“ The Oresteiakd: Riots Against the Performance of Tragedy in Translation”), @éazpo,
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Photo 7 Evagelia Paraskevopoulou in the part of Medea

Nixaoc;, Kcovaxavxlvoc; (ed.), vol. 6, no 33 (May-June), p.p. 51-61 and no 34-36 (July-December),1973, p.p.
89-99.
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regular basis by professional theatre companies.'' (See photo 7) It has to be noted,
however, that the term ‘tragedy’ in Greek performance referred until 1919 not only to the
ancient Greek plays, but also to contemporary adaptations of ancient tragedies such as
Hugo von Hofmannsthal’s Elektra or even Goethe’s Ifigeneia. In these performances the
symbolic capital that tragedy possessed per se as a form of high art started to be related to
the field of performance. At this stage, however, this relation singled out individual
actors and actresses who excelled in the performance of the genre. The title ‘great
tragedian’ as the highest form of ‘consecration’ of performance artists, mainly actresses,
appeared at that period, that is, towards the end of the first decade of the twentieth
century. Marika Kotopouli was the first to be recognised as a ‘great tragedian’. (See

photo 8)

The full extent of the potentialities that the symbolic capital of tragedy presented for
Greek theatre were first realised in the 1919 production of Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus
translated and directed by Fotos Politis. This production and especially those of
Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound, directed by the Sikelianoi and Euripides’ Hecuba directed
by Fotos Politis, both in 1927, were the first to use the symbolic capital of tragic plays as
‘Greek’ dramatic play-texts in performance. Furthermore these performances claimed
their aesthetic b ase on the recognition o f the p articularity o f the genre, thus i mplicitly

claiming the extension of the symbolic capital of tragedy as a dramatic play-text to

' Based on the data Sideris provides from 1900 to 1919 there were twenty-three performances of Ancient
Greek tragedy (some of them were repetitions) and eighteen performances of adaptations of tragic plays or
contemporary plays based on Ancient Greek tragedies, like Goethe’s Ifigeneia. See Z1dépng, I'éivvng, To
apyaio eAnvixé Béazpo oty véa eldnvixy oxnvii, 1817-1932 (Ancient Greek Theatre on the Modern Greek
Stage, 1817-1932).
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Photo 8§ Marika Kotopouli in the part of Electra in Hugo von Hoffmannstal’s Electra
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include the performances themselves. In its turn the aesthetic style of these
performances, as I will argue, drew on all the phases of what was considered to be
‘Greek’ culture from antiquity to modern times stressing implicitly or explicitly the
eastern qualities of the Greek culture. Thus they moved within the new aesthetic
ideology’s doctrine, the continuity of the Greek nation through the ages, and claimed in
themselves a symbolic capital as cultural products that could be considered to be ‘purely
Greek’. It is my contention that the combination of these two kinds of symbolic capital
provided the necessary conditions for the promotion of the performances of tragedy as
highbrow ‘Greek’ theatre. And that furthermore the discourse on the production of
tragedy was inseparably linked with the discourse on hellenikotita and thus the aesthetic
styles of the productions were conceived in relation to the artists’ individual interpretation

of the ideologem of hellenikotita.

The important parameter in this development was, of course, the performances
themselves, for they suggested a different concept of ‘performance’ to the one that
already existed. To the amalgam of separate elements, that is, individual acting
achievements, stage decoration designed to please the spectator’s eye, lighting and music
effects, these productions proposed a form of performance where all its elements were

aesthetically combined in a unified whole.'? Their aesthetic style was the outcome of a

12 On styles of performances before the 1919 production of Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus see Zi13¢pn,
Tévwng, Iotopia tov Néov EiAnvikod Ocdtpov: 1794-1944 (The History of the Modern Greek Theatre:
1794-1944), vol. 1, 1990 and 111 (1999); HAMddng, ®piEog, Koromobin: Bioypapixo corpus (Kotopouli:
Biographical Corpus), Athens: Awpwés, 1996; Toovyhov, Auntpa and Mrayapuhv, Acavrovp, H
axnvoypayia ato eAAnvixé Géazpo (Set Design in the Greek Theatre), Athens: Anoyn, 1985; ®atémoviog,
Awoviong, Zknvoypagpia oto eAAnviké Géazpo (Set Design in the Greek Theatre), Athens: Exdoon tng
Epnopucig Tpanetag g EAMGSog, 1987; and Mvtlovpric, Avihvng, H oxnvobetixij téxvn oty EAdda
(The Art of Theatre Direction in Greece).
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serious and systematic approach to the issue of tragedy and it presupposed the

interpretation of the tragic dramatic text within the terms of contemporary times.

In this sense these productions put forward a change in the terms of the reception of
performance. Instead of being understood as a stage execution of a dramatic text,
performance started to be perceived as an aesthetic whole, the creative interpretation of a
play, p ossessing i ts o wn aesthetic value and obeying its o wn aesthetic rules. In other
words, as I contend, performance came to be recognised as an art form per se. This
development coincided with the appearance of the theatre director in the Greek theatre.
The 1919 production of Oedipus Tyrannus was the first Greek performance where the
presence of the theatre director as a creative entrepreneur of the dramatic text was

recognised. '

Using Bourdieu’s model of analysis this difference in the concept itself of ‘performance’

that these productions proposed may be explained as an opposition to the ‘sub-field of

" See references and quotations of reviews about Oedipus Tyrannus production in Z18épng, Névvng, To
apyaio elAnviké Géatpo oty véa eMdnvirn oxnvij 1817-1932 (Ancient Greek Theatre on the Modern Greek
Stage, 1817-1932), p.p. 266-78; in ExxtxAnua, no 13, April-June 1987, p.p.52-3; and in Mwtlovprig,
Aviovng, H oxnvoletixn wéyvn ooy EMdda (The Art of Theatre Direction in Greece). In this last book,
which is based on his Ph.D. thesis, Dr Glytzouris discusses thoroughly the issue of theatre direction in
Greece. He refers among other issues to the issue of performances of ancient tragedy in relation to theatre
direction. However, as the book was published at the end of March 2001 it was impossible for me to take
it into consideration in the construction of my own approach to the issue of the performance of ancient
tragedy since this approach had already been constructed in detail. I have to note that Dr Glytzouris
discusses the issue of theatre direction using methodologies of empirical historiography studying a huge
corpus of sources that are limited, however, in the field of theatre. And although he attempts to connect in
the last part of his book the issue of the performance of ancient tragedy with the concept of nationalism he
does so within the context of empirical historiography and based on sources of theatre. The difference of
approach between his work and mine is that I proceed to a hermeneutic systematic analysis using
methodologies from the sociology of theatre and sociology discussing developments in theatre in relation to
cultural tendencies during that period and this allows me to understand these developments in a different
way. Thus I intend to use Dr Glytzouris’ book for reference in issues of historiography until 1940, which is
the period that his book covers, taking into account that there are similarities but also differences in our
approach.
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large-scale production’. As I have already pointed out in the Introduction, this opposition
for Bourdieu consists of one of the two fundamental oppositions for the structuring of
what he calls the ‘sub-field of restricted production’, that is, ‘highbrow theatre’.'* Within
this framework the 1919 production of Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus and the 1927
productions of Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound and Euripides’ Hecuba generated the
creation of ‘positions’ and ‘position-takings’ within the ‘field of performance production’
and proposed performances of tragedy as the area where a ‘sub-field of restricted

production’ in theatre could be structured.

The appearance of the director and the recognition of performance as an art form per se
which was combined with the constitution of a ‘sub-field of restricted theatrical
production’ in Greece were instigated by the analogous recent developments in European

!> Greek intellectuals and artists were usually quite well informed on the recent

theatre.
European ideas and movements.'® This consisted of a characteristic feature of their
habitus, as they claimed themselves to be cosmopolitans and usually studied and travelled

abroad.!’

4 See Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p.p. 53 and 115, and Introduction, p.p. 16-8.

' On the contemporary to this period developments in European theatre see Brockett, Oscar G. and Finlay,
Robert R., Century of Innovation: A History of European and American Theatre and Drama since 1870,
New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1973.

' I have to note, however, that the adequate to the European movements tendencies in Greek thought and
art were slightly belated in their manifestation.

' The contact of Greek intellectuals and artists with European movements and ideas was also strengthened
from the period of the Greek Enlightenment onwards through the Greeks of the Diaspora that played an
active part in the constitution of the Greek culture. For example, the campaign for demotikismds, the use of
demotiki, which was linked to the literary generation of the 1880s, was launched among others by Ioannis
Psicharis who at that time was teaching Modern Greek at the Ecole des Hautes Etudes in Paris. Psicharis
was born in Odessa of Chiot origin and educated in Constantinople. At the age of fifteen he went to Paris.
He studied philology in Paris and Germany. His contribution in the movement of demotikismds involved
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The fact that the appearance of the director and the recognition of performance as an art
form per se occurred in Greece in relation to performances of tragedy is in itself not
surprising. A long discussion on the issue of performances of ancient tragedy had already
preceded between artists, critics, and intellectuals.'® The discussion focused on the
problems of the rendering on the contemporary stage of the chorus and the interchange of

chorus songs and episodes, that is, the rendering in performance of the genre itself." In

the use of demotiki in prose. Its use had been already established in poetry. See Politis, Linos, 4 History of
Modern Greek Literature, and Dimaras, C. Th., Modern Greek Literature.

'® The discussion had started in the middle of the nineteenth century and continued systematically until
1919 and carried on even after this date.

' The general approach to the issue of the performance of ancient tragedy until 1919 and even as late as
1930 focused on the concept that the genre of tragedy presented problems in its contemporary transmission
in performance. One does not fail to distinguish a feeling of awkwardness, or embarrassment even, with
regard to the issue. I will refer to some characteristic approaches. In the winter season of 1874-75
Avgerinot, a young actress who toured with the Theatre Company “Ménandros”, gave a lecture in Smirna
about ancient tragedy. She said, “Ancient tragedies have a plot which in its composition does not arouse
any interest and it does not help the actor to develop a varied and natural acting style. The intervention of
the chorus songs, the length of the monologues and the length of tragic narration render the action of the
play and the art of the actor ineffective. (...) Tragic characters are indeed elevated yet they are vague and
lack naturalness.” [Ai doyaiai toaywdiat Exovov Vndbeorv &v tjj whoxf) ui) Sieyelpovoav orovdaiov
évéiapépov 008E BonBotioay T6v UmoxpLTiiy €ig TV GvdantvELy motxiAng xat uoiLxfis ITOKEIOEWS.
‘H v xooix®v Tageufoli], 10 ufixos 1@v HovoAdywv xal v 1oayixdy denyioewy sagaivovy
i)v Spdiouv Tiic VToBEcEwe xal T Téxvny 100 UmoxQiTob... Oi Yapaxtipes 1@V Toaywdidv elval
Ovtwe Dynioi, TANV ddprotol xal éotepnuévor puotxdtnrog.] A summary of this lecture was
published in the newspaper Twvia on the 15 of February 1875. (Quotation taken from Zwépng, Iévvng, To
apyaio eAdnvixé Géazpo oty véa eAdnvixy oxnviy 1817-1932, (Ancient Greek Theatre on the Modern Greek
Stage, 1817-1932), p.p. 61-62.) This feeling of awkwardness in relation to the form of tragedy can still be
traced in twentieth-century articles. However, as these articles had been written in a period when the
cultural appropriation of tragedy had already started, we can easily distinguish a difference in the approach
to the subject. The articles noted the problems of the performance of the genre taking however into
consideration the fact that contemporary solutions had been proposed. In one of his articles, written in 1910,
Grigoris Xendpoulos, one of the recognised playwrights of the beginning of the twentieth century, noted the
difficulty that contemporary audiences felt to be fully moved by the form of tragedy. He wrote, “We are so
far away from these feelings [of Antigone], we can be little affected by the technique [...] of ancient drama.
[[I600v eiueba paxpdv drd adtd & ovvaiobiuata [tic Aviiydvig], adoov SAlyov fumopoluev vi
eloéABwpuev el T TexvoToomiay [...] £vdg doxaiov dpduatog.] The article, however, ended by
praising these performances of ancient tragedy that used the text translated into demotiki. (Quotation taken
from Z18png, Mavvng, To apyaio eAdnviké Béatpo oty véa eldnvixij oxnvij 1817-1932 (Ancient Greek
Theatre on the Modern Greek Stage, 1817-1932), p. 242.) A little later, in 1927 and 1930, Alkis Thrilos
pointed out “how a play that is now a ruin can be revived? [...] The majority of the elements that consisted
of its unity have been lost. The music, even the pronunciation of the text, the prosody, in one word the
entire emotiveness of the sound, is unknown to us... And yet it has been certified that the music and the text
are unified in the ancient drama in a way much tighter than that of the contemporary opera.” [I1®g 6&
EavalwvravevOel woa Eva Eoyo mov Eyve égeimio; [...] Te meproodtepa rd & otoLxeia o
arotedofoay i événrd tov Exovy xabel. H povouxi}, alti) dxdua 1) mpopopa 1ol xewuévou, 1
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the course of this long discussion, the difficulty, even the impossibility in some instances,
of rendering the ancient genre in contemporary times had been repeatedly underlined. In
this sense, however, implicitly next to the importance of the tragic plays as dramatic texts
this discussion had distinctively raised the issue of their performance placing it at the
centre of aesthetic quests in relation to the search for an adequate to the genre

contemporary aesthetic form of performance.

Within this context tragedy as a text-in-performance seems to have been satisfying the
necessary conditions to be promoted as the theatrical area where a ‘sub-field of restricted
production’, could be structured.”’  On the one hand, as a dramatic text, it already
possessed a rich symbolic capital and thus it could acquire the position of ‘consecrated’
‘Greek’ drama. On the other hand, the issue of its performance was inseparably linked
with the issue of aesthetic forms and thus it could orient what Bourdieu observes as
“production towards the cult of form for its own sake”.?' Finally, on the basis of what I
have already explained in the first chapter, within the framework of its cultural
appropriation, which stressed the ‘Greekness’ of tragedy emphasising the eastern qualities
of both the genre and its contemporary performances, the issue of the production of

tragedy provided an area of aesthetic quests, the products of which could be characterised

as ‘purely Greek’.

rmooowdia, ut urdx AEn An 1 vmofAnTixdTng 1o fixov, ubg elvar Gyvwo... Ki Spws Exe
&EanpLPwleil 51 1) povouxi) xai 10 xeiuevo vdvovial otd doyaio Spdua moAD md oPLYTh maPh OTi)
onueowvi) Omepa.] Opovhog, Adkng, «Th doxaia dpdpata otd Béatoo TV Zveaxovodvy, (“Ancient
Dramatic Plays in the Theatre of Syracuse”) (15 May 1927), in: Alkng ®@porog, To EAAnviké Oéarpo (The
Greek Theatre), Athens: Axadnuioc ABnvav, 16pvpa Khota kar EAévng Ovpawn, vol. I, 1977, p. 30.

%0 The opposition to the ‘sub-field of large-scale production’ consists for Bourdieu of one of the two
fundamental oppositions in the structuring of a ‘sub-ficld of restricted production’. See Bourdieu, Pierre,
The Field of Cultural Production, p.p. 53 and 115.

2! Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 127.
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A final parameter that was a catalyst in the constitution of the ‘sub-field of restricted
theatrical production’ in Greece was the particular artists that instigated the development.
Both Fotos Politis and Aggelos Sikelian6s already held recognised ‘position-takings’ in
the field of literature, in Bourdieu’s terms. By 1927 Sikelian6s had already published four
great poetic compositions that earned him recognition as the greatest poet in Greece since
Palamas.? Politis, on the other hand, had already acquired since 1915 one of the riskiest
‘position-takings’ in the field of literature, in Bourdieu’s terms, as a critic exercising a
negative criticism, demanding “a higher ethical approach from the intellectuals”, and
attacking “falsity, cabotinage, and shallow literature without any real grip of life”.>> Both
Politis and Sikeliands had been dynamically involved through their work in the discourse
on hellenikotita during this period and had already proposed their concepts on
hellenikotita and Greek art. Thus, it is my contention that in their engagement in the
direction of tragedy they expanded the discourse on hellenikotita and Greek art into the
aesthetic styles of the performances of tragedy. Furthermore they transferred the prestige

of their ‘position-takings’, in Bourdieu’s terms, to the field of theatre.

%2 In 1907 Sikelianés published Adappoioxiwroc (The Light Shadowed), between 1915 and 1917 ITpdAoyos
ot {wij (Prologue to Life), in 1917 Mrmp Ocobd (Mother of God), and between 1918-1919 [Tagya twv
EMnvowv (The Easter of the Greeks). See Politis, Linos, 4 History of Modern Greek Literature, and
Dimaras, C.Th., Modern Greek Literature.

3 Politis, Linos, A History of Modern Greek Literature, p. 218. Fotos Politis was deeply influenced by
Giannis Apostolakis and like him he denounced all Greek poetry except demotic song and Dionyssios
Solomés. See Dimaras, C. Th., Modern Greek Literature and Kwtidng, Avidvng, Movrepviouds rxai
«mapddoon» oy eAdnviky téyvy tov pecomoiéuov (Modernism and ‘Tradition’ in the Greek Art of the
Interwar Period).
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Photo 9 Euripides’ Alcestis, the Nea Skene 1901
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The fortunate coincidence of all these parameters allowed the constitution of a ‘sub-field
of restricted theatrical production’, in Bourdieu’s terms, which in Greece was developed
in the area of the productions of tragedy. The constitution of a ‘sub-field’ provided the
necessary conditions for the creation of a ‘Greek’ highbrow theatre rich in symbolic
capital that could contribute to the creation of ‘Greek’ national culture during this period.
The failure of previous analogous attempts to create a ‘Greek’ serious theatre may be
attributed precisely to the fact that they did not satisfy the conditions to allow for such a
development. Thomas Oikonomou, for example, and Konstantinos Christomanos right at

the beginning of the century had recognised the symbolic capital of tragedy and its
importance for Greek theatre. Christomanos had produced Euripides Alcestis in 1901,

translated and directed by him, as the opening play for his newly founded Nea Skené.**
(See photo 9) Oikonomou, as artistic director of the Royal Theatre, had directed the
Aeschylus’ Oresteia in 1903 that caused the Oresteiaka, a student riot that opposed the
translation o f ancient p lays in M odern Greek.” (See p hoto 10) T he aesthetic styles o f
both the productions of Alcestis and Oresteia, however, did not take into account the
particularity of the genre and moved in the usual style of performances of the time, in
other words they handled tragedy like any other of the plays produced. Also neither the

former nor the latter linked the aesthetic styles of their productions with the discourse on

 The Nea Skené, founded on the model of European Independent Theatres, was a theatre company that
promoted the new aesthetic ideology of the progressive circles in theatre. See Zapporoviov, Karepiva
(ed)), O Kwvaravrivog Xpnotouavos xou n emoyny tov: 130 ypovia amé m yévwnon tov (Constantinos
Christomanos and his Times: One Hundred and Thirty Years After his Birth), Minutes of One-Day
Congress, Athens: I8pupa Fovlavépr) Xopv kat Actikiy Etapeia @chrpov kar Muyuug «Awpian, 1999;
Zwdépng, Tevwne, Iotopia tov Néov ElAnvikod Ocarpov: 1794-1944 (The History of the Modern Greek
Theatre: 1794-1944), vol. I and 111, and also by him, To apyaio eldnviké Oéatpo amn véa eldnvikn oxnvi
1817-1932 (Ancient Greek Theatre on the Modern Greek Stage, 1817-1932); and I'hvtlovprig, Avthvng, H
oxnvoletinn téyvn oty EAAdda (The Art of Theatre Direction in Greece).

% See above footnote 7, p.71.
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hellenikotita.*® Furthermore both these attempts did not instigate a constitution of a ‘sub-
field of restricted production’.?” Their attempts in tragedy were not followed up and
productions of tragedy from 1919 do not in any way refer aesthetically to them.?®

Contrary to Christomanos’ 1901production of 4lcestis and Oikonomou’s 1903 production
of Oresteia, the 1919 production of Oedipus Tyrannus by Fotos Politis and the 1927
productions of Prometheus Bound by the Sikelianoi and Hecuba by Politis set the bases
for the constitution of a ‘sub-field of restricted production’ in Bourdieu’s terms. The fact
that such a ‘sub-field of restricted production’ was structured and developed from 1919 to
1967 becomes apparent in the subsequent history of the performances of tragedy. From

1919 to 1967 tragedy became an area of aesthetic quests where agents disputed for the

26 One has to note, however, that the literary appropriation of tragedy was just beginning during this period.
and Christomanos took an active participation in it with his translation of Alcestis. Furthermore both
Christomanos and Oikonomou functioned as actor-managers and did not possess ‘position-takings’ in the
field of Greek culture -they had both just returned from abroad- and they did not succeed in creating
‘position-takings’ in the field of theatre. The Nea Skené closed in 1905 having first compromised in its
repertoire in order to survive financially. Christomanos later became involved in literature publishing 7o
Bifio e avroxpareipag EAioafet (The Book of the Empress Elizabeth) in 1907 (first published in German)
and H Kepévia Kovrda (The Wax Doll) in 1911, and writing the dramas Ta wpia pidid (The Three Kisses)
in1908 and Kovropefoboding (Kontorevithoulis) in 1909. After the closure of the Royal Theatre in 1908
Oikonomou continued to work as an actor-manager and a teacher in theatre mostly in the Théatron Odeiou.
*” Some Greek theatre historians, like Aliki Bakopoulou-Halls and Platon Mavromotistakos place implicitly
the beginning of the development with regard to productions of tragedy in these two productions. See
Bakopoulou-Halls, Aliki, “Greece”, in: Living Greek Theatre: A Handbook of Classical Performance and
Modern Production, Mavpopovotakog, ITAdtav, « To apyaio eAinviké dpapa otn veoeAnviki oknvi): and
T0ug ITépoeg tov 1571 ot mpooeyyioe tov 207 abva» (“Ancient Greek Drama on the Modern Greek
Stage: From the 1571 Persae to the Twentieth-Century Approaches”), in: IThatov Mavpopototaxog (ed.),
Tapagraoeis Apyaiov EAAnvixob dpduatos atnv Evpdnn katé 1ovg vedtepovg ypovoug (Productions of
Ancient Greek Drama in Europe during Modern Times), Minutes of the Third International Scientific
Meeting, April 1997, Athens: Kactavidmg, 1999, p.p. 77-87. This implicit suggestion, however, has to be
attributed to the fact that the productions of tragedy by both Christomanos and Oikonomou were twentieth-
century productions rather than to their importance for the subsequent development of the issue.

28 An indirect relationship between Christomanos, Oikonomou and some of the theatre directors that
followed can be traced. Aggelos Sikelianés was a member of the amateur cast of Christomanos’ production
of Alcestis. Politis attended as an adolescent Oikonomou’s productions in the Royal Theatre, and part of
Rondiris training in theatre was under the supervision of Oikonomou. Besides these indirect relations,
however, there are no implicit or explicit aesthetic references in the work of these three directors to
Christomanos and Oikonomou with regard to the styles of their performances of tragedy.
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rightness of their approach and consequently for the symbolic capital that was at stake in

the ‘sub-field’.

In addition to their opposition to the ‘sub-field of large-scale production’ in Bourdieu’s
terms, the 1919 and 1927 productions of tragedy inaugurated also an opposition between
the artists themselves conceming the orthodoxy of the aesthetic styles of their
performances themselves. This kind of opposition is for Bourdieu the second fundamental
opposition in the structuring of a ‘sub-field of restricted production’.’’ The opposition
between the artists on the orthodoxy of their aesthetic form inaugurated by these three
first productions was to be carried forward during the period 1919-1967. Thus the ‘sub-
field of theatrical restricted production’ in Greece during this period presented itself also
as what Bourdieu calls a ‘field of forces and struggles’ where agents disputed the
rightness of their approach.”® The dispute involved the aesthetic style of the productions
of tragedy in relation to the issue of hellenikétita, in other words the orthodox ‘Greek’

style of performances of tragedy.

Aesthetic quests and styles of the productions of tragedy from 1919 to 1967 moved within
an aesthetic form that became known as ‘revival of ancient tragedy’. The form itself was
not questioned or challenged and was considered to be the ‘Greek’ way of performing
tragedies. The diversity and dispute over the orthodoxy of approaches and styles
implicitly or explicitly denoted a dispute with regard to the legitimisation of the proposed

modes of expression of the form of ‘revival’. Thus the form of ‘revival’ functioned during

¥ Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 53.
*® Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. p. 30 and 184.
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this period in the terms of what Bourdieu observes as “a structural law [...] that imposes
limits within which the quest [for distinction and difference] may be carried on
legitimately. [ ...] T he principles o f d ifferentiation regarded as most l egitimate by an
autonomous field are those that most completely e xpress the specificity of a particular

type of practice.”!

The existing research and discussion on the issue of performances of ancient tragedy has
often necessarily touched on the issue of ‘revival’. The references, however, with regard
to this form are more or less limited in descriptions and approaches of individual artists
and/or schools.*> Only Eleni Varopoulou in her article “Adventures in Directing”
attempts to present us with a broader definition of the term ‘revival’. She argues that
‘revival’ declares “at once the restoration of a national poetic heritage and the steady
recourse to certain models of presentation, in order to validate an authentic manner of
staging, undisturbed from the distant past to the present day”.”> She does not, however,

proceed in elaborating further on the subject, as she is more interested in discussing the

3! Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 117.

32 See among others Bakopoulou-Halls, Aliki, “Greece”, in: Living Greek Theatre, A Handbook of Classical
Performance and Modern Production; Baponoblov, ELévn, «O1 tepuéteieg Tov oknvoBetikod PAEppatog»
(“Adventures in Directing”), in: Apyaio eAdnviké Géazpo, n exidpaot tov otnyv Evpaymn (Greek Classical
Theatre; Its Influence in Europe); Mavpopobvotakog, [TAdrwev, «To apyaio eAdnviké Spapa ot
veoeAAnVIT oKV amd Tovg TTépazeg Tov 1571 otig mpooeyyioes Tov 20™ awbvar (“Ancient Greek Drama
on the Modern Greek Stage: From the 1571 Persae to the Twentieth-Century Approaches™), in:
Hapastdoeis Apyaiov EAMAnvikod dpéuarog oty Evpamn katé tovg vedtepovg xpévovs (Productions of
Ancient Greek Drama in Europe during Modern Times); XovppooGlog, Apfitog « H EAAnvixt éopnveia
g Atuxfic toaywdiag» (“The Greek Performance of Ancient Tragedy”), in: AwfAog Xovppotliog, To
apyaio Spdua (The Ancient Drama); Mwvotig, AAEENG, To apyaio dpdua xou n avefiwar tov (Ancient
Drama and its Revival) and also by him Eumzipixn Oeatpixij Haideia: doxiwa (Empirical Theatrical
Education: Essays), Athens: O1 Exb6oetg tov pilwv, 1988.

3 Baponoviov, EAévn, «Ot nepuéteieg Tov okmvobetikod PAfppatog» (“Adventures in Directing”), in:
Apyaio elAnvixé Béazpo, n emidpaa tov oty Evpomn (Greek Classical Theatre: Its Influence in Europe), p.
67 (The quotation is translated by Alexandra Doumas). A similar definition is also given by Minotis, see
Muwvartii, AAéEng, To apyaio dpdua kat n avafiwa tov (Ancient Drama and its Revival).
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work of non-Greek theatre directors, especially those who belong to the experimental

theatre.

The term ‘revival of ancient tragedy’ refers to an aesthetic form of performances of
ancient tragedy, which suggests a style of performance that aimed at rendering the ancient
genre in contemporary performances without ‘betraying’ the dramatic aesthetic form in
which these plays were handed down to us in favor of contemporary theatre aesthetics.
On the contrary, any interference which exceeded the restricted limits set could be
considered a sacrilege. That meant that the form of the genre, that is the interchange
between episodes and chorus songs, was left intact.** The main purpose of each
performance was to reveal and transmit the ‘deeper meaning’ of the tragic play, which, as
it was considered, transcended the limits of the historical period within which it was
written and therefore it was ‘eternal’ and ‘universal’. The entirety of the semiotic
systems of the performances was defined by an ‘analytical relationship’, whereby all the
other semiotic systems were subordinate to and analysed the linguistic one.”> The style of
all issues and features of the performances, interpretation, acting, set and costume
designs, music, choreography and theatrical spaces, drew aesthetically from the entirety
of what was considered to be ‘Greek’ culture with an emphasis, in the majority of cases,

on the Byzantine and the following phases of what is regarded as ‘Greek’ culture.

3 It is worth noting that faithfulness to the form of genre was the only common aesthetic element between
Greek productions of ancient drama in the nineteenth and the twentieth century. It could be suggested that
the preservation of the form was implicitly and silently bequeathed from the nineteenth-century approach to
the twentieth-century one.

% On relationships of sign systems see Pfister, Manfred, The Theory and Analysis of Drama, Halliday John
(trans.), Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988.
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Within that framework I argue that the form of ‘revival’ consisted of the constitution of a
style of performance that could be characterised as ‘purely Greek’ and implicitly or
explicitly was based on meeting the two challenges that the constitution of ‘Greek’
culture faced during that period, which I explained in the previous chapter. The first one
concerned the particular way in which Ancient Greek tragedy would be creatively
incorporated in Modern Greek theatre. The second was the unavoidable reference to the
European theatrical tradition in such a way that it would lead to styles of performances
that could claim an originality which would be characterised as ‘purely Greek’ and thus

they would face Europe as a rival.

I have already explained in this chapter that the first challenge was met through the
cultural appropriation of tragedy in performance by drawing aesthetic elements from the
entirety of what was considered to be ‘Greek’ culture. In order to appreciate fully,
however, the extent of the originality of this enterprise as it was experienced in theatre
and consequently of the form of ‘revival’, we have to take into consideration that prior to
Politis’ 1919 production of Oedipus Tyrannus we cannot speak of the existence of a

‘Greek’ tradition of performance or drama from which artists could draw.’® Thus to

%% The only exception to the lack of an existing tradition of ‘Greek’ performance was that of the Greek
Shadow Theatre, Karagiozis. It is interesting to note that despite its Turkish origin and its Balkan and
multi-cultural nature, Karagiozis in its hellenized form was considered to be the most characteristic form of
Greek popular theatre at the beginning of the twentieth century. The importance of Karagiozis’ oral
tradition was stressed by Fotos Politis, whilst Koun drew from the Greek Shadow Theatre his aesthetic
approach to ancient comedy. The tradition of the Greek Shadow Theatre could not, however, be used in
serious theatre. On Karagiozis see Xat{nravtatig, ®68wpog, H eigfolr tov Kapayxié(n otnv Abriva tov
1890 (Karagiozis' invasion in Athens in 1890), Athens: Ztvypv), 1984; Myrsiades, Linda, The Karagiozis
Heroic Performance in Greek Shadow Theater, Myrsiades, Kostas (trans.), Hanover and London:
University Press of New England, 1988; [Tovxvep, BéAtep, O fatkavixés diaataaeis tov Kapaykid(n (The
Balkan diamensions of Karagiozis), Athens: Ztrypi}, 1985; Mvotakidov, Awatepivn, Karagdz: To Oéatpo
Zxicov oy EAMéda xas oty Tovpkia (Karagoz: The Shadow Theatre in Greece and Turkey), Athens:
Exdotuc Eppnig (Néa EMAnviky) BifAo0xn), 1982; Katun, TCo0Ao, Kapayxid{ng i n apyaia xwpwdia
atnv woxr oo Oedrpov oxicdv (Karagiozis or Ancient Comedy in the Soul of Shadow Theatre), Méxxag,
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propose a ‘Greek’ style of performance, Greek directors necessarily had to refer to the
European tradition of performance, implicitly accepting the European hegemony in this
issue.”” The work of each of the directors that I will discuss in the following c hapters
draws aesthetically on the work of one or more European directors and dramatists. And,
in fact, it draws from the ‘consecrated avant-garde’, in Bourdieu’s terms, European
movements of the time that promoted the concept of non-realistic theatre. The choice of
European aesthetic references of Greek productions of tragedy was based on the common
avowal of all the directors that worked in the Greek ‘sub-field’ from 1919 to 1967 that
tragedy was non-realistic theatre. In that sense the aesthetic styles of the performances of
tragedy in Greece referred to the framework of European movements and tendencies
during this period. And thus the ‘consecrated’ ‘Greek’ theatrical production moved in a

corresponding way to the European one.

Thus, as I will explain in the following chapters, the course of the aesthetic history of the
productions of tragedy in Greece moves along with the aesthetic history of theatre in
Europe. The work of Aggelos Sikelianés and Eva Palmer-Sikelianoti drew on Wagner’s
concept of the art of theatre, Nietzche’s understanding of tragedy and Isadora Duncan’s

dance, which aesthetically referred to Greek antiquity.’® Fotos Politis and Dimitris

Kdotag and Mnhbg, Téxmg (trans.), Athens: F'aPpmiidng, 1990 (originally published in French under the
title: Karaghiozi ou la Comédie Greque dans 1’ Gme du Thédtre d’ Ombres, Athens: EAAnvikég Téxveg,
1935); and Aapiavékog, Zrabng (ed.), Obarpo Lxidv: Mapadoon xar Newtepicornra (Shadow Theatre:
Tradition and Modernization), Athens: [TA&0pov (Aaikog Moltiopde/ Tomkég Kowvwvieg), 1986.

37 I have already mentioned earlier that Greek intellectuals and artists were in constant contact with
European movements of thought and art. This is apparent in the articles of periodicals and newspapers of
the time where frequently European movements were presented, interpreted, discussed, argued for or
debated. This constant contact instigated analogous movements in all fields of culture in Greece.

% See Chapter III
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Rondiris’ w ork d rew mainly on the work o f M ax R einhardt.*® A nd finally Koun drew
initially from the work of Konstantin Stanislavsky and Yevgeny Vakhtangov, whilst after
the Second World War his work, especially in ancient drama, referred to Bertolt Brecht
and the Theatre of the Absurd, thus bridging the gap between the theatrical movements of

the interwar period and those proposed after the Second World War.*°

These aesthetic references, however, were putin a context that stressed the difference
between Greek productions of tragedy and Europe’s notion and practice with regard to
ancient tragedy. The difference was stressed in two ways. The first one concerned the
principle itself of the issue of the contemporary production of ancient tragedy. European
culture had mainly approached ancient tragedy in the context of an ideal form of art that
could inspire, as it actually did, new forms of art. This is the case of French classicism, of
Goethe, or of Richard Wagner’s concept of ‘musical drama’. In some instances this
approach was even more emphasised by the denial of the possibility of tragedy’s
contemporary performance. This was particularly the case of Richard Wagner’s and
Isadora Duncan’s approaches to tragedy.‘“ The emphasis on the concept of tragedy as an
ideal form of art rather than text-in-performance was also in general the principle of the
German culture’s approach to Ancient Greek civilisation; German culture exercised a
deep influence on Greek culture from the nineteenth century to the 1930s. Furthermore
performances of tragic plays, like those of Reinhardt, in the entirety of European

theatrical production during this period are comparatively quite few in number.

* See Chapters IV and V.

“ See Chapter VI.

*! On Wagner’s approach to tragedy see Borchmeyer, Dieter, Richard Wagner: Theory and Theatre,
Spencer, Stewart (trans.), Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991. On Isadora Duncan’s approach see
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Moreover they do not form any kind of tradition and they do not seem to oppose the main

European approach to tragedy as an ideal form to inspire future forms of art.

In contrast Greek directors stressed the performability of these plays in contemporary
terms. This is a point raised by all the directors in the field as well as by critics. They
repeatedly refer to tragedy as ‘living theatre’.*> Thus by using tragedy systematically as
play-text in performance, which led, as I will argue, to the constitution of a ‘tradition’ of

performance, they directly stress their difference from the main line of European

approach to tragedy.

The second way Greek p roductions s tressed t heir d ifference from E urope’s notion and
practice with regard to ancient tragedy was the way they approached European theatrical
movements and used them as aesthetic references in their work. For, European theatrical
movements were approached, interpreted, and reworked through each Greek director’s
concept of hellenikotita. This did not consist of a particular trait of Greek theatre but, as I
argued in the previous chapter, characterised all the production of culture during that
period. In all fields of Greek culture European movements were discussed, accepted or
debated, interpreted, and expressed in analogous Greek movements in a mode that

promoted what was considered to be the ‘Greek’ way of life and the ‘Greek’ way of

Duncan, Isadora, *“The Dance of the Future” and “The Dance of the Greeks”, in: Sheldon Cheney (ed.), The
art of Dance: Isadora Duncan, New York: Theatre Arts Books, 1969, p.p. 54-63 and 92-6 respectively.

*2 See for example Mwvartiic, AAEENG, To apyaio Spdua kai n avaBinar tov (Ancient Drama and its
Revival); Xovppoiiog, Awiiog, To apyaio dpaua (The ancient Drama); P@tag, Basiing, «H napéotaon
tov ITpounBéa, A » (“The Performance of Prometheus bound, 1), in: BaciAng Patag, @éatpo ka1 yAwaaa
(1925-1977) (Theatre and Language: 1925-1977), Aapnavéxkov, Bovra (intro), Athens: Exd6oerg
«Emxaipémran, 1986, vol. I, p.p.33-5 (originally published in Bpadvvi}, 1-1-1926); and a research entitled
«Ipofrfuata g Apyaing Tpaymdiagy (“Problems [in the Performance] of Ancient Greek Tragedy™)
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seeing the world.*’ In theatre the aim sought was to use the European ‘tradition’ of
performance in such a way that it would lead to styles of performances that could be
characterised as ‘purely Greek’. Thus, as I will argue discussing the individual work of
the Sikelianoi, Politis, Rondiris and Koun, although one can trace their references to
European movements or to the work of particular directors, one can also easily identify
their differences. These differences are formed precisely on the interpretation of these
movements through their understanding of the ideologem of hellenikétita. Thus, to take as
an example the work of Rondiris who was austerely criticised by his opponents in the
field for following very closely on Reinhardt’s style, I will argue that he reinterpreted this
style in ‘Greek’ terms drawing from the Byzantine Liturgy. And he created a style of
performance based on the elocution of the Greek language in a way that was recognised
as ‘purely Greek’. In fact he has remained in the history of Greek theatre as the great

teacher of the Greek language.*

Within this framework European theatrical references functioned in a sense as initial
stimuli that were then incorporated into a style of production that was based on the use of

aesthetic elements drawn from the entirety of what was regarded as ‘Greek’ culture. To

conducted for the periodical EmOedpnaig Téxvns, Em@ewpnais Téxvng, vol. XIV, no 80-1, August —
September 1961, p.p.209-21.

“ In the field of literature and painting where there is a sufficient body on the subject see Politis, Linos, 4
History of Modern Greek Literature; Dimaras, C. Th., Modern Greek Literature; Kiovptodxmg, IN'dvvng,
EAMnviauds xau dvon ato oroyacuo tov Zepépn (Héllenism and the West in Seferis’ Thought), Athens:
Kédpog, 1979; Bayevag, Naaog, O mointis kat o yopevtis. Mia efétaan g momtiais ke g woinang tov
Zepépn (The Poet and the Dancer: A Study of Seferis Poetics and Poetry), Athens: Kédpog, 1979; ®PAdpov,
Epiwn, INavvng Toapodyns, H (wypagixi) kat n eroxn tov: O Toapobyns {wypdpiae m untépa uov to 1936
(Giannis Tsarouchis, his Painting and his Times: Tsarouchis Painted my Mother in 1936), Athens: ABévng
— «Néa Zovopar, 1999; IMaravikohdov, MATadng M., loropia ¢ téxvng otnv EAdda Zwypapiki ka
yAvrrziicr} tov 2000 aidva (History of Art in Greece: 20" Century Painting and Sculpture); and Kotidng,
Avtdvng, Movicpviouds kar «wapadoon» oy eldnvirn téxvn tov ueaomoléuov, (Modernism and
“Tradition” in the Greek Art of the Interwar Period).

“ See Chapter V, p.p. 243-4.
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understand the mode in which the directors in the field used the entirety of ‘Greek’
culture as a source to draw from in the constitution of their styles and consequently of the
basis of the opposition within the field we have to take again into consideration the prior
non-existence of a ‘Greek’ tradition of performance. In this sense each director felt free
to approach and interpret tragedy through any period of ‘Greek’ culture -mostly from the
Byzantine period onwards- he or she saw as more adequate; the adequacy depended on
and reflected his concept of hellenikétita. Politis, for example, who regarded the poetic
language of tragedy as its defining aesthetic element to be used in contemporary
productions, understood the form of this poetic language through the form of the language
of the Greek demotic song.”> Moreover each director also felt free to draw aesthetic
elements to constitute his or her style of production from the entirety of ‘Greek’ culture,
that is, ancient vase-paintings and sculpture, the form of Byzantine Liturgy and Byzantine
music, demotic songs and dances, contemporary popular ‘Greek’ culture, ‘primitive’
Greek painting, contemporary ‘Greek’ music, painting and literature. In practice, as I will
argue, each director in the ‘sub-field’ created an aesthetic style of performance placing
emphasis on aesthetic elements chosen from a more or less particular period of ‘Greek’
culture. Thus, to use as an example the work of the five directors I will discuss in the
following chapters, the Sikelianoi drew emphasis on ancient vase-paintings and
Byzantine Orthodox Christian religion and music, Politis on the Greek demotic song,
Rondiris on Byzantine Liturgy and the elocution of the Greek language and Koun on
contemporary popular ‘Greek’ culture. Elements used from other phases of ‘Greek’
culture were blended aesthetically in their primary aesthetic approach. The aesthetic

style of each director consisted of his/her mode of expression of the form of ‘revival’.

** See Chapter IV, p.p. 193-4
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Within this context the aesthetic form of ‘revival’ was the outcome of a ‘discussion’
between the ancient genre and the Byzantine and the following phases of what was
considered to be ‘ Greek’ culture. Itis my contention that in the p eriod 1919-1967 the
body of the productions of tragedy in combination with articles and other material, for
example speeches, provided by the directors themselves consisted of a discourse on
hellenikotita and Greek performance analogous in importance, extent and depth to that of

literature with regard to hellenikotita and Greek poetry.*®

The common ground of this discourse was the interpretation of the ‘Greekness’ of
tragedy through the emphasis drawn on the eastern qualities of Ancient Greek
civilisation. As I explained in the previous chapter, this emphasis was based on the idea
of a ‘Greek’ notion of Greece that stressed the signifying importance of the geographical,
cultural, and historical position of the country and its civilisation through the ages at the
crossroads of West and East.*” The notion of a ‘Greek Greece’ directly stressed the
difference of the ‘Greek’ culture from the European notion of ‘Greece’. The emphasis on
the eastern character of tragedy was explicitly argued by Sikelianés and Koun and
implicitly suggested by Politis and Rondiris. This emphasis legitimised on the one hand
the ‘renegotiation’ of ancient tragedy in contemporary ‘Greek’ terms, completing thus
the process of its cultural appropriation within the doctrine of the ideology of the

capitalist class, the continuity of the Greek nation through the ages. On the other hand it

46 It is not coincidental that Karolos Koun raises the issue of hellenikétita, the most characteristic issue of
the generation of the 1930s to which he belongs, exclusively in relation to ancient drama and especially to
tragedy. See Chapter VI, p.p.261-2.

*7 See Chapter I, p.p. 40-3.
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provided the necessary conditions for the recognition of the authenticity and the authority
of these styles of production as the ‘Greek’ way of performing tragedy. Because they
promoted the notion of a ‘Greek Greece’ as opposed to the notion of a ‘European Greece’
- I have already explained the two terms in the previous chapter- and thus they faced
Europe as an opponent. In that sense these productions could be recognised as ‘purely
Greek’ works of art. It is my contention, therefore, that the development in Greek theatre
during that period with regard to the productions of tragedy successfully met the two
challenges that the constitution of Greek culture faced during that period. It presented an
aesthetic form of performance, within which the aesthetic styles of the individual
directors moved, that drew from European movements to produce works of art that
claimed a ‘Greek’ originality based on the renegotiation of ancient tragedy within

contemporary ‘Greek’ terms.

The constitution of a ‘sub-field of restricted production’ in Bourdieu’s terms based on the
productions of tragedy allowed in essence the hierarchical structure of the field of
performance. It provided the axis upon which the ‘positions’ and ‘position-takings’ of the
field could be structured, with the ‘autonomous pole’ being the performances of tragedy
and the ‘less autonomous pole’ being performances that belonged to the ‘large scale
production’, mainly boulevard theatre and epitheorisis. The ‘position-takings’ of agents
involved in the production of tragedy possessed the highest symbolic capital in the field.
The involvement of an artist in productions of tragedy was considered to be the crowning
of a 1ong and successful c areer in theatre d uring w hich an agent had not only refined

his/her craft but had also reached the point of having to present an overall aesthetic
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approach to the issue of tragedy.”® A more detailed picture of the way the ‘sub-field of
restricted production’ was structured, developed and functioned within the entire field of
theatre has to take into account the work of the other directors who also worked in
tragedy or in ancient drama in general, like Alexis Minotis, Takis Mouzenidis and Alexis
Solomés. Furthermore it also has to consider the work of directors who did not usually
work in tragedy, but who directed other plays, classics, or modern Greek plays, like Pelos

Katselis, Spyros Melas and Sokratis Karantinds.

In the argument of this thesis I chose to concentrate on the work of the Sikelianoi, Politis,
Rondiris and Koun because through their oppositions they dynamically shaped the
structure of the ‘sub-field’. They constitute the main representatives of what I consider to
be the first and the second phases of the development of the ‘sub-field of restricted
production’. Within this framework, as I will argue in the following two chapters, the first
opposition occurred between the Sikelianoi and Politis with the latter acquiring the
‘avant-garde position-taking’ in the ‘sub-field’ in Bourdieu’s terms. In the second phase
of the development of the ‘sub-field’ the main opposition, as I will explain in the last two
chapters, vented between Rondiris and Koun. The former possessed the ‘consecrated
position-taking’ in the ‘sub-field’. The latter acquired initially the ‘avant-garde position-
taking’ and from the 1950s onwards a ‘consecrated avant-garde position-taking’ in

Bourdieu’s terms.

“8 Although I mainly refer to theatre directors, the same conditions were valid for all the artists who were
involved in productions of tragedy.
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Photo 11 Katina Paxinou and Thanos Kotsopoulos in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, the
National Theatre 1965, directed by Alexis Minotis
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More importantly, however, as I will argue in the last two chapters of this thesis, the work
of the directors of the second phase in the development of the ‘sub-field’, especially
Rondiris’ and Koun’s productions, evolved drawing implicitly or explicitly on the
tradition of the performances of tragedy that both the Sikelianoi and Politis bequeathed.
Within that context the shaping of the structuring of the ‘sub-field” developed in a way
that continually referred to itself. Thus its history became “more and more linked to the

field’s specific history and to it alone”.*’ Itwas experienced asa continuous process,
which referred to what had already been achieved in order to underline the differences
between what was at each moment at stake. The process involved not only the artists
themselves but also the critics who frequently referred on the occasion of a review of one
production to previous productions. Furthermore periodicals were engaged in discussions

regarding the developments on the aesthetics of productions of tragedy.*

This kind of history of the field experienced as a continuous process that always refers
back to itself in order to develop forwards may be understood in the terms of what
Tsoukalas observes as ‘tradition’ in the countries of the capitalist centre. According to

€6 ¢

Tsoukalas in these countries “ ‘tradition’ is conceived as what is still in existence”. The
process “of [the] transmutation and reasoning” of this ‘tradition’ consists of the concept
of ‘modernisation’.’’ Within that context the ‘sub-field of restricted theatrical

production’ in Greece functioned during that period within the framework of ‘tradition’

* Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 266.

% One such discussion was held in the pages of the periodical Emfecopnois Téxvng, vol. 1A’, no 80-81,
August-September 1961. Besides that, periodicals like EmiBecdpnais Téxvngs or @éazpo, edited by Kostas
Nitsos, frequently published intellectuals’ and artists’ views on the development of performances of tragedy
or criticisms and comparisons on the work of individual artists.
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and ‘modernisation’ as these were understood and experienced in the capitalist centre. I
have already argued in the first chapter that this was also the case regarding literature.”
Taking into consideration that similar developments occurred during that period in
painting and in music it is my contention that the fields of art in the field of Greek cultural
production functioned in a mode analogous to the artistic fields in the capitalist centre.
And I have to stress the difference between the norms of development of these fields in
comparison to other Greek fields, like these of education, politics and economy. The
development of these latter fields was defined by the bipolar polemic relationship
between the concepts of ‘tradition’ and ‘modernisation’, which Tsoukalas, as I explained

in the first chapter, observes as characteristic of the periphery of the capitalist world.>

Part of the dynamic development of the field of performance during this period was the
constitution of two schools; the school of the National Theatre and the School of the
Théatro Technis. Both schools expressed a different approach not only regarding tragedy
but also theatre in general. In what concerned the aesthetic style of tragedy the school of
the National Theatre was based on Politis’ and especially Rondiris’ approach which was
carried on and developed by the other directors of the company like Minotis and
Mouzenidis. (See photo 11) The School of the National Theatre drew emphasis on the
poetic language of tragedy which, as Minotis claimed, “preserves it [tragedy] fully alive

[...] and it is the essence of the essence. It is the form of live passion.”>* The School of

3 Toovkohag, Kovotavtivog, «Ilapadoon kar Exovyypoviopog: Mepikd yevikdtepa epatipatar
(“Tradition and Modernisation: Some General Questions”), in: EAAnviaudg - EAAnvikérnra (Héllenism -
Hellenikotita), p. 38

52 See Chapter I, p.p. 37-9.

53 See Chapter I, p.p. 37-9.

540 moumxde Adyog [...] Th Suatnoei drotdvravy [...]. Elva 1) ovoia tiic ovoiag. Elvat fj poogii
100 Lwvravol adfovs. Mwvortig, AMEENS, To apyaio dpéua xar n avafiwor; tov (Ancient Drama and its
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the National Theatre aimed at “the rendering of the Geist and also the poetic broadness of
the Poetic Language and the probing deeply in the tragic message of the poet”.> It
promoted the human element of tragedy, which consisted of the rendering of human
passions and emotions in the dimension and intensity in which these are depicted in
tragedy. Within this context the ‘School of the National Theatre’ formed a different
concept of the rendering of the religiousness of tragedy. (Religiousness and the issue of
the rendering of the chorus were the two main issues of dispute concerning the rendering
of the genre of tragedy, as I will explain in the following chapters.) According to
Hourmotzios, “a religious sense was recreated within an absolutely legitimate
transference of tragedy from its religious beginning to the level of religiousness which is

claimed by the metaphysical conception of the tragic element”.>® On the whole the School

of the National Theatre focused on the individual and in many cases one gets the feeling

Revival), p. 29. Minotis was one of leading actors and theatre directors of the National Theatre and was
also Director of the National Theatre from 1964 to 1967 with Elias Venezis and again in 1974 to 1980. On
the importance of the poetic language of tragedy in contemporary performances see also Xovppottiog,
Ayihog, (Mepral andpeig yuo Thv ounveia tijg roaywdiog» (“Some views about the performance of
tragedy”), in: Awoyeig, Efdouds Ocdrpov 1960 (Views, A Week of Drama, 1960), Athens (no publishing
house nor a publication date are mentioned, the book comprises the Minutes of two congresses, the Artistic
Congress and the Professional Congress organised by the Greek Union of Actors within the frame of 4
Week of Drama, in 14" to 21* November, 1960), p.p. 68-76.

55 90,11 xvpiwe mEoéxeL elvar 1) &nddoon Toh nvevuatog GAAG xai 1o moLnTLX0D TAGTOVS TOD
AdSyov xai 1) gufabuvon 010 Teayixd puiivvua 100 mointi. Xovppovliog, Awiliog «H ElAnvixi)
founveia tiig AtTiriig toaywdiag» (“The Greek Performance of Ancient Tragedy”), in: To apyaio dpaua
(The ancient Drama), p. 82. Hourmovzios was Director of the National Theatre from 1955 to 1964. I chose
to translate the word Adyog as ‘dramatic speech/ language’ or in other parts of this thesis as ‘dramatic poetic
speech’ or ‘poetic speecl/ language’ because I think that it renders more faithfully the meaning of the word
Adyog in texts that discuss the issue of tragedy and more generally of theatre. The word Adyog, however,
carries with it its use in St John’s Gospel «Ev doyfi 17v 6 Adyoc» which denotes an absolute, metaphysical
dimension of the meaning. The way the word Adyos is used generally in texts and articles on tragedy,
although it refers to the dramatic poetic speech, denotes this metaphysical dimension, which in the case of
tragedy is explained by the metaphysical conception of the tragic element.

%% O umopotoe, pdiora, vix vmootnoixdii 61 6 icpaTixds avtde yapaxtioas Exel dvaniaobi ot
pid droAvTwg voutun uetdfeon tijs Toaywdias Grxod i) Bpnoxevtixt] s doetnoia o1d éninedo tiic
lepdnrac wod Siexbuxel 1) perapuowxi) dvridnyn 100 1payixod oroiyeiov. Xovppovliog, Apiiiog
«H E\Myvird] Egunveia 1iig Atuxig tpayndiagy (“The Greek Performance of Ancient Tragedy”), in: To
apyaio Spduc (The Ancient Drama), p. 83.
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Photo 12 Euripides’ Hecuba, the National Theatre, Epidaurus 1957, directed by Alexis
Minotis
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that the main weight of the performance was placed on the protagonists that were singled

out. (See photo 12)

The school of the Théatro Technis on the other hand was based on Karolos Koun’s
approach to theatre and tragedy. Koun’s approach to tragedy, as I will thoroughly
elaborate in the last chapter, placed emphasis on the ritualistic, Dionysiac, element of the
genre which for him also emphasised its collective character. His conception of the
collectivity of tragedy led him to focus on the rendering of the chorus that in his
productions becomes the protagonist. In his performances he also stressed the political
dimensions of the plays thus engaging ancient drama in a dialogue with the socio-political
context of his time. Finally, contrary to the National Theatre, he used masks for the

chorus.

The productions of ancient tragedy was one of the most important, if not the most
important, part of the Greek State’s national cultural policy on theatre. The insertion of
productions of tragedy within the framework of the State’s policy formed part of the
process of the ‘consecration’ of these performances and of the agents involved in them.
From 1932 onwards we can observe a growing systematic promotion of performances of
tragedy in a number of ways both inside and outside the country. The National Theatre
itself, the Institution that mainly represented the official national theatrical policy,
considered performances of Ancient Greek tragedy to constitute one of its most principal

concerns.”’  Indicative of this policy is the fact that the opening performance of the

%" It is worth pointing out that the importance attributed to performances of tragedy is clearly stated in the
Statute of the Constitution of National Theatre published on the 5™ of May 1930. It proclaimed: 1. The aim
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National theatre in 1932 was Aeschylus’ Agamemnon.>® From 1953 onwards it produced
an average of two to three plays of ancient drama per year, of which one at least was
necessarily a tragic play.> These productions were promoted as one of the most important

and prestigious parts of the repertoire of the National Theatre.

Another action that reveals the position that the performances of ancient tragedy acquired

within the Greek national cultural policy as this was exercised inside the country was the

of National Theatre is the cultivation of the aesthetically Beautiful and the promotion of the Greek dramatic
and theatrical (performance) production. 2. National Theatre should seek to accomplish this aim through
several means and according to the judgement of its Administration, especially through: a) the organisation
and function of the theatre conceded to it... to put on performances of plays mainly those that belong to the
total Greek dramatic production (ancient, medieval [renaissance] and modern) as well as the most
recognised plays of the foreign theatrical production... d) the organisation of a period of important
international literature and artistic celebrations in the survived ancient theatres with main emphasis placed
on performances of the masterpieces of ancient Greek theatre. [1. Sxondg 1ot EOvixot @edroov elvar 1)
xaAliépyeia 100 aioBiuatos o0 Kalo®, xal 1| mooaywyn tiis EAAnvixfic doauatovoyias xai
Oeatouxfic t€xvng. 2. Tov oxomdv toltov 10 EOvindv Ofatoov Oéhet émidiier Silx 1@V xatd v
xpiowv 1i)s Atotxiioews avtod mpoopdpwy uéowv, iéia b€ a’) Sult thig dpyaviocws tiis AELtovoyiag
100 mapayweovuévov Bedtoov [..] mpdg Sibaoxaliav Eoywv xvoiwe éx to® guvdiov EAAnvixol
dpapatoloyiov (doyaiov, pecaiwvixod xai vewispov) xabbs xal 1®v _&plotwv tfic Efvic
Oeatoixiic @uloloyiag, [..] &) 6w tiic doyavdoews mepidbov ueydiwv @idodoyixdv xai
xaAliteyvin@dv Siedvodic yapaxtiioog fopt@v eic & owldueva doxaia Oéatoa ué xvpiay Bdowv Ty
Subaoxadiav t@v doiorovoynudtwy tiic doyaiac éAAnvixfic Soauatovpyiag] Népog 4615, Mepi
10pdoews EOvikod Ocdrpov (Paragraphs 1 and 2 of the 2™ article of Law no 4615 “About the Constitution
of National Theatre”), Athens: EAAnviky| Anpoxpatia, Epnuepic te Kvfepvioews, 5 May 1930. (Italics
mine) In practice the National Theatre produced an average of two plays of ancient drama, of which one at
least was necessarily a tragic play, per year. The leading parts of the plays were always p layed by the
leading actors of the company. See 60 Xpdvia E@vixé Oéatpo, 1932-1992 (60 Years of National Theatre,
1932-1992), Tokopbdg, AAEENG (intro), Athens: Kébpog, 1992.

%8 Agamemnon was performed as a double bill with the newly written for the occasion giog Oveipog
(Uncle Dream) by Grigorios Xendpoulos, a play whose subject referred to Ancient Greece. See Kavaxng,
Baoikng, Efviké Oéazpo, E&rivia Xpvia Zxnvi kou ITapaoxivio (National Theatre: Sixty Years of Stage
and Backstage), Athens: Kdktog, 1999; the newspaper ITowia on the 20™ and 21" of March 1932; the
newspaper Kafnueouvii on the 13 of March, 1932; and the newspaper Eotia on the 20" of March, 1932.
%% Until 1953 the National Theatre produced at least one ancient play per year, by tradition a tragic play,
with the exception of the period during the Second World War and the civil war that broke out afterwards,
when the production of ancient drama was not systematic. The importance that the National Theatre
attributed to tragedy is also evident in the fact that the first production of ancient comedy by the National
Theatre occurred in 1956. See 60 Xpovia EOviké Géazpo, 1932-1992 (60 Years of National Theatre, 1932-
1992).
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Photo 13 Euripides’ Helen, the National Theatre, Epidaurus 1962, directed by Takis

Mouzenidis
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founding of Arts Festivals.  The Athens and the Epidaurus Festivals inaugurated in the
middle of the 1950s were internationally recognised. The latter, the Epidaurus Festival
was exclusively dedicated to ancient drama and until 1974 the participating performances
were exclusively those of the National Theatre. (See photo 13) During the 1960s it was

customary to invite foreign theatre personalities to attend the opening of the Festival.

In what regarded the planning and promotion of a Greek national theatrical policy outside
the country the performances of ancient tragedy became one of the most important
theatrical products, if not the most important, which the State could and did export in the

West as well as the East. Greek theatre companies frequently toured abroad performing
ancient tragedy. Besides the National Theatre, the Peiraiké Théatro, founded by Rondiris
when he left the National Theatre, toured abroad performing exclusively ancient tragedy.
The Théatro Technis held traditionally the opening nights of its productions of ancient
drama in major European cities, a practice that Koun stopped in 1967 as a protest against
the coup d’ état. Both the Peiraikd Théatro and the Théatro Technis participated in the
Théatre de Nations and were awarded first prizes. Within this framework from the 1950s
onwards the ‘Greek’ way of performing tragedies became internationally known and

respected.®’

% See Eridavpog: 40 Xpovia Beorifdl (Epidaurus: 40 Years of the Festival), Athens: “Néa Zovopa”,
AEITAAZ, 1994 and To Xpovixé twv Emdavpicwv, 1954-1976 (The Chronicle of the Epidaurus Festival,
1954-1976), Athens: periodical Oczarpixa, no date of publication is given.

¢! On reviews of Greek productions of tragedy performed abroad see AvtwvoOia, Ioufvn (ed.), Kativag
Madvod AAéEn Mivarri IToAdypovog mpyaiuds yia pav 1686xn (Katina Paxinou Alexis Minotis A Long
Journey to Ithaca), Athens: Ex6ce1g Emkaipétnta, 1989 and the programme of the Theatro Technis’
production of Aeschylus Persae in 2000, a performance which was a revival of the 1965 production. Kott
refers to the Euripides Medea production of Peiraiké Théatro that he had attended in Italy, see Kott, Jan,
Ocogayia: Soxiwia yia mv apyaia tpaywdia (Theophagia: Essays on Ancient Tragedy), Bepuxokaxn-
Aptéun, Ayyéha (trans. in Greek), Athens: EEavrag, 1976, p.p.283-8.
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Chapter 111

Aggelos Sikelianés and Eva Palmer-Sikelianou: Aeschylus’ “Prometheus

Bound”, Delphi 1927
Easter,
respected by all Easter,
Bacchus!
Apolio!
Jesus!

How as an infant you reached your hand for the vine!
How as a man you harmonized the lyre with joy!
And You the last one,

Bread-slicer

Sharer of your heart!’

The aesthetic styles of productions of tragedy in the beginning of the history of the ‘sub-
field of theatrical production’, in Bourdieu’s terms, evolved from the fundamental
question “how can the form of tragedy be rendered in performance in contemporary
Greece?” This question had formed the basis of the long ongoing discussion from the
nineteenth ¢ entury onwards, o f which I have spoken in the previous ¢ hapter.? F rom
Politis’ 1919 production of Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus, however, the question or
rather the proposed answers to this question were related to particular approaches and

aesthetic styles of performances of tragedy.

'Q Néoya,/ navoepdouo Mdoya!/ QTaxye!/ Andriwval/ Inoot!/ Iec Poépoc Gniwoes
xéot atd otapvil/ Ilwg doudvioes T Avpa, avipitng, ot yapd!/ K 'Eov otepvé,/ Aptoxdne,/
1fis xapditic Tov uegaon] Tikehavlg, Ayyerog, «AL6vvoog - Tnoobs» (“Dionysus-Christ”), in: «H
Zuveidnon g ITiotng» (“The Consciousness of Faith”), lTpdloyos atn {wri (Prologue to Life), Avpixde
Biog (Lyric Life), vol. 111, Athens: Txapog, 1965, p. 213.

% See Chapter II, p.p. 78-9, and footnote 17, p.78.
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From 1919 to 1934, during the first p hase o f the structuring o f the ‘sub-field’, there
were two main issues around which the propositions of aesthetic styles were formed: the
rendering of the religiousness of tragedy and the rendering of the chorus.’
Consequently the attitudes of theatre directors towards these issues make up the core of
the o ppositions e xpressed in the ‘sub-field o f restricted p roduction’. T he two issues
were interrelated. The tragic chorus, the descendant of the dithyramb, rendered in
antiquity the religious roots of tragedy.* Thus the choice of the rendering or not of the
religiousness of tragedy affected directly the aesthetic treatment of the chorus and
consequently the entire aesthetic style of the performance. As I will argue, the
rendering of the religiousness of tragedy in contemporary performances aimed at
creating the atmosphere of a ritual and placed emphasis on the presence of the chorus.
Besides the fact that the c horus historically was p erceived as e volving from A ncient
Greek religious rituals, it was considered to be fundamental in the creation of a
ritualistic atmosphere because it signified and enhanced the concept of collectivity.
This concept was regarded as primary in the creation of the atmosphere of ritual. The
non-rendering of the religiousness of tragedy, on the other hand, as I will explain in the
two following chapters, shifted the emphasis from the collective to the individual. Thus

these different approaches led to different aesthetic styles. The principle of the

? Fotos Politis died in 1934. The Sikelianoi, after the second Delphi Festival, were not involved in
productions of tragedy. The year1934 also marked the beginning of the second phase of the development
of the ‘sub-field’. Karolos Koun founded his first company and produced two plays during that same
year, the second one was Euripides’ Alcestis. In the middle of 1935 Dimitris Rondiris was appointed
Director of the National Theatre.

¢ Besides the philological tradition on this issue, which is extremely rich as I have already pointed out in
the Introduction, I want also to draw attention to the fact that at the beginning of the twentieth century the
issue of the religiousness of tragedy being symbolised and rendered by the tragic chorus was heavily
stressed by scholars all over Europe. As an example I will refer to the Cambridge School of Cultural
Anthropology. At the same time the issue of ritual was at the centre of theatre quests.
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difference between these styles was a matter of aesthetic balance between the

protagonists and the chorus.

The main opposition between the directors of the first phase of the development of the
‘sub-field’ arose between Aggelos Sikelianos and Eva Palmer-Sikelianot, on the one
hand, and Fotos Politis, on the other, and involved precisely these issues. It is
interesting to note that this o pposition 1ed them to acquire s pecific ¢ position-takings’
within the ‘sub-field’ in Bourdieu’s terms that actually corresponded to the sequence of
generations they belonged to in the literary field. Despite the fact that Politis’ 1919
production of Oedipus Tyrannus is the first in this line of development, the productions
by the Sikelianoi of Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound and Suppliants were in essence the
first proposition on the discourse on ancient tragedy and hellenikétita. As I will argue,
not only did the Sikelianof not refer at all artistically to Politis’ first production, but also
the latter particularised and refined his own aesthetic approach to tragedy by opposing
the approach and style of performance of the Sikelianoi. In that sense it is my
contention that the Sikelianoi, especially Aggelos Sikeliands, acquired a ‘consecrated
position-taking’ in the sub-field in Bourdieu’s terms whilst Politis took the ‘avant-garde
position-taking® in the ‘sub-field’. > These ‘position-takings’ in the field of theatre

actually corresponded to the ones they already held in the literary field. I have already

’ Eva Palmer-Sikelianou does not seem to acquire an independent ‘position-taking’ in the field. She
shared that of Aggelos Sikelian6s. From 1905 to 1933 when she lived in Greece her work revolved
around the work and concepts of Aggelos Sikeliands. It was after her return to the U.S.A. that Eva
Palmer-Sikelianou worked independently. It is rather difficult at this point to explain her habitus. That
would involve the study of the American socio-cultural environment and the study of gender issues
during that period which is beside the point in this thesis. On the one hand, she was a very creative and
capable woman in that she had a strong personality; on the other hand, she was completely devoted to
Aggelos Sikelianés to the point that she engaged all her creativity in furthering his ideas for a period of
almost thirty years when she lived in Greece.
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mentioned in the previous chapter that Aggelos Sikelianés held a ‘consecrated position-
taking’ in the field of literature as a poet, whilst Fotos Politis held a risky ‘avant-garde’

6 Thus, in essence both Sikeliands and Politis transferred their

position as a critic.
‘position-takings’ from the field of literature, transferring as well their habitus as this
had already been expressed in the literary field. That meant that they implicitly
transferred the symbolic capital they already possessed in the field of literature to the
‘position-takings’ created by their engagement in the direction of tragedy in the field of

theatre. Moreover they transferred their aesthetic positions in the discourse on literature

and hellenikotita to performances of tragedy.

In terms of their theatre practice the difference between their approaches reflected also a
difference of choice concerning the European theatrical movements they drew from.
The productions of the Sikelianoi moved within the framework of late German

romanticism drawing mainly on Richard Wagner and Friedrich Nietzsche. This

¢ Aggelos Sikelianés (1884-1951) began writing when he was very young and continued to write until his
death. His first major poetic work was Adagpofoxiwrog written in 1907 and published by him for the first
time in 1909 in a luxury edition (4Aagpoioxiwrog literally means “one having a light shadow”; in Greece
people who are characterised as having “a light shadow” are people who allegedly can ‘see’ and/or
‘contact’ beings of the spiritual world.). There followed Tpdloyog ot {wij (Prologue to Life), in 1915-
17, MAtnp Ocod (Mother of God), in 1917, ITdoya twv EAArvawv (The Easter of the Greeks), in 1918-
1919, a series of independent poems called «Opgika» (“Orfics”), between 1927 and 1942 and Enivixor
B’(Victorious II), in 1940-41. In 1938 he compiled all the written poetic work he had produced until then
in three volumes under the title Avpixés fiog (Lyric Life). He was also fascinated by theatre. When he
was very young he took part in Christomanos’ production of Euripides’ 4lcestis performed in 1901.
Besides the Delphi Festivals he wrote five tragedies influenced by the antiquity and the Byzantine period.
O tedevraiog Oppixds 6186pauPog 1 o S186pauPos tov pddov (The Last Orfic Dithyramb or the Dithyramb
of the Rose), published in 1932, Z186Mda (Sibylla), written in 1940 and published in 1944, (the work
foresaw in a sense the war that was to follow in a few months), O daidakog otnv Kprity (Daedalus in
Crete), published in 1943, O Xpiato¢ otn Poun (Christ in Rome), published in 1946 and O 8dvarog tov
Aryevij (The Death of Digenis), written in 1947 (Digenis, is the fictional central hero of the folklore poetic
Greek Byzantine tradition, created between the ninth and the eleventh century). Sikelianés’ plays,
however, do not reach the high level of his poetry and they are extremely rarely performed. Besides the
corpus of his creative work there is also a corpus of lectures and articles he wrote over the years
published in 1981 under the title [7e(d¢ Adyog (Prose) which consists of five volumes.
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approach was combined with a reference to Isadora Duncan’s dance.” Politis, on the
other hand, drew on the movement of eclecticism and especially on the work of Max
Reinhardt. Thus following the historical development of the field in relation also to
their European references, it is more plausible to discuss first the work of Aggelos

Sikeliands and Eva Palmer-Sikelianod.

Aggelos Sikelian6s and Eva Palmer-Sikelianot produced two tragic plays, Aeschylus’
Prometheus B ound and Suppliants in 1927 and 1930 respectively. B oth productions
were performed in the ancient theatre of Delphi and were an integral part of the Delphic
Festivals (deApixés INoptég) which were devised and organised to promote Aggelos
Sikelianés’ Delphic Idea. The Delphi productions are considered today to be more Eva
Palmer-Sikelianou’s work than Aggelos Sikelianés since she produced and directed the

plays.® I will argue, however, that it is very difficult to extol the work of the one over

7 Although I will discuss the work of those five directors in relation to specific European movements one
has to keep in mind that the issue of influence on a work of art is quite complicated. Firstly, one cannot
exclude the possibility of other minor or indirect influences expressed in a work of art which sometimes
are difficult to trace. Secondly, one cannot be certain where each director drew his influence from. In the
case of the Sikelianoi, for example, although one can be more or less certain that their deep knowledge of
Duncan’s form of dance derived, if not from Isadora Duncan herself, from her brother Raymond, in the
case of Wagner and Nietzsche it is more difficult to establish how the Sikelianoi formed their
understanding of them. The idea that they may have read their work is the strongest possibility since both
of them seemed to be familiar with it and both were very learned. One, however, has to take into
consideration other factors as well. Greek culture was generally influenced by German culture, thus ideas
and concepts that were related to Wagner and Nietzsche might have influenced the Sikelianoi, especially
Aggelos Sikeliands, before they became acquainted with their work. The Greek intellectual and artistic
elite was very well informed on European movements during that period. Moreover, in the course of their
career, discussions on Wagner’s and Nietzsche’s ideas with other Greek artists and intellectuals might
also have shifted their own understanding of them. After all, art is a world of ideas that are in a constant
motion of ever-changing forms. Thus, although I will discuss specific European movements in relation to
the work of each director, it should be kept in mind that the existence of other influences cannot be
excluded.

¥ Eva Palmer-Sikelianot was born in America in 1874 into a rich upper middle-class family. Froma
young age she was interested in theatre and she had received private tuition from actors of La Comédie
Frangaise in Paris. She met Aggelos Sikelianés in 1905 in the house of Isadora Duncan in Athens and
they fell in love at first sight (Isadora Duncan’s brother, Raymond, was married to Aggelos Sikelianés’
sister, Penelope). They were married in 1907 and they stayed together until 1933 when she returned to the
U.S.A. because of financial problems. Although Aggelos Sikelianés married again later, the relationship
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the work of the other. Although Eva Palmer-Sikelianou’s creative talent, her
understanding of performance and her competence in organisation made the idea of the
Delphi Festivals feasible, the realisation of the Festivals could not have been achieved
in the way it was achieved without Aggelos Sikelianés. Not only the Delphic Idea and
the use of Festivals to promote it have to be attributed to Aggelos Sikelianés, but also
the concept of hellenikotita which constituted the core of both the Festivals and the
production of tragedy. It is evident from the written material that Eva Palmer-
Sikelianow’s concept of hellenikotita and the ideological aesthetic framework
concerning tragedy coincided completely with that of Aggelos Sikelianés.’
Furthermore, despite today’s general avowal that the Delphi performances were Eva
Palmer-Sikelianoi’s work, Aggelos Sikelianés seems to have been actively involved in
the enterprise. Not only did Eva Palmer-Sikelianot discuss with him issues concerning
the organisation of the performance, abiding sometimes by his decisions, like for
example the issue of the performance of the play in Modern Greek, but also, as I will
argue later, it seems that the interpretation of both the Prometheus Bound and the
Suppliants texts, which consisted of the directorial interpretative frame of the
performances, have to be attributed to Aggelos Sikelianés.'® In that sense I think that, in

practice, the work of the one supplemented the work of the other.

between them was never disturbed. (For a chronology of Eva Palmer-Sikelianou’s life see 'Hawg, No 98-
102, 1966 and No 103-108, 1967, printed in one volume, Athens: Exd6o€ig IMaradnpa, 1998 (thence the
references), p.p. 1-7.)

® On Eva Palmer-Sikelianou’s ideas on hellenikétita see Mépep-Zikehavod, Eva, lepdg ITavikdg
(Upward Panic), Anton, John, P. (trans. in Greek), Athens E&Gvrag, 1992, especially p.p. 98-9, 152 and
190. The degree of the identification of her approach to the issue of Ancient Greek theatre with that of
Aggelos Sikelian6s is clearly shown in her English-written article “What is great theatre” published in
‘Hdig, p.p. 300-5.

' Eva Palmer-Sikelianoti records her discussion with Aggelos Sikelianés on the possibility of performing
Prometheus Bound in Ancient Greek. It was Aggelos Sikelianés’ decision that the play should be
performed in the Modern Greek translation of Ioannis Gryparis. See I[TéAuep-Zikehavod, Eba, lepdg
Hovikég (Upward Panic), p. 125. She also records her disagreement with Aggelos Sikelian6s on the
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The productions of Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound and Suppliants were both linked
organically to Aggelos Sikelianés’ Delphic idea and the Delphic Festivals, which in
their turn evolved from his concept of hellenikdtita. The Sikelianoi were not interested
in producing tragic plays per se. As I will explain later in this chapter, they saw these
productions as an integral part of the Delphic Idea and of the Festivals which were
organised to promote it.'' Despite the success of their productions that led to a
proposition for the organisation of a regularly run Festival of performances of ancient
tragedy in Delphi, they were against the idea of performing tragic plays independently
of the Delphic idea. Regardless of the attitude of the Sikelianoi, however, their two
Delphi productions were recognised as a ‘Greek way’ of performing ancient drama.'?
Furthermore the organisation of the Delphi Festivals as international Festivals gave an
international dimension, on the one hand, to the productions themselves and, on the
other, to the symbolic capital that tragedy had and that the ‘Greek way of performing’

could acquire. As Sideris notes, without the Delphi Festivals “what followed

issue of the choice composer in regard to the production of Prometheus Bound. She states that she had

difficulty in persuading him to prefer Konstantinos Psachos to Dimitris Mitropoulos or Manolis

Kalomoiris who were Aggelos Sikelianés’ choice. See ITaApep-Zikehavod, Eba, lepds Mavixés (Upward

Panic), p.p. 124-5. Both these examples indicate that Aggelos Sikelianés was quite involved in the
ractical side of the Delphi performances.

! The programme of the two Delphi Festivals comprised athletic games, exhibitions of popular Greek
handicraft, and Greek folklore dances and songs. The highlights of the Festivals, however, were the
performances of Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound and Suppliants.

2 See among others Podéc, Miyaijh, «Amd Tiig Aehgundeg ‘Eoptdg To ¥gyov 10D Ayyelov
Zixehavot meog v ‘EALGSa, Tdiwtint towtofouvria xal xpdtog E0avpatovgynoav, ‘O xopdg
1OV 'Queavidwv xal f) dxovoTxy Tob &gxaiov Bedtoou» (“From the Delphi Festivals: Aggelos
Sikelianés’® Work for Greece; Private and State Initiative Worked Miracles; The Chorus of Oceanids and
the Acoustics of the Ancient Theatre”), EAevifcpov Bfjua, 12-5-1927; Toapo, « To Lovrdveppo tarv
‘EAMvixdv rapaddoewv: H napdotaois tob ITpounbéws Acouditov: Td Batpa 1®dvV AeA@av»
(“The Revival of Greek Traditions: The Performance of Prometheus Bound: The Miracle of Delphi”),
ITowia, 12-5-1927; @pvrog, AAkng, «O ITpounBevs Acoudtng otolg Aehpoig» (“Prometheus Bound
in Delphi”), in: To EAAnvixé Oéarpo (The Greek Theatre), vol. 1, p.p. 43-52. Thrilos raises again the
issue of the success of the production with regard to Politis’ 1932 production of Aeschylus’ Agamemnon,
see ®pvrog, Ahkmg, «H EvapEn 1ot "EBvixoD Oedtoov”: AioyxUiov, Ayauduvwy, nuetdgoaon L.
Toundoen. Ociog "Vverpog, povénpaxto I'p. Zevémoviov» (“The opening of ‘National Theatre”;
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...(Hecuba, Cyclops, and the pushing forward for the constitution of the National
Theatre) would not have taken place”.'* Thus using Bourdieu’s model of analysis the
Sikelianoi’s productions constitute an important link in the development of the history

of the ‘sub-field’.

Both the 1927 production of Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound and the 1930 production of
Aeschylus’ Suppliants moved within Greek culture’s quest for ‘purely Greek’ works of
art, prominent during the period that I discuss. Within this framework I will argue that
the aesthetic style of the two productions met the two fundamental challenges that
Greek culture faced during that period. The first one, as I have already explained in the
previous chapters, concerned the renegotiation of Ancient Greece within Modern Greek
cultural terms and the cultural tradition of Byzantine and the more recent ‘Greek’
culture. This renegotiation may be portrayed in Eva Palmer-Sikelianou’s words that also
refer to the ‘Greekness’ of the aesthetic style of the productions. At the time of the
production of Prometheus Bound she was quoted as saying that her intention was for
everything to be presented “cleared from every foreign element. Only what is purely
Greek would appear. On the one side the ancient art and life and on the other side the

Greek popular art and life”."*

Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, translated by I. Gryparis. Uncle Dream, one-act play by Gr. Xenépoulos™), in:
To EAAnvixé Oéazpo (The Greek Theatre), vol. 1, p.p. 336-45.

1 Xwoic 1ic Eoptéc 8,1 énaxolovbel, [...] («ExdBn», «Kvxiwmagy, énionevon tiic idovongtod
«EOvixo0»), 6¢ O& elxe ovvieAeotel. Tidépng, Névwg, To apyaio eAdnvixé Géatpo atn véa eAdnvix
axnvy: 1817-1932 (Ancient Greek Theatre on the Modern Greek Stage: 1817-1932), p. 361.

““Oia 8 TapovoraoBotv Eexabapiouéva and xG0e Eévo orouyeio. O tupaviodf) povdya 8,1
elvar dyvo EAAnvind. Amd 10 Eva pépog 1 doxaia téxvn xai fwr, and 1O dALo 1) Aaixn téxvn xal
{wn. EAevBepov Bijua, 16-1-1927. (Quotation taken from Zidépng, Mavvg, To apyaio Géatpo om véa
elnvirry axnvn: 1817-1932 (Ancient Greek Theatre on the Modern Greek Stage: 1817-1932), p. 347.)
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In the aesthetic style of the productions the aesthetic references to Ancient Greece, as I
will explain further, were still quite dominant. This dominance is not only depicted in
an exemplary way in the main structural poses of the chorus dance, the use of masks,
and of course the use of the ancient theatre of Delphi as the site for the performance.
The choice of more recent cultural references that were used in performances was also
based on the Sikelianoi’s understanding and recognition that the roots of these
references were to be traced back to Ancient Greece. For example they asked
Konstantinos Psachos, an expert in Byzantine music, to compose the music of
Prometheus Bound, because Eva Palmer-Sikelianou believed that Byzantine music

originated from Ancient Greek music."

Neither of the Sikelianoi, however, were interested in creating a performance that would

be ‘archaeologically correct’, a principle that refers to the nineteenth-century

'* Psachos himself wrote that he composed the music of the chorus songs “according to the ancient modes
(tpomor)” applying also many ancient rhythms. Wéyoc, Kovotavrivog, «H povowi) otig Aehpinkg
‘Eogteg» (“Music in the Delphi Festivals™), Hdg, p. 136. Rodas noted that the music of the performance
was a “combination of Ancient, Byzantine and more recent [Greek music]”. Podég, Myand, «And tag
Aehgurig ‘Eoptac To Eoyov 1ol Ayyehov ZixeAllavod mpdg thv EALGdq, Tdiwtin mowtofouvlia
%ol kA Tog Eé8avpatovgynoay, ‘O xoog TV ‘Queavidwy xal i) dxovotixy tol dpyaiov Bedtoou»
(“From the Delphi Festivals: Aggelos Sikelianos’ Work for Greece; Private and State Initiative Worked
Miracles; The Chorus of Oceanids and the Acoustics of the Ancient Theatre”), EAei6epo Bfijua, 12-5-
1927. Tsamo wrote it reminded him of Byzantine music. Toopd, « To Cwvtdveppa 1dv EAAVrGY
nagaddoewv: 'H napdotaocis 1ot ITpounbéws Aeoudtor: To Batpa tdv Aehpdv» (“The Revival of
Greek Traditions: The Performance of Prometheus Bound: The Miracle of Delphi”), [Towia,12-5-1927.
The creative team of the 1927 production of Prometheus Bound was: loannis Gryparis: translation; Eva
Palmer-Sikelianou: Direction, Choreography, and Costumes; Foskolos: Set Design; Konstantinos
Psachos: composition of music; F. Oikonomidis: conductor of the orchestra; P. Kalogerikos: assistant
director (for the actors); El. Santré: mask design. The cast was: Geérgios Bourlos: Prometheus; Orestis
Kontogiannis: Kratos; Elias Destounis: Hephaestus and Hermes; G. Mavrogenis: Oceanus; Katerina
Marouli (Kakouri): Io; Marika Veloddiou: Bia. Chorus of Oceanids: Chorus Leaders: Koula Prétsika and
Giagaki; Chorus members: Elli Kavadia, Elli Margariti, Anetoula Koliva, Elena Kantoni, Nina Delivoria,
Nella [Kouk] Proestopoulou, Vetta and Viki Raftopoulou, Maria Mamona, Anna Psilianou, Kaiti
Psilianou, Natalia, Tsarlaba, Elli Seferli and Roussa Mavromati. Also in the chorus without speaking
participated: Eirinoula Leoni, Dionyssia Drini, Evaggelia Mamon4, Tasoula Lantadiou, Nitsa Kokkini,
Katina Andronikou, I. Tsaousi, Maria Kantoni, Margarita Xanthaki, Falina Skorou, Maria Hrisi, Violetta
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productions. As Eva Palmer-Sikelianoti wrote, the choice of the aesthetic elements that
were used in the production and the whole aesthetic conceptualisation of the style aimed
at revealing the play’s “axis” so that it would be “emotionally true, or almost true”.'®
This ‘emotional truth’ would render the play accessible to contemporary audiences. In
this framework she incorporated Ancient Greek references in her style of performance.
As she explained in a series of letters to Mrs. Joan Vanderpool written between 1935
and 1936, the references to Ancient Greek cultural elements were a way for her to

understand and transmit to contemporary audiences the emotional quality and essence

of a play as she understood them."’

One might suppose that perhaps it was easier for Eva Palmer-Sikelianou, being an
American, to approach Greece through the cultural tradition of Ancient Greece,
although this speculation might be slightly unfair as she had lived in Greece since 1905.
Her whole conceptualisation, however, of the use of Greek cultural elements to create
the aesthetic style of the performances and the aesthetic emphasis on the Ancient Greek
references drew from and in a sense was legitimised by Aggelos Sikelianés’ concept of
the integral unity of Greek culture. Thus the Sikelianoi’s approach to tragedy was based
on and promoted the doctrine of the capitalist aesthetic ideology, the continuity of the
Greek nation through the ages. As I will explain later, Sikelianés’ concept of

hellenikétita focused on recovering and e xpressing once again in a dynamic way the

Papaioannou, Titi Nteventa. See Zwépng, [évwng, To apyaio eldnviké Géatpo orn véa eldnvixr oxnvi:
1817-1932 (Ancient Greek Theatre on the Modern Greek Stage: 1817-1932), p.p. 349-50.

e Méhpep-Zixehavov, Eva, lepdg ITavikég (Upward Panic), p. 130.

' Anton, John, P. (ed.), Emorodés e Ebag ITdAuep-ZixeAiavod yia 1o apyaio opdua (Eva Palmer-
Sikelianou’s Letters about Ancient Drama), Tookonoviov, Aovkia (trans. in Greek), Athens: «Néa
Zovopan-A.A. A1pavn, 1997, (the letters are edited in the English original as well as translated into
Greek), p.p. 145-220 (in the English original).
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Greek Geist which conveyed for him a universal value and importance. The first and
most dynamic and complete expression of the Greek Geist was manifested in the
Ancient Greek civilisation. Thus Ancient Greece had for Sikelianés a significant
position in the entirety of ‘Greek’ culture. Within that context Eva Palmer-Sikelianou’s
insistence on referring to ancient cultural elements corresponded to Sikelianés’ ideas on

hellenikdtita.

Aggelos Sikelianés understood hellenikétita as a spiritual entity, which he perceived as
the Greek Geist. It was within this concept of the Greek Geist that he conceived the
unity of the Greek culture through the ages. This concept was based on his belief that
the core of the Greek race, its “blood”, remained unchangeable, “a black un-ridden
horse”.!® Thus the “palpitation” of the Ancient Greek Geist being Greek was still
“beating” within the Greek race. The expression of the Greek Geist in all its
completeness and dynamism was to be found in antiquity, when the Greek Geist
managed to conceive and express through the Ancient Greek civilisation the ‘universal
principles of Life’. That is why he believed that the Greek race was superior. This

superiority drew on the identification of Humanism and of the Human-being with

Greece and the Greek man respectively.
Aggelos Sikelianés’ notion of the Greek race and its superiority seems to be of a

Wagnerian origin although, as I will explain later on, there is a difference on the way

they perceive the concept of the ‘superiority’ of the race. Sikelianés’ understanding of
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the Greek race and Greece’s position in the world bear a striking similarity to Wagner’s
ideas on the German race and Germany’s importance for the future of the world.
Initially, however, Sikelianés, influenced by the poet Periclis Gianndpoulos, explained
the superiority of the Greek race in terms of physiological criteria; it was the
particularity of the Greek land that accounted for the physiology of the Greek man and
of the Greek race.'” In the course of time Aggelos Sikelianés’ explanation of the
superiority of the Greek race shifted, as Papadaki observes, from the invocation of
physiological criteria to an explanation based on reasons of ancientness.’ Thus the
Greek race was superior because it was the first one to manifest the ‘universal principles
of Life’. Here Aggelos Sikeliands seems to take after Wagner’s mysticism expressed in
the latter’s understanding of German nationalism. As the core of the Greek race
remained unchangeable through the ages, the Greek Geist which was still “beating” in it
would inevitably lead Modern Greece to acquire its leading spiritual position in the
world. This idea was central in Sikelianés’ perception and it was also expressed in his

Delphic Idea.

The Delphic Idea was Sikelianés’ answer to the problems that humanity all around the
world and Greece itself faced. It aimed at the foundation of a purely spiritual centre

where intellectuals from all over the world —the international intellectual elite - would

'® Matipo dveriBavo dn! Tixehavos, Ayyehos, «Alpa tiig Ui pou» (“Blood of my Race”), in: «H
Zuveldnon tiic Puliic pou» (“The Consciousness of my Race”), llpdAoyog otn {wirj (Prologue to Life),
Avpixog Biog (Lyric Life), vol. 111, p. 71.

" See Tvvénovhog, Nepuhig, H EAAnvixn ypauun ko to EAAnvikov xpdua (The Greek Line and the
Greek Light), Athens: «Néo Zovopa» A. ABavn, 1992. On Gianndpoulos’ influence on Sikelianés see
Dimaras, C. Th., Modern Greek Literature and also, [Taradaxm, Ala, To epnfixé npdromo tov Ayyedov
Zixediavod kai n Aedpir mpoomabeia (The Adolescent Model of Aggelos Sikeliands and the Delphic
Attempt), Athens: T'eviky) Tpappateia Néog Fevidg k1 ABAnmiopod, 1995, p. 80.
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meet in order to define and to impose the universal principles that should determine the
ruling of humanity.?' This international intellectual elite would be characterised by a
consciousness superior to the confusion of our times and by a will to assume
responsibility for the contemporary problems in order to resolve them.? In essence the
international intellectual elite would function like the ancient Epoptai of Delphi
observing the tendencies of the nations and pressing for the completion of each nation
and the harmonious and peaceful coexistence of all the peoples.”> Greece was to play
an important part in this movement precisely because the Greek Geist was the first one

to manifest in the Ancient Greek civilisation the universal principles of Life.*

Sikeliandés’ notion of hellenikotita, which was expressed among other things in his
Delphic Idea, points, as I will explain, to the second challenge that Greek culture met
during that period: the appropriation of European aesthetic and cultural i nfluences in

such a way that this would lead to an originality that could be characterised as ‘purely

2 Manadawn, Ala, To epnPixé mpéromo tov Ayyedov Zixediavod xai n dedpuari npoonabeia (The
Adolescent Model of Aggelos Sikeliands and the Delphic Attempt), p. 80.

2! As Papadaki notes, the Delphic Idea aimed at the finding of a first spiritual centre, the revival of
traditional principles, and the organic relationship of this spiritual centre with contemporary problems,
which it would solve. [Toradaxn, Aia, To epnfixé apotoro tov Ayyedov Zikediavod ko n Aedpixn
mpoordBeia (The Adolescent Model of Aggelos Sikeliands and the Delphic Attempt), p. 89. Sikelianés
visualised the eventual foundation of many spiritual centres all over the world. See ITéApep-Zikehavoo,
Eba, lepdg Iavikdg, (Upward Panic), p. 81.

22 See among many of Sikelianés’ articles, «H ITgoon@Oeié pov otovg Aehgotc T moaypatind
xivnteo» (“My Delphi Attempt: The Real Motives”) and «Aehpirog Adyos: H vevpatinn don tig
Aehquriig TTpoondeiacy» (“Delphic Speech: The Spiritual Base of the Delphic Attempt™), in: Ayyglog
Twehavée, ITe(6c Abyog (Prose), vol. 11, Athens: Txapog, 1981, p. p. 27- 37 and 67-118 respectively.

2 The Epoptai was one of the institutions founded by the ancient Delphi Oracle to promote the idea for a
Greek politics instead of city-states politics. According to Silelian6s the Epoptai, who were also called
Guardians of the Sacred Archives, were high priests that observed the contemporary historic tendencies
of the peoples of all the known (then) world in order to attract them beyond the dark fanaticism towards a
hearth of knowledge of the Universe and the ‘Know thyself’. See, Zikehiavdg, Ayyehos, «H dmoctoly)
Tiig ®owvétntacy (“The Mission of the Community™), in: I7e(6¢ Adyog (Prose), vol. 11, p. 173.

* See, ZikeMavég, Ayyerog, «H Aehqurh) ‘EAMGOa» (“Delphic Greece”) and «H &mootoly) Tig
#owvétntacy (“The Mission of the Community”), in: [7e{d¢ Adyog (Prose), vol. 11, p.p. 38-46 and 163-83
respectively.
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Greek’. In his interpretation of hellenikotita and of the superiority of the Greek Geist
Sikeliands re-echo Richard Wagner’s mystical conception of German nationalism.?’
Sikelian6s constructs an analogous mystical ideologized concept of ‘Greece’ and of the
‘Greek race’. In fact, the extent to which his ideas re-echo Wagner’s is striking.
Wagner’s concept of ‘Germanness’, as he wrote in a letter to Nietzsche, was ‘purely
metaphysical’. As Borchmeyer notes, Wagner believed that the “German spirit” is
“called upon” to “bring happiness” to the nations of the earth.® The principle of
“happiness” linked in Wagner’s thought the Ancient Greeks with the Germans.
“Happiness” according to Wagner and to a wider Germanic tradition that can be traced
to Schiller and even earlier, was also what Ancient Greeks taught the world.?” Thus,
within the framework of Wagner’s understanding of German nationalism, Germans in a
sense were to take the position that Ancient Greeks held in antiquity in the

contemporary world.

Sikelianos transfers Wagner’s ideas of the destiny of the German nation to the Greeks.
In fact it seems as though he used Wagner’s exact expression, erasing the word
“Germans” and replacing it with the word “Greeks”. However, he justifies and
appropriates what he borrows from Wagner by filling them with his own image of
Greece instilled in him since childhood, on the one hand through his contact with the

Ionian Literature School (Aristotelis Valaoritis, one of the representatives of this School

% 0On Wagner’s concept of ‘German nationalism’ see Borchmeyer, Dieter, Richard Wagner: Theory and
Theatre; Large, David, C., “Wagner’s Bayreuth Disciples”, in: David C. Large, and William Weber
(eds.), Wagnerism in European Culture and Politics, Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press, 1984,
p-p.72-133. On German nationalism in general see Hughes, Michael, Nationalism and Society: Germany
1800-1945, London: Edward Arnold (Hodder &Stoughton), 1988.

2 Borchmeyer, Dieter, Richard Wagner: Theory and Theatre, p. 27.

z Borchmeyer, Dieter, Richard Wagner: Theory and Theatre, p. 77.
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was a family friend) and, on the other, through his own personal mythology of Greece
and Greeks, especially Modern Greeks, generated by his family’s history and especially
the involvement of his forefathers in the War of Independence against the Turks. The
emphasis of the Ionian Literature School on the Greek demotic oral tradition inspired
his own fascination with the Greek popular culture in which, as I will argue later on, he

saw the survival of the Ancient Greek Geist.

Besides the ‘unity of the Greek race’ through the ages, this connection of Ancient with
Modern Greece through the Greek Geist also justified a second equally important claim,
the eastern character o f Ancient Greece. W ithin the context o f the emphasis on the
eastern qualities of ‘Greece’ and, consequently, of Ancient Greek civilisation, Ancient
Greece and its Geist were rendered essentially hermetically sealed for the Europeans
and thus they could be claimed exclusively as the Greek race’s glorified past. As
Sikeliands argued, although Western European civilization claimed that it was partially
based on Ancient Greek civilization, it was, however, foreign to the essence of the
Greek principles.”® He based this argument on the ideological and cultural difference
between the West and the East, which for him would lead to an unavoidable collision.
The W est for S ikeliands insisted on i gnoring the fact that “History is created by the
Geist” contrary to the historical peoples of the East who respected the Geist.”® Thus, as

I argue, Sikelianés placed Greece, Ancient and Modern, in the ideologized concept of

% See Manadéxn, Aia, To epnBixé mpéromo tov Ayyedov ZikeAiavod xai n deApuai npoondbeia (The
Adolescent Model of Aggelos Sikeliands and the Delphic Attempt), p. 92.

» According to Sikelianés, Western civilisation judging from “the Greek-Latin civilisation which is
headless from the absolute spiritual principles (in the way that they [Westerners] present it)” does not
respect the “historical completion of the peoples” and the historical peoples of the East. ZikeAavo,
Avyyghog, ITel6¢ Adyog (Prose words), vol. 1, p. 155. (Quotation taken from IManadtxn Aia, To epnfixo
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‘Greek East’, as I explained it in the first chapter.”® Within this framework he could
explicitly claim that the ‘real Ancient Greece’ is a concept fundamentally
unapproachable to European culture. Europe can never understand the eastern qualities
of ‘Greece’, only Modern Greeks can do that due to the Greek Geist. In this way he set
a context within which he could promote the idea of a ‘Greek Héllenism® versus a

‘European Héllenism’.

Sikelianos traced the existence of the Greek Geist in the survival of the Ancient Greek
civilisation in Modem Greece, especially in the Greek oral tradition, in the
consciousness of those Greeks that were aware and promoted the idea of ‘Greekness’ as
Sikelianés understood it, in the Greek people and in the Greek language. These
elements gave Sikeliands hope that Greece could assume again the regulating mission
that according to him it always had in history. For that to be accomplished Modern
Greece had to creatively re-digest its ancient past.>’ This re-digestion involved the deep
and thorough research and study o f the A ncient Greek civilisation, both in what has
survived from antiquity but also in what remained ‘vivid’ from the ancient culture in the
more recent Greek tradition. He believed that the Greek Geist should be “awakened” in
the consciousness of the Greek people. The use of those elements drawn from the
entirety of what is regarded as Greek culture that remained ‘vivid’ from the ancient

culture could 1ead to that end. T he ‘awaking’ of the Greek Geist would lead to the

mpdromo tov Ayyedov Zixediavod kai n Ao npoonileia (The Adolescent Model of Aggelos Sikelianés
and the Delphic Attempt, p. 87.)

 See Chapter I, p.p. 41-3.

3 HNanadéxn, Aio, To epnpixé rpdromo rov Ayyedov Zixeliavod xar n dedpir} npoonabeia (The
Adolescent Model of Aggelos Sikelianés and the Delphic Attempt), p.p.92-3.

125



creation of a new artistic production equivalent in its importance to that of Ancient

Greece.

Within this context Sikelianés was not interested in ‘reviving’ the ancient glory, again a
nineteenth-century Greek ideal, but to culturally appropriate Ancient Greece within
Modem Greek culture in such a way that it was based on and emphasised his concept of
‘the unity of the Greek culture’. This appropriation would lead to an artistic production
that could be recognised as ‘Greek’. Such a production would be transmitted in the
Greek language, would express the Greek Geist and would convey the ‘universal
principles of Life’ not only to Greece, but also to the whole world. It is within these
principles that he understood tragedy since for him Ancient Greek tragedy consisted of
a Greek form of art, which expressed in a complete way the ‘universal principles of
Life’. A nditismy contention that the style o f the p erformances w as based on this
ideological concept of the unity of the Greek culture and of what a ‘Greek artistic
product’ meant for Sikelian6és. Within the framework of this view there were no
boundaries set between the several phases of what is considered to be ‘Greek’ culture.
One phase was used in order to illuminate the other underlining the perception of the

entirety of what is regarded as ‘Greek’ culture as an ‘organic whole’.

In that sense the Sikelianoi’s performances of Ancient Greek tragedy followed the
principles upon which Modern Greek culture was constituted during the period because
even the aesthetic emphasis on Ancient Greece, which is apparent in the style of the
productions, took into consideration and was approached through the cultural unity of

Ancient and Modern Greek culture. Thus it is my contention that their work in tragedy
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expresses a fundamental change of concept from the nineteenth-century ‘devotion to the
Ancient Greek ancestors’. It is not Modern Greek culture that has to be ‘modified’ so as
to approach and ‘reproduce’ the principles of Ancient Greek civilisation, but it is
Ancient Greek civilisation that approaches, illuminates and legitimises Modern Greek
culture. And at the same time Ancient Greek civilisation is itself legitimised by Modermn
Geek culture as an exclusively ‘purely Greek’ culture. This is the fundamental principle
of the cultural appropriation of Ancient Greece by Modern Greece, which formed the
basis of all productions of ancient drama from 1919 onwards and allowed the
constitution of the aesthetic style/s of the performances to draw from the entirety of
what was considered to be ‘Greek’ culture. The Sikelianoi’s productions established

this principle, as I will argue in this and the following chapter.

One of the most notable examples of how Aggelos Sikeliands perceived the unity of
Greek culture is his concept of religiousness, which was expressed as a basic aesthetic
principle of the productions; the Sikelianoi’s approach to tragedy was based on the
rendering of the religiousness of the genre. To this end contributed not only precise
signs within the performance, especially those signs that signified a correlation between
the personae of Prometheus and of Christ in Prometheus Bound, as I will explain later,
but the fact itself that the chorus sang and danced. The idea was to create the

atmosphere of a ritual, a ritual that could be recognised as ‘purely Greek’.

The ‘Greekness’ of the ritualistic atmosphere stemmed from Aggelos Sikelianés’
concept of ‘religiousness’, which was inseparably linked with his notion of

hellenikotita. 1t was through his concept of religiousness that he conceived the
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“essence” of hellenikotita, but it was the fact that he was Greek that allowed him to feel
and to interpret religiousness in the particular way that he did. Religiousness was for
Sikeliands the most basic principle towards a way of life that would be in harmony with
the universal principles of Life, Nature and God, initiating man in the major demand for
Life 2. Sikeliands’ religiousness, however, was not bound to a particular God or to a
particular church. It was in a sense a construction of his own religion that took the form
of a mystical contact with a divine Eternal Being. In the course of Greek history and
culture this divine Eternal Being had assumed many names, the most prominent of
which were Dionysus, Apollo, and Christ. For Sikeliands all three of them revealed to
man the path towards his/her completion. Thus they reflected the same power and they

used common symbols, wheat and the vine. **

The starting point of Sikeliands’ concept of religiousness is to be found in Nietzsche’s
The Birth of Tragedy. Sikeliands’ concept of religiousness implies the distinction
between Dionysus and Apollo as Nietzsche explained it. Nietzsche’s concepts are,
however, renegotiated in the frame of Sikeliands’ ‘Greekness’. Where Nietzsche sees a
“tremendous opposition in origin and aims” between the ‘Apollinian’ and the
‘Dionysian’, Sikeliands emphasises their secret unity, as manifestations of the same

Eternal God and adds to them the Christian Orthodox Christ, forming thus a new Holy

* Manadaxn, Afa, To epnPixé mpéromo tov Ayyedov Zixeliavod xou n dedpixr mpoonabeia (The
adolescent model of Aggelos Sikeliands and the Delphic Attempt), p. 81.

33 One of the best examples of this internal unity and durability of the eternal symbols of Dionysus-
Bacchus, Apollo and Christ is best expressed in the poem «Alévvoog - Inootic» (“Dionysus-Christ”), in:
«H Zuveidnon tiig ITiotne» (“The Consciousness of Faith™) ™), ITpdAoyog otn {wr (Prologue to Life),
Avpixdg Biog (Lyric Life), vol. I, p. 213. See page 107 and footnote 1 in the same page.
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Trinity.”* The concept of unity itself can also be traced back to Nietzsche’s ‘Dionysian’
perception of ‘the unity of man and nature’. It is my contention, however, that
Sikeliands’ ‘nature’ is Greek and thus the unity of Nietzsche’s ‘man and nature’ is
transformed in his thought in the ‘unity of Greek man with Greek nature’ incorporating
and emphasising the unity also of Greek culture. The implicit link of this concept must,

I think, be sought in the faint survival of Giannépoulos’ initial influence on

Sikeliands.*

Following Nietzsche, Sikeliands favoured the state of ‘Dionysianism’. Actually the
perception of the world being in a state of ‘Dionysianism’ consists of an essential part
of his habitus. Contrary, however, to Nietzsche’s concept it was the state of

3% 1In this state he saw himself as a new

‘Dionysianism’ that led Sikelianés to action.
Orpheus and felt impelled to initiate the Greeks and the world in a new way of life that
would lead to their completion.’” As a “prophet, a priest and an athlete” he felt he had to
share his perception of the world.”® The world Sikelianés perceived, however, being in

a state o f “ Dionysianim’ w as v ery different from the one Nietzsche p erceived and it

consisted of the essence of Sikeliands’ hellenikotita. 1t is a world that did not make him

** See Nietzsche, Friedrich, The Birth of Tragedy and the Case of Wagner, Kaufmann, Walter (trans.),
New York: Vintage Books, 1967.

3 See above p. 117.

% Nietsche argued that in perceiving the world through the ‘Dionysian’, man gains knowledge which
“kills action”, for man feels it is “ridiculous or humiliating” to be “asked to set right a world that is out of
joint”. Nietzsche, Friedrich, The Birth of tragedy and the Case of Wagner, p. 60.

7 All the poetic work of Sikeliands reflects his fascination with the Orphic mysteries. Furthermore one of
his tragedies, O tedevraios Oppixds d18bpaufos f o S186payfPog Tov pédov (The Last Orfic Dithyramb or
the Dithyramb of the Rose), is about the re-apparition of Orpheus in contemporary times bearing a
message for humanity.

38 “The same if I offered heart to raise it to its top,/ -a great offering- as an athlete, a priest and a prophet”
Ty iia dv Eraka xapdid, v oxdow otiv xop@r 16,/ -Tdua tpavd-, oav GOANTIs, icpéag xat
moo@ritng. Tikehavog, Ayyehos, «Aehgurés Adyos I» (“Delphic Speech”), in: Avpixde Biog (Lyric
Life), vol. IV,p. 145.
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feel either “terror” or “horror”.* It led him to a concept of life expressed through very

bright images which emphasised the joy of life.** It is my contention that the way

% Nietzsche, Friedrich, The Birth of Tragedy and the Case of Wagner. The “terror” or “horror” that this
world creates in the heart and mind of the genius is a recurrent theme in Nietzsche’s thought in The Birth
of tragedy. See, for example, p.p. 42, 60 and 67.
* An example of the way Sikelianos perceived the world in this state of “dionysianism” can be seen in
this small extract from his introduction in Avpixd¢ Biog (Lyric Life) which refers to his conception of
IIpéAoyos amn {wn (Prologue to Life), a poetic work referring to the poet’s quest for the particularity of
the Greek land, the Greek race, of Woman and of Faith, the central problems that for Sikelianés define
Life.
The poem [...] begins with my humble and pious participation, as the last of the
rowers, on the journey of Dionysus, until the hour [...] that the tempest of antinomies
unexpectedly bursts out all around us [...] This is the hour that for the first time I
participate in my entirety [...] in the passion and size of Life. And then with the criteria
of this new uéf@eén ( participation) in the meaning of the whole Biological God inside
me, I proceed lighting these same problems which were torn away from the core of my
adolescent unity — the problem of “my Land”, of “my Race”, of “Woman” the problem
of “Faith” -, until I feel them again moving like planets around the one central dominant
demand of my whole “consciousness”: the demand for Creation.
Thus now, and at the exodus of my work, when after all this course that [ have
mentioned I was coming again in a unified and genuine “existential” contact with
Dionysus, all the symbols- that, as I wrote before, gleaming the eternity of the Myth,
came above the flow of my whole quest - “as they moved for some time behind me, like
dolphins which rival in speed a boat sailing in the deep sea”, in the end they left me
alone again, or if they appeared at times as a great memory in my mind, ** they
accompanied the great sailing of my boat, but only to a point, dancing all around the
keel”.
Thus, and at the end of my “Prologue to Life”, the Dionysiac journey started to
enter, in this last phase, into its pure, liberating Rhythm. Some shores were still there
perhaps, even in the furthest distance, but already the sails of my boat faced bravely
with its course the winds of antinomies, and the sky and the abyss started to reflect each
other symmetrically in front of me, whilst the vine, which clutched the mast, little by
little surpassed it in height and revealed in my thought: the central direction and the
polarisation of my inner self towards the “Dimension of Intensification”...
[To Moimua doxitel ut thy raxewviy x* evAafixi) ovupeToxti pov, ig 100
otepvo® ' tods xwanAdtes, 010 1akidL 100 Arovioov, doue iy doa wov [...]
dverdvieya Eeonder OASYVQd pag 1) TEpAoTIO TOLXVUIR TOV avTLvouLhv [ ...J.
Qoa wov, dxrpifhc, mEdTn ool ueTéxw OAdxAngog [...] o01d ndBog xai oTd
uéyebog tiic Zwfic. Kai tdte mid, ut¢ 10 xoutijpto tfic véag pov uéfeEns otd vonua
100 xaB0Ax00 Biodoyixot Ocot fabid pov, mooxwoed pwtitovrias & idia avtd
roofAtiuara ot drooracBixave an'tOv doyxd rvpijva tiig épnPixils Evetntds
uov - modPfAnua tiig «Ific powvr, tiig «PvAfls povy, tiig «l'vvaixasy, TodPAnua tiig
«ITiotney- éwodrov t& aiotavld xai wdi v xivotvial oav mAavijtes yvoa ard
10 &va xevipixd xvpiapxo altnua tiis SAng pov «ovveidnong»: 1o altnua tfig

Anuioveyiag.

*Etot m 1é3pa, xai oty EEobo 1ot Epyov, Stav &rnetta dnd SAn iy
nopeia ot mpoavépepa Eavapyduovy xai xdAt ot éviaia xal xabavtd
«OmapElaxi» ué 10 Aiévvoo énagi, SAa 1 ovupora - wov, ds Eypaga
mowtUTEQQ, AVvTIEEyYyoviag Tl alwvidmTa Tot Mibov, é5éByatvay ardvw G Ti)
poi) thic §Ang avalitnors pov- «&eot xivovviave yu& xdumooo Soriow pov,
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Sikeliands perceived and expressed the ‘joy of life’ is the principal point where
Sikelian6és appropriated both Nietzsche’s and Wagner’s concepts within his own
complex of ideas on what is ‘purely Greek’. For, the ‘joy of life’ was not perceived as a
lost in the past ideal to be found again in the (distant) future, as in Wagner and
Nietzsche, but as a here and now experience, a way of life, the ‘Greek way’ of life.*!
The principle of ‘the joy of life’ is probably best expressed in the Prometheus Bound
production in the tragic chorus of the Oceanids. The aesthetic presence of a group of
young women that sang and danced alluded to a light, bright world filled with
compassion. This, in my opinion, was Sikelian6s’ ‘true’ world of man and it was
juxtaposed to the heavier world of the characters that wore masks and represented the

false order, that is the world that man was forced to live in, a world full of antinomies.*?

It is not that Sikeliands did not accept or understand the difficulties or the hardships of

life. (Although one could say that, from Bourdieu’s sociological point of view, he

Snwe & SeApivia ot mapafyaivave oti) yAnyopdda ut xapdfi wov douevitet
oravoiytd», 010 T€Aog 1 dpnoav povdyo pov xai xdi, i, dv Eavagaivéviav
RATOTE DG PEYAAN Avduvynon otd vol pov, «ovvodebav wiéov yopevoviag
SAdyvoa and v xapiva, ¥’ loay’ &va povayd onueio, 10 ueydAo douévioua tob
xapapiot pouvy.
“Etot Aowndv, xal ué 1o téAog 100 «ITpoAdyou» pov «oth Zwii», 10
Atovvoiaxd takide pov doxile va umaivel, u¢ v teAsvtaia avti tov pdor, oTov
xaBdoio Avtpwtind Pvlud. Kdmowes dytés axdua vnfioxav iows, Eotw xai ot
uaxpuvératny ardoraorn, GArd fi6n 10 ravi 100 xapafiot pov nepixAotioe
Bappetd ut iy mopeia tov tic dvrivoues avoég, 6 ovpavog x’1 dpvooo doyitave
v GAAnAoxaBoe@tilovial OVUUETOIXA umEOOTd Uov, évd 1 xAfjua wod
mavévrav TvALyuévo otd xatdptt, GydAl dydir 10 Eemepva ot Thpog xi
AmoRdAVTTE OTH) OXEYN HOV: THV XKEVIQLXT] XATEVOVVON XAl TOAWON TOT
godtatov éavtod pov mpdg ti) «Avdotaon tiis "Eviaong»...]
Zwehavdg, Ayyerog, Avpixds Biog (Lyric Life), Athens: Ixapog, 1946 (1981) vol. I, p. 30-1.
*! Nietzche argues that man may feel in the Dionysian perception of the world a joy in existence, but only
for a brief moment. Nietzsche, Friedrich, The Birth of Tragedy and the Case of Wagner, p. 104. For
Sikelianods, however, this was a way of life
*2 The chorus of Oceanids did not wear masks.
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could financially afford to live and experience the world and himself as he did drawing
on the financial security of Eva Palmer-Sikelianod’s fortune.) In fact his Delphic Idea
was conceived as a way of solving the world’s difficulties and hardships. One of the
main principles that would secure the successful materialisation of the Delphic Idea was
the principle of contact. Contact had to be achieved between the members of the
international intellectual elite themselves and between this elite and the rest of the
world. In the achievement of this contact, in his vision, tragedy was to play a vital part.
As a high form of art, tragedy would function as a bridge to erase the differences

between nations and peoples, thus paving the way for them to contact each other.*’

In this sense Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound expressed the essence of Sikelianés’
Delphic Idea and the role of tragedy, at least in the way the Sikelianoi approached and
interpreted the play. Prometheus symbolised man’s “final conscious reconciliation and
collaboration with the real creative hierarchy and cause”. This reconciliation was to be
achieved “not only by the resistance of the Titan or his prophetic power but with the

complete Initiation (of man) in the Mysteries of this and the other world”. Through the

* Tragedy had, for Sikelianos, a tremendous power which “could hold the attention of fifteen, twenty,
thirty thousand people fixed into high poetry, high music, high dance”. [76 uéya dodua mwov xpatotoe
14 nA1i0n, Sexamévre, Euxoon, tordvia yiAiddes avBodnovs, TpoonAwuévovs ot peydin moinon,
1) ueydAn povoixn, 16 ueydro x000.] It used and united harmoniously all the human expressive
abilities, poetry, music, dance, theatre, architecture, painting, sculpture. Its major achievement was that
in tragedy “spiritual understanding became genuine beauty”. He argued that “it is so big that States
which are hostile to each other and religions which are hostile to each other can sit together in the same
large theatre and silently suckle the warm milk of love and pity at its rich breast”. [Eivat 1600 peydin
moU dvriuaydueva xpdn xai dvriuayoueves Opnoxeies uwogotv vd xabicovv uali o1d idio vy
0éatpo xai a8dpvPa vd PutdEovv 16 Leatd ydia tfig dydans xai 100 éAéovs dnd 16V wAovoLo
paotd me.] Maipep-Zikehavoo, Eba, lepds mavikds (Upwards panic), p.p. 83-4. Again Sikelianés ideas
on tragedy re-echo Wagner’s concept of the ‘future work-of-art’. Their main difference lies in the fact
that Wagner believed that ancient tragedy cannot be performed in contemporary times. Sikelianés, on the
contrary, not only believed that tragedy could be performed in our times but also that it could inspire
different nations and people in a way that contemporary art could not.
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“sacred and undisturbed contact of the pure soul with the eternal Word” man will
discover “the power to internally overcome fate and to create around him the human
evolution of life”.** This interpretation of Prometheus Bound is entirely based on the
whole complex of Sikeliands’ concepts on hellenikdtita, religiousness, the completion
of man and the world and the Delphic Idea. At the same time it reveals the way these

concepts were organically linked to each other.

* The entire passage runs as follows, “Prometheus expresses the conscious buying of human kind by the
curse of its political and narrowly theocratic governing, and its final conscious reconciliation and
collaboration with the real creative hierarchy and cause — with this same cosmic harmonizing principle of
which Bia, Kratos or Hermes are the arbitrary and mandatory interpreters. [And] This reconciliation is not
possible to achieve only by the resistance of the Titan or his prophetic power but with the complete
Initiation (of human kind) in the Mysteries of this and the other world; and in its (human kind’s) final and
victorious exodus from all the pits full of trials to the point, finally, of the sacred and undisturbed contact
of the pure soul with the eternal Word, this huge contact that the Eleusinian Hierophants called Epiphany
or Epopteia and which gives man the power to internally overcome fate and to create around him the
human evolution of life.” [O ITgounBéag éxpodtel ti) ovveldnth é5ayopd 100 dvBpwaivov yévoug
anod v xardoa viic oAl xal Tig oTeve Ocoxpatixiis diaxvBEpvnoric Tov, xai 1 TEAixd)
ovveLdnTi} TV ovupLAiwon xai otumoaln ut v moayuatixi dnuioveyixily icpapyia xi aitia - w’
adtiy v iSia xoouwxi) évaguovixi) doyxi, tfic dmoias 1) Bia, td Kodtog i 6 ‘Eoufic elvau oi
avBaipetol évrododdxor xai Eounveis - xal tipy dmoia ovupirinwon 5&v elvar Svvatov v Tiyy
xepdioel povdya ut thv Tiravixiv Gvriotaon if thv mooentixi] Tov Svvaun, GAAd xai u’
0AGxAnoN Ti MUno1 tov otd pvorigia avtot xai 100 GAAOV xSouov xal oty TEALXT) xal
vixnrioia £6060 tov ueg ax’ SAeg tig xatdfabes omol megiéxovve doxiuaoies, g 1o onueio tig
ieofic ®al Gdiatdpaxtng otd TéAos énais Tilc xabapfic Yuxiis ut 1dv aidvio Adyo, tils tepdotiag
énapic nod oi EAcvoiviol Tepopdvres énalovoave Empavia 1 Enonteia, nai mod Siver mid
otov dvBpwro ti) SUvaun va Umeovixd éowteound i) poipa xal vi dnuiovpyel yaAnwvia tipv
ToLYUpa 10U AvBpWmLvn EEEAEN Ti)c Ewilg.] Zikehavdg, Ayyehog, «H mvevpatinh) faon tiig
Aehuriig [TpoonGOewag» (“The Spiritual basis of the Delphic Attempt™), in: [Te{d¢ Adyos (Prose), vol.
II, p. 112. (Sikeliands’ underlining) One may find that Sikeliands’ interpretation of the play re-echoes
Nietzsche’s, although again there is a shift in the way Sikeliands reads the play. The confrontation
between the world of the Olympian gods and that of man, which is stressed in Nietzsche, is downplayed
in Sikelianés. The reconciliation, a common theme in both interpretations, is to derive in Sikeliangs’
interpretation through the initiation of man in the ancient rituals, thus gaining a mystical knowledge.
Furthermore it does not presuppose the desire to destroy the world of the gods as Nietzsche implies.
Finally, in Nietzsche’s reading, Moira will be “enthroned above gods and men as eternal justice”. In
Sikeliands’ interpretation man in an esoteric way transcends Moira. See Nietzsche, Friedrich, The Birth
of Tragedy and the Case of Wagner, p.p. 69-72. On the position and role of theatre and especially
Prometheus Bound within the whole concept and promotion of the Delphic Idea see also Zikehuavdc,
Ayyehog, €O onomde Tiig rapaotdocws tol [Toounbéws» (“The aim of Prometheus Bound
Performance”), (Sikelianos’ speech was delivered at the first Delphi Festival), EAevfegov Bfjua, 9-5-
1927.
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The universality of the Delphic Idea underlined the international dimensions of the
symbolic capital of tragedy. And consequently it underlined the possibility of the
international dimensions of the Greek contemporary performances of tragedy. To
promote the Delphic Idea the Sikelianoi referred to and used the symbolic capital of
tragedy stressing in particular the international dimensions of this capital. Consequently
the aesthetic proposition of the Sikelianoi productions that promoted the ‘Greek way’ of
performing tragedies stressed also the international dimension that aesthetic styles that
could be recognised as ‘Greek’ could acquire. The organisation of the Delphic Festivals
as international Festivals enhanced the notion of the international dimensions of the

symbolic capital of tragedy and consequently of their ‘Greek way’ of performing them.

The ‘Greek way’ of performing tragedies in the Sikelianoi productions was based on
Aggelos Sikelianés’ concept of the unity of the Greek culture which inspired Eva
Palmer-Sikelianod’s creation of an aesthetic style that combined elements from all the
phases of Greek culture into an organic whole. The most important element of this
aesthetic style was the way Eva Palmer-Sikelianot rendered the c horus based on the

unity of words, music and dance.
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Photo 14 Eva Palmer-Sikelianou in a characteristic posture ofthe 1927 Prometheus
Bound chorus members
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The issue of the unity of words, music and dance was one of the most discussed issues
concerning the performance of ancient tragedy, not only in Greece, but also
internationally. It was considered to be the most characteristic trait of the particularity
of the genre. And furthermore both Wagner and Nietzsche, who, as I have explained,
had influenced the concept and the work of the Sikelianoi, had repeatedly stressed the
impossibility of finding a way to achieve this unity in contemporary performances of
tragedy. And they were repeatedly set against such enterprise.” Eva Palmer-
Sikelianou’s attempt therefore to render the element of unity in performance is the
central point of the originality of the Sikelianoi’s work. At the same time the particular
way that she rendered the unity of words, music and dance adhered to the recognition of

the ‘Greekness’ of the production.

Eva Palmer-Sikelianou’s aesthetic rendering of the chorus drew on the entirety of
‘Greek’ culture. She derived her understanding of the tragic chorus, as she explained,
from two short phrases.*® The first one was from Plato’s Republic and noted that “The
tragic chorus is the union of poetry, music and gymnastics”. The second one was from
Aristotle’s Poetics and explained that “the tragic chorus expresses with movement the
character, the adventures and the actions of the actors”. She transferred this
understanding into contemporary ‘Greek’ aesthetic terms basing her perception of the
chorus on Byzantine music, gymnastics and the different postures of the body depicted
in the ancient vases. Then she tried to combine phrase by phrase the main points or the

main tones in meaning and in music with movements suitable to them, choosing each

‘5 Borchmeyer, Dieter, Richard Wagner: Theory and Theatre, p. p. 84-5.
4 Maipep-Zicehavod, Eva, lepde Mavixés (Upard Panic), p. 123-4.
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movement from a large number of sketches she had drawn copying ancient vase
paintings from the Athens Archaeological Museum. *’ As I will explain later the main
postures of the body in the chorus dances in the Prometheus bound and Suppliants

productions refer to ancient vase-paintings. (See photo 14)

The use of ancient vase paintings as the basis of the chorus movement reflects Isadora
Duncan’s perception of dance. Duncan, who was also influenced by Wagner and
Nietzsche, drew on Ancient Greek sculpture and vase painting in order to create a form
of dance that would be based on the movement of nature.*® Duncan’s work most
probably focused Eva Palmer-Sikelianod’s attention on the issue of form and design.
She was among the first modern dancers to stress the need for the correspondence of
rhythm to the form and the design in movement.*’ In terms of the use of Byzantine
music, although Duncan had also used, for a short period in her career, Byzantine music
in her dancing, it was Penelope, Aggelos Sikeliands’ sister, that acquainted Eva Palmer-
Sikelianou’s with this kind of music.”® Eva Palmer-Sikelianou’s fascination with

Byzantine music resulted in studying it for years under the supervision of Konstantinos

47 Koula Pratsika, one of the chorus leaders, noted that underneath each drawn copy of postures from
vase-paintings Eva Palmer-Sikelianou had written the verse of the chorus song which was to be combined
with it. See [p&toika, Kovha, «Avapvijoels &rd tic todteg Aehgineg Eopteg to0 1927»
(“Memories from the first Delphi Festival in 1927”), 'Hdg, p. 126-30.

“¢ See Duncan, Isadora, “Terpsichore”, “The Great Source” and “Fragments and thoughts”, in: The Art of
Dance: Isadora Duncan, p.p.90-1, 101-4, and 128-43 respectively.

4 See, Duncan, Isadora, “The dance of the Future”, in: The Art of Dance: Isadora Duncan, p.p.54-63.

% Duncan became acquainted with Byzantine music during her visit to Greece in 1903-4. She stayed in
Greece for some months and she actually built a house with her brother Raymond. Inspired by boys’
choirs singing Byzantine psalms, in 1904 she made a tour with them in Europe dancing to their psalms.
See, Ntavkav, Icadhpa, H Zwn pov (My Life), Zwehavod, Avva (trans. in Greek), Athens: Exdéoeig
Nepédn, 1990, p.p.112-3. On Eva Palmer-Sikelianoi’s acquaintance with byzantine music see [TaApep-
ZikeMavov, Eva, Iepdg Mavixds (Upard Panic), p.p. 63-71.
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Psachos.”’ It was through this relationship that she entrusted him with the composition
of the music of the performance. From Duncan’s dance, however, Eva Palmer-
Sikelianou could have first come into contact with the idea of using this type of music

in dance.

The fact that Eva Palmer-Sikelianoti knew Isadora Duncan’s approach to dance quite
well, especially in what concermed the latter’s inspiration by the Ancient Greek
civilisation, is not surprising. The Sikelianoi were personally acquainted with the
Duncan family. Aggelos’ sister Penelope was Raymond Duncan’s first wife. Penelope
had spoken to Eva of her brother when they met in Paris and it was in the house of the
Duncans in Athens that Eva met Aggelos. Thus taking into consideration Eva Palmer-
Sikelianou’s close acquaintance with the Duncan family, it is plausible to speculate that
she drew the principles of the aesthetics of performance, especially in what regarded the
chorus, mainly from Isadora Duncan’s form and concept of dance.”? She used,
however, those principles in a way that led her to a style of movement quite different

from Duncan’s.

Reconstructing Duncan’s style of dance, Ann Daly notes that “the force of her
movement —outward/inward, forward/backward, upward/downward, side to side,

tension/release — was an intensely rhythmic wave, which she and the others saw as the

3'Eva Palmer-Sikelianou met Psachos in 1908 and studied Byzantine music under his supervision from
1915 to 1920.

52 The tradition of the Comédie Francaise, where Eva Palmer-Sikelianou had taken classes of acting when
she first came to Europe, in my opinion, could not have served at that time as a performance tradition for
her to draw her style of the chorus rendering from.
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Photo 15 Characteristic posture ofthe 1927 Prometheus Bound chorus members
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Photo 16 Characteristic posture ofthe 1927 Prometheus Bound chorus members
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fundamental structure of nature”.>> The essence of her style was the continuous flow of

the movement. Within this continuous movement sometimes she “appeared to bring” a
specific figure from an ancient vase painting or a Greek statue “into life”.>* But, as

Daly argues, “her dancing was not vocabulary-intensive”.>

Contrary to this, it is my contention that Eva Palmer-Sikelianoti constructed for the
rendering of the tragic chorus a vocabulary of movements based on Ancient Greek vase-
paintings. The principal aesthetic element of this vocabulary was a body posture where
the head and legs were turned to the side whilst the chest looked to the front (see photos
15, 16). This body posture was combined with bent knees, flexed wrists, the bending of
the body or the neck. In a small, filmed extract of the 1927 Prometheus Bound
production it can be seen that her movement vocabulary consisted of a series of

 The essence of the style of this dance lay in the

different rather still poses.’
interchange of these poses giving the impression of a stylized movement. She joined the
poses together by a simple walking or using the rhythmical steps of Balos and Syrtos as

Rotas and Tsarouchis noted.”” It is my contention that the conceptualisation of Eva

Palmer-Sikelianou’s aesthetic style of the movement of the tragic chorus could not have

53 Daly, Ann, Done into Dance: Isadora Duncan in America, Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana
University Press, 1995, p. 65.

34 Daly, Ann, Done into Dance: Isadora Duncan in America, p. 109.

53 Daly, Ann, Done into Dance: Isadora Duncan in America, p. 64.

% The film was made by Dag Film and Eva Palmer-Sikelianot had paid for its cost. It was filmed as a
silent movie. Sound was added to it in 1971 by Octave Merlier. The Delphi performance actors spoke
the leading parts of Prometheus, Io, Oceanus, Hephaestus and Hermes. For the parts of Kratos and Bia
actors from the National Theatre were used. Also the leading chorus members were different while some
of the chorus members were the same. The film is located at the National Film-Library of Greece.

%7 Balos and Syrtos are traditional folklore Greek dances. See Pdtag, Baciing, «Meté tnv napaldin to
avrikpuopa g tpaypatikémragy (“Facing Reality after the Dazzle”), in: @éatpo xai yAdooa (1925-
1977) (Theatre and Language: 1925-1977), vol. 1, 1986, p.p. 39-52 (originally published in the periodical
EXnvixé I'péppara in 1927), and Toapovyng, Navvng, «G& progoloa vi ypdpw oelideg dreleimteg
v tiyv Efia Zueehiavot», (“I could write countless pages about Eva Sikelianou™), ‘Hdg, p.p.234-7.
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Photo 77 The entrance of the chorus in the 1927 Prometheus Bound production
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Photo 18 The chorus in the 1927 production of Prometheus Bound

143



been achieved without taking into consideration a fundamental understanding of the
principles of dance, and more especially of modern dance, in contemporary times,

which Eva gained from Isadora Duncan.

Contrary to Duncan’s form of dance, however, the flow in Eva Palmer-Sikelianou’s
tragic chorus was not to be found in the movements. It was created by the combination
of words and music. The rhythmical, lyrical music of the songs was aesthetically
blended with the rather static stylised movement in a way that created the rhythmic
continuity of the chorus songs. It is my contention that in this principle we may
understand Eva Palmer-Sikelianot’s aesthetics of the presence of the chorus as the

ultimate synthesis of words, music and movement.

Eva Palmer-Sikelianou composed the whole movement of the chorus herself. She then
worked with the women members of the chorus for two summers and one winter. The
last part of the rehearsals took place in the ancient theatre of Delphi itself. The result
was a fully trained and well prepared chorus that sang and danced during the chorus
songs and sat in the orchestra during the episodes (see photos 17,18). During the dance
the chorus frequently broke into two or more smaller groups forming circles, triangles

and squares all aesthetically combined with each other.’® The aesthetic result adhered

58 Keramépoulos, a Professor of Archaeology in the University of Athens, gives a quite detailed
description of the 1927 Prometheus Bound tragic chorus. He writes that the Oceanids were forty young
women “sixteen of them comprised the main acting part [of the chorus] in the orchestra, the remaining
part joined them at particular moments as in the parodos [see photo 17]. Immediately, however, after the
parodos, they sat down in pairs upon wooden seats placed at the edge of the orchestra. During the
dialoguing parts of the play [...] the chorus sat down being a spectator of the development of the action
[see photo 18]. When its turn came, however, it sang, it danced and made various movements of the body
and especially of the hands changing movement with each phrase. [...] The chorus did not make any
violent movements or leaps. Immediately as it came into action [in the chorus songs] the music started
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to an archaic style of dance that gave the impression of figures from vase-paintings

coming to ‘life’.>

This archaic style of the aesthetic presence of the chorus that sang and danced adhered
to the rendering of the religiousness of the genre. The unity of words, music and dance
was based on and carried within it a long intellectual tradition that had argued that this
precise element symbolised more than anything else did the religiousness of the genre.
Thus Eva Palmer-Sikelianot’s tragic chorus was a central part in the creation of a

ritualistic atmosphere during the performance.

while the chorus within the rock [the hidden choir] sang harmoniously with the chorus of the Oceanids
who were in the orchestra, but with a very controlled voice [low]; the chorus danced in accordance with
the rhythm, bending their body, their hands, their neck, flexing the wrist of the one or both hands,
bending the one or the other knee, composing imitating expressions through the movements, expressing
aesthetically the meaning of the verses, always in absolute accordance, forming at the same time lines and
assemblages, filling the orchestra with aesthetic decorous and the auditorium [...] with mystic religious
divine possession which charmed and captivated the souls of the spectators as powerfully as the chains
held the body of Prometheus." [(v 16 fjoav 10 xvpiws So®v uépos év tfy doxnotoq, ai 6¢ Aowwal
mpooetiBevro eic avtig Eviote dg év 1fi mapddw. Auéows Suwgs uete thv wdpodov Elafov oy
ava dvo émt nabioudrwv Svdivoy tebeuévov gig iy Tapveiy tis doxnotpas. Kata thv
Sudpxerav 1ot Staidyou... O xopds éxdOnro yauai, Beatis tiic éEeAiooouévng dpodoews. Otav
Suwg 110 1) oeLpd TOV, EPOAAEY, DOXEITO XAl EXOUVEY TOLKIAWTATAS X1VI]OELS TOD XOPUOD Xal
udhiota OV xeLp®v TAvToTE £l Tds avtds SAag xai eig Exdotnv podowv dAAaocoouévag... O
X0006¢ ovdeuiay Braiav xivnowv Exauev 006 mibnua. E00Vs dg moorpxeto eig Spbowv, fjoxtlev 1)
povouxt, 6 8¢ x0pd¢ 6 vmd ToOV Bodxov [1 xovuuévn yopwdia] ueth 1@V Qreavidwy tig
doxioroas fidov ovuedvws [xwels rapaguviav], GALl ué ToAd ovyxoatnuévny ewvily Tpdg 1OV
ovBudv bt tilc dfic doxeito 8 yopds Noéua, Enaurte ToLxtAoTEORWS TOV X0PUOV, TAS XEIpAG, TOV
Aawpdv, 1oV xapmrov tig étépag 1 dupotéowy 1MV XELPBV, TODTO 1] éxeivo TO YOVV, OUVEDETE
Enpodoeis ppunds Sud xuvijoewy, aiofnronoiel v Evvortay 1@y otiywv ndvrote SAog év
dmodvtw ovupwvia, oxnuatitwy ovyxedvws Sia@pdpovs yoauuds xal ovurAéyuata xal TAnodv
v dpyforoav aiobnuuxfic evxoouiag, 1o 6 xoidov 100 Oedtoov [ ..] pvotxfis Oeoxatainyiag,
fitig ovviprale xai é6éoucve Tas Yuxhs 1@V Beatdv 1600V ioxvpeds Soov éxpdtovy ai dAvoeig
10v ITpounBéa.] Kepapodnoviog, Aviaviog, EAsvfepov Bijua, 23-5-1927. (Quotation taken from
Zwépng, Mévvng, To apyaio elinvixo Géazpo oty véa eAMAnvixi oxnvny: 1817-1932 (Ancient Greek Theatre
on the Modern Greek Stage: 1817-1932), p. 353.)

% On the archaic style of the chorus movement see MnAiadng, INéavvng, « 'Ed® xal capdvia yobvia»
(“Forty years ago”), Hdg, p.p. 95-9.
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The c onceptualisation o f p erformance as a form o f ritual, which w as intended in the
productions of the Sikelianoi, can be traced back to Wagner’s concept of theatre.®* It
was, however, also in agreement with Aggelos Sikelianés’ complex of concepts and
ideas. The Sikelianoi, as I have explained above, had interpreted Prometheus Bound in
a way that underlined their mystical understanding of it and thus stressed its religious
content. T his interpretation w as signified in t wo c entral e lements o f t he p erformance
which, in combination with Eva Palmer-Sikelianou’s aesthetic rendering of the chorus,
formed the basis of the creation of the ritualistic atmosphere in the performance. The
first element was the correlation of the personae of Prometheus and Christ. The second

was the use of masks.

The correlation of the personae of Prometheus and Christ was a frequent theme in

Aggelos Sikelianés’ entire body of work.®! It seems, however, that this correlation

% Borchmeyer, Dieter, Richard Wagner: Theory and Theatre. See also, Symons, Arthur, “The Ideas of
Richard Wagner”, in: Eric Bentley, (ed.), The Theory of the Modern Stage, London: Penguin Books,
1990, p.p. 283-321.

%! See, for example, “as Prometheus is between Kratos and Bia, they [the few men who have an initiated
consciousness and the collective popular Greek subconscious] put now Christ, the perfect Teacher [...],
the perfect Man, the perfect Just Person in front of Caesar”. [Ka8d¢ tov ITooun0éa dvdueoa ax'td
Koparvog 1 ax’ ) Bia, fdalovv tépa 10 Xpiotd, 1oV tédeto IMaidevti), Kabnyntii, 10v 1éAeiov
AvBowmo, Tov TéAera Aixaio, dvirixpv o10ov Kaioapa.] Tikehavig Ayyerog, «Zexitvidviag &md 10
OoNPEQLVD EBvinomveEvpaTIRD TESBANRa TEdG RGoLes Bpeoa EmBalhOpeves tpofhéperg» (“Starting
from the Contemporary National and Spiritual Problem Some Directly Dominating Anticipations™), in:
I1e(6¢ Abyog (Prose), vol. V, p. 23. And in 1948 commenting on the work of Katerina Kotelnikov, he
wrote “The horizons of Paradise itself, which distinguishes already the image of a Christ in Crucifixion,
where, as a pure creator, has ascended one by one the steps — of which only a small part has each one of
us ascended— and achieved in making out of all these steps one staircase, Golgotha, and at its top the all
embracing Resurrection. There, around this staircase and the resurrectional top [...], Christ on His cross,
which would be fixed on a small hill, would have His face bent towards the earth, and around Him the
“crying women” and some of His disciples would look at Him...” [Toig épifovtes 100 iétov 100
Hapadeioov, rov Eexwoiler xidhag tiv eixdva évdg Xpiotod oti) Ztavpwon, wov, aAnbivodg
Snuiovpyds, &xer avEPeL Eva-Eva T oxadid - Smov 6 xabévag dnd pas dvénxe an’ adtd Eva
ULx0 udvo uépog -~ xai xatépbwoev &’ Sha 1 oxaiil vi xduer pué povdya xAfuaxa, 1o
TodyobBa, xal otipv xop@h tov tipv xaboluxi) Avdotaon. Exel, Adyvoa drxd avtiyv thv xAiuaxa
xal Ty @vaordowun xopeij, [...] O Xototdg 84’ yeL dnd 10 otaved 10V, X0ppwuévo o Eva Adpo
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formed part of the directorial framework of the p erformance. There is evidence that
suggests that Aggelos Sikeliands had discussed this intention prior to the performamce.62
From the reviews on the production it appears that this correlation was depicted in a
series of theatrical signs that drew on images and qualities that are related to the persona
of Christ, and actually to the Greek Orthodox Christ. Alkis Thrilos, for example, wrote
that Prometheus’ costume, his mask “which was very mild and passive” and the style of

acting of Bourlos, who acted the part of Prometheus, “tended to depict the kinship of

XaunAd, 10 EOoWTO OXVUUEVO TOOG Ti) Yi), V@ TOLYvpa TOV B TOV XOLTODVE 0i «xAaiovoes» xal
xdmoror padntés ...] Tikehavdg Ayyehog, «OLSyvoa o’ Eva Sverpd tne» (“All around one of her
Dreams”), in: I1e{6¢ Abyog (Prose), vol. V, p. 192

52 This is implied in Hovart’s criticism on the production quoted by Tsamo in his review of the play.
Hovart is quoted saying, “I find [...] important similarities between the personas of Christ and
Prometheus Bound. Both of them suffer unjustly, they willingly suffer and they suffer because they love
man. [...] The freedom of the soul and the moral magnitude of man is revealed in the rock and the cross.
Prometheus Bound is the link that joins pagan Héllenism with the Greek Christian. The Geist and the
moral freedom defeats the body and its pains, liberates man — it is the same idea which is presented in
Dionissios Solomos’ EAetfepor IToAiopxnuévor (Free Besieged) [...]. I want to prove and to stress that
the idea of Prometheus is Greek, and it is presented continually in Greek creations, but it is also a
generally human idea that elevates all that are or want to be human. [Eyo [...] Boioxw xai onuavtixéc
duoistnTES petay v mpoodnwv 100 Xpioto xai tot IToounbéa Acoudtn. Kai ol Svd dbixwc
mdoyovvy, éxovolwg tdoyovy xal ndoyovy yi& ti) prdavlpwria tovs. [...] H éAevBepia tiis yuxiic
xal 10 NOLxd uéyeBog 1ot dvlpdrov pavepdvetar 010 Bodyo xai o1d oraved. O IMpounbéag
Aeoudstng eivar xgixog mot ovvSEeL 1OV eibwAodatoindv EAAnvioud ué 1ov Xowotiavov “EAdnva.
To nvetua xat 1) 1Buxh) éAcvBeoia vixi 10 odua xai 1o TEVovs Tov, ATEAEVOEQGVEL TOV
dvlpwmo - 1) idia idéa 1) dmoia magovordlerar 0100 LoAwuot tovg EAevOegovs moAtopxnuévous
[..]. @fAw v& arodeitw xai vi Toviow, mdg 1) idéa Tot ITpounBéa eivar EAAnvixil, 1) droia
magovodletar 6Aoéva otd EAANVIxG Snuoveyruata, GAAY elval xai ovyxodvwe Yevixd
&vlpamivn ibéa, ol uas éEvypdiver Shovs mob eipaote ij BéAovue vi elpaote dvBpwmoi.] Toopd
«To Lwvidveppo 1dv EMAnvindv tagaddoewv: ‘H nopdotaoig 1ot IMToounBéws Acoudtov: To
Bodpa v Aehpdv» (“The Revival of Greek Traditions: The Performance of Prometheus Bound: The
Miracle of Delphi”), ITowia, 12-5-1927. Another text, however, is even more revealing. It consists of a
letter of congratulation on the success of the Delphi Festivals, signed by twenty-two Greek intellectuals
and reporters. “When Mr. Sikelianés and Mrs. Eva Sikelianou decided to present Aeschylus’ tragedy in
the extremely inspiring place of Delphi, with archaic and contemporary means, uniting the myth of
Prometheus and the Christian tradition in a unifying symbol, in the eternal image of superior man who
fights and is crushed underneath his ideal, the success of this monumental effort was almost
accomplished” [Orav é x. Sixchiavds xai 1) xvpia Efa Zixehavot drepdoltay vi
rapovoidoovy, 0td dxpws VaofAntixd megpdrrov 1OV AEAPOV, ut uéoa doxaixa pall xai
ovyxoova, thy tpaywdia 1ot Aioyvlov, évévovrag udAiota 1o uibo tot Ilpounbéws xai ti)
Xoiotavixi) zapdboon ot xdmoro éviaio ovuporo, oty eixdva 100 VepTéPOV dvBodimov mod
Gywvitetar xai ovvrpifetat xdtov dnd 10 ibavixd Tov, 1) émtuyia Tis pvnuewddovs avtig

mooondOeiac elye oxedSv ovvieAeobel ], Hdg, p. 145.
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Prometheus with Christ”.*> “Prometheus ascended the rock bend, defeated, and with his

courage lost in front of the pain that awaited him, in a Christian style.” *

83 Atv mapovardatnre yuuvdg GAAL vIvuévos i Eva paxod xapd pdoeua émiong xal i udoxa Tov,
1) oA fima xal wadnmixd, xal yevixd SAn 1) Stdaoxaria 100 rauEipatds tov, Frewvay vix deEovy
i) ovyyévera 1ot IpounBéa ue t1ov Xpiotd. @pbdrog, Ahkmg, «O IToounbeis AsoudiTng otoig
Aeh@olg» (“Prometheus Bound in Delphi”), in: To EMnviké Oéazpo (The Greek Theatre), vol. 1, p. 49.
540 MoounbBeis avéPnre o1d Podxo oxvuuEVOS, Vixnuévog, Sethaouévos Gmd tov aévo mod v
neQiueve, yoronuavixd. ®pdlog, Ahkng, «O IToounbeig Acoudtng otovg Aehpoug» (“Prometheus
Bound in Delphi”), in: To EAAnvixé Oéazpo (The Greek Theatre), vol. 1, p. 50. The correlation of the
personae of Prometheus and Christ was also depicted by critics in the 1930 repetition of the production.
In that case Bourlos was not wearing a mask. Dionyssios Devaris, for example, wrote in ITatodg,
“Prometheus with his glistening tunic, his long blond hair and his beard without a mask looked like the
Nazarene. The column upon which he was tied, with his hands stretched at the sides, brought
immediately in mind the cross. He was a Nazarene, but a Greek Nazarene”. [O ITooun8evg ué tov
xyovoitovia yitdva Tov, Thv paxoedv Eavenv xéunv 1ov xal 1 Yéveila, xwpis meoowneiov duoiale
mp0g 1ov Nalwoaiov. ‘H otijAn éxi tiig dnoiag éxabnAaln ué & xéoia arniwrd, évOiulev auéows
10v otavedv. Hrav &vag Nalwoaioc, aAN &vag "EAAnv Nalwoaiog. ] Devaris, Dionissios, ITatoig,
3 May 1930. (Quotation taken from Zi5épnc, évvng, To apyaio eAinvixé Géatpo ot véa eAdnvixn
oxnvi: 1817-1932 (Ancient Greek Theatre on the Modern Greek Stage: 1817-1932), p. 407.) Alkis
Thrilos also noted “Prometheus” “resemblance” to Christ. She wrote, “Prometheus, although this year
fortunately was not nailed but chained, bore with his pale figure and very submissive attitude a striking
resemblance with Christ”. [O Ilpoun6éag, &v xai épétog 8¢v oravpdfnxe GAAL udvov
GAvoobEOnxE, mapovoiaoe wdAL ué i) xAwui pooer] Tov xal Ty ToAd Uwotayuévn Tov otdon
xovamAnyrixs Suotdtnra ut 1 Xo1otd.] @pohog, Ahkmg, « O Aehguxtg [lagaotdoeig xal ol
‘Mnrépeg 1déec’ Tiic Mytépac Iig», (“The Delphic Performances and the ‘Mother Ideas’ of Mother
Earth”), in: To EAMnvixé Oéazpo (The Greek Theatre), vol. 1, p. 304. It has to be noted, however, that in
comparison to the chorus the Sikelianoi’s work with the production’s actors was not as thorough and
systematic. From the reviews and articles about the performance it does not become clear who was
responsible for directing the actors. The direction of the play is attributed to Eva Palmer-Sikelianot. She
was responsible however, only for the chorus. Panos Kalogerikos, who is mentioned as assistant director
in the cast, might have been responsible for the training of the actors. From Bourlos’, who acted
Prometheus, however, it does not seem that Kalogerikos had actually directed the actors in the way we
understand direction today. EActi@cpov Bijua also gives the information that Kalogerikos had
undertaken the direction of Prometheus shortly before the performance and that it was not possible for
him to surpass the great difficulties that he had met. <Enpeidoelg xaL oxiToa Gnd Tag Aehirdig
‘Eoptag» (“Notes and Sketches from the Delphi Celebrations”), EActi0eoov Bfjua, 15-5-1927. One way
or another the preparation of the production was heavily based on the training of the chorus. In contrast,
the attention paid to the training of the actors was minimal. Indicative of this was the fact that Bourlos
who played the part of Prometheus was entrusted with the part a few days before the performance. See
Zi8épng, Mavvng, To apyaio eAdnvixd Béatpo atn véa eldnvixr oxnvi: 1817-1932 (Ancient Greek Theatre
on the Modern Greek Stage: 1817-1932), p.p. 350-1. Within this framework the difference in the training
of the chorus and the actors must have been striking and it would have led to Rotas’ impression of the
lack of a “unified plan”. Pétag, Baoing, «Metd mv napalédn To aviikpuopa g TpaypatikéTnTagy
(“Facing Reality after the Dazzle™), in: Oéatpo ki yAddooa (1925-1977) (Theatre and Language: 1925-
1977).
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Photo 19 The set ofthe 1927 Prometheus Bound production with Prometheus tied on
the artificial rock
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Besides the signs in the acting of the part of Prometheus, it is my contention that the
‘Greekness’ of the image of Christ that the depiction of Prometheus denoted has to be
attributed also to the set of the performance. The set comprised an artificial rock, which
was constructed by Féskolos from papier-maché and painted by Germenis. As can be
judged from p hotographs and the film the style o fthe rock w as based on B yzantine
painting, an essential aesthetic element of which is the two-dimensional rendering of
three-dimensional sculpture (see photo 19). In that sense it adhered to Christ’s
Golgotha. Thus the image of Prometheus tied on the rock with his hands open at the
side directly referred to Byzantine icons depicting Christ on Golgotha. The only thing

missing was the cross.

In addition to the correlation of the personae of Prometheus and Christ the use of masks
also contributed to the creation of the ritualistic atmosphere of the performance. The
masks were essential to the Sikelianoi’s concept of performance because in their
unchangeable expression they erased the particular and the individual. (See photos 20,
21) Thus they connoted the Universal ‘truth’ of the myth. Within this framework the
religiousness of tragedy was rendered through the ritualistic atmosphere created by the
style of the tragic chorus, the correlation of the personae of Prometheus and Christ and
the use of masks. The correlation of the personae of Prometheus and Christ rendered the
ritualistic atmosphere of the performance in a way that it would be culturally and
emotionally closer to Modemn Greeks. The juxtaposition of this correlation to the
archaic style of the tragic chorus and the use of masks, also adhering to antiquity, seems
that materialised on stage the Sikelianoi’s idea of the unity of Greek culture. Ancient

Greek, Byzantine and more recent Greek cultural references were blended together in
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Photo 20 Kratos, Via, Hephaestus and Prometheus, the 1927 production of Prometheus
Bound
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Photo 21 lo, the 1927 production of Prometheus Bound

152



one aesthetic organic whole. Thus by the end one has the feeling that the ritual the
audience was asked by the Sikelianoi to participate in emotionally during the
performance was none other than the ritual of initiation in the ‘Mystery’ of hellenikotita

as they conceived it.

I cannot close this discussion on the aesthetic style of Prometheus Bound without a
reference to the costumes of the production, which were designed and woven in the
loom by Eva Palmer-Sikelianou. Their style was based on the Ancient Greek style of
dressing. Eva Palmer - Sikelianou’s intention was to depict in each costume the

impression of the character that would wear it, as she understood him/her. The costumes
of Kratos, Bia, Hephaestus, and Oceanus had interwoven motives that created the
impression of richness, which in Eva Palmer-Sikelianot’s opinion, expressed their non-
human origin which placed them beyond human pain. In contrast the costumes of Io and
Prometheus were plainer expressing Eva Palmer-Sikelianot’s understanding of them as
being “tortured and exposed to the pain of the mortals”.*> The highlight, however, of
the costumes was those of the chorus of Oceanids. These were woven in heavy silk, in
different tones of blue depicting different colors of the sea, “the green of the shallow
waters, the dark blue [of the sea] of the archipelago, the violet tones that the sea takes

during the dusk, the milky color that it takes when it sleeps in the morning”.®® Each

% Tépep-Likehavod, Eva, lepdg IMavixds (Upward Panic), p. p. 126 and 163-9.

6 Ayivimng, Nixog, «Aehgunés ‘Eoptég» (“Delphi Festivals™), Hdg, p. 210. This is also reminiscent of
Duncan’s description of dance where she frequently used images of the sea and of its different colors and
waves. If Eva Palmer-Sikelianod was influenced by Duncan at this point, she incorporated these images
in her own perception of the chorus, in the principle of the synthesis of elements. Within this framework
the different images of the sea came out of the combination of costume and movement, thus not from a
single element but from the synthesis itself of the aesthetic elements.
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costume was decorated with sea motives- shells, fishes, seagulls- and took sixty days to
complete.67 Conceming the costumes of the Oceanids, Eva Palmer-Sikelianou took
special care to finish them quite early so that they could be used during rehearsals. Thus

the costume aesthetically became part of the dance.®®

It is my contention that within this framework the Sikelianoi’s Prometheus Bound
moved within the modern concept and terms of performance. The performance was
based on their interpretation of the play and the translation of this interpretation into
theatre signs. In this sense the performance was itself an artistic text in Lotman’s
definition. All of its elements bore meaning.®® Furthermore the way the particular
features of the genre itself were rendered in the performance presupposed their
understanding in contemporary terms. The issues of the rendering of the religiousness
of the play and of the tragic chorus were both based on modern notions of the
production and transmission of meaning in performance and modern dance. Thus the
performance of Prometheus Bound could claim and acquire a symbolic capital per se
not as a mere staging of the ancient play, but as the particular artistic product of text-in-

performance.

The production of these plays and even more so the whole organisation of the Delphi
Festivals were a huge and financially expensive enterprise. In that period Delphi, apart

from the ancient site, was nothing but a small village, named at that time Kastri, situated

7 Huadn, Kéxw, «H Efia po® &voike tiyy n6ota nodg 10 pidg» (“Eva Opened for me the Door to
Light”), Hdg, p.p. 371-8

68 TMpéroka, Kovha, «Avopvijoelg &rd Tic modtes Aehpixis Eopteg tot 1927» (“Memories from the
First Delphi Festival in 1927”), Hdg, p. 126.
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on a quite secluded mountain. Transport was extremely difficult since roads were
dangerous, unsealed and full of holes. The mail and the telephone were irregular.
Water was hard to find. For the few days that the Festivals lasted, however, the area of
Delphi was transformed. The roads were widened and paved, daily postal deliveries to
Delphi were was arranged, the telephone line was open all day and actually the
telephone company provided Delphi with a second line for the days of the Festivals in
order to satisfy the needs of the Festival guests. Traffic-policemen and scouts regulated
the traffic since the Festival guests came from Piraeus to Itea by boat and ascended to

Delphi each day by car.

Eva Palmer-Sikelianou covered the total cost of the first Delphi Festival. This,
however, proved to be greater than expected and left her financially bankrupt to the
point that she did not have the means to organise a second Festival.”’ The success of the
First Festival, however, impelled two years later Antonis Benakis and a group of rich
Greek-Egyptians to sponsor the Second Festival. They also volunteered to help in the

organisation.”!

A crucial parameter that increased the importance of the Delphi Festivals was that they
were organised as International Festivals. European intellectuals and critics were invited

to attend the events together with Greek intellectuals and critics. The international

® See Fischer-Lichte, Erica, The Semiotics of Theatre, p. p. 174-6.

7 The tourist agents in Athens were afraid that the Festival was not going to succeed and did not promote
the trip to the tourists that were in Greece. Thus the ships rented by Eva Sikelianou remained empty. In
the end she sent telegrams inviting everyone, covering the cost of 2.000 more people. The theatre was
full, but the total cost of the Festival rose to the sum of $130.000, $ 30.000 of which was debt. See
[Mapep-Zikehavod, Eva, lepds ITavixdg, p. 133

n MaApep-Zikeravod, Eva, Iepdg IMavixdg, see chapter 17, «H devtepn Ashoua [Nopti», p.p. 143-55
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dimension has to be attributed to the Sikelianoi’s intention to promote the Delphic Idea
on an international level. Onefeels, however, that what was actually promoted was the
Sikelianoi’s concept of hellenikotita. Visitors, Greeks and foreign, were invited to
attend a series of events each of which seems to have been inspired by a different period
of what was considered to be ‘Greek’ culture. The athletic games and the Septiria, a
dance representation of Apollo’s duel with Python, referred to Ancient Greece.”? The
Byzantine concert referred to the Byzantine period. The exhibition of Greek popular
handicraft referred to Modern Greek popular culture. And finally the Prometheus
Bound performance was the event that seemed to crown them all since its aesthetic style
drew on all phases of what was considered to be ‘Greek’ culture. Within this context
the Sikelianoi’s Delphi Festivals and especially the Prometheus Bound production may
be read in essence as an attempt to legitimise their notion of hellenikétita, that is the
manifestation o f the Greek Geistin all the phases of  Greek’ culture. Moreover the
international dimension of the enterprise denotes the Sikelianoi’s intention to legitimise
this notion of hellenikdtita not only in regard to Greece but also especially in regard to
Europe. This is where the cultural importance of the enterprise lies, because this
legitimisation denoted also an unmistakable intention to propose a Greek Héllenism
versus European Héllenism. The interest of Antonis Benakis and the group of rich
Egyptians to sponsor the second Festival is indicative of the fact that the cultural
importance of the Delphi Festivals was actually perceived within the framework of the

legitimisation of a Greek Héllenism that could face European Héllenism as an equal.

7 Vasos Kanellos and Tanagra Kanellou danced the Septiria. Both of them have been famous not only in
Greece but also abroad, especially in America, for devising a style of dance that referred to Ancient
Greek dance. In fact in the programme of the First Festival Vasos Kanellos is mentioned as a famous
dancer of Ancient Greek dances. Kanellos at the beginning of his career had studied with Isadora Duncan.
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Within that context the Sikelianoi were the first to express in a dynamic and explicit
way not only inside, but also outside Greece, the notion of hellenikdtita within the
aesthetic framework proposed by the capitalist class, presaging thus the literary
generation of the 1930s. At the same time, in regard to tragedy, they were the first ones
to approach, interpret and creatively use a cultural product of Ancient Greek civilisation
in a way that could be recognised as ‘purely Greek’. Despite the 1919 production of
Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannous, directed by Fotos Politis, the Sikelianoi were the first
ones to introduce performances of tragedy in the discourse on art and hellenikotita,
which was prominent in literature from the literary generation of the 1880s. They were
the first to explicitly approach tragedy through Modern Greek culture and to propose an
aesthetic style that drew, on the one hand, on the European tradition of p erformance
and, on the other, on what was considered to be a ‘Greek’ cultural tradition within the
aesthetic ideology of the capitalist class. In that sense they actively affected the way the
symbolic capital of tragedy was conceived until then. Building on the symbolic capital
that tragedy already possessed as an Ancient Greek cultural product, they put forward
the potentiality of the symbolic capital that performances of tragedy could acquire
within the constitution of a Modern Greek national culture by being promoted as
‘highbrow”’ ¢ Greek’ theatre.” In that sense the S ikelianoi’s p roduction o f A eschylus’
Prometheus Bound opened the way for the constitution of a ‘sub-field of restricted

production’ in Greek theatre.

After that he seems to have devised a style of dance that used Duncan’s style with postures and
movements that clearly referred to Ancient Greek motifs.

" In theory the use of the symbolic capital of tragedy in contemporary performances had been already
discussed. The Sikelianoi’s productions showed the way to do it.
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Finally, in regard to the subsequent performances of tragedy, the Sikelianoi’s
proposition of an aesthetic style that presupposed the cultural appropriation of Ancient
Greece and drew on all phases of ‘Greek’ culture created a ‘Greek’ aesthetic reference
of performance. I will argue in the following chapter that this notion of a ‘Greek’
aesthetic reference of performance of tragedy explains the difference between Politis’
1919 production of Oedipus Tyrannous and his subsequent productions of tragedy,
since the Sikelianoi’s aesthetic approach surpassed the lack of an existing ‘Greek’
theatrical tradition by proposing as a tradition to draw from the entirety of ‘Greek’
culture. The use of this tradition in the creation of the aesthetic style of performances of
tragedy could legitimise the recognition of these performances as ‘Greek’ theatre. Thus
they opened the discourse on the ‘Greek style’ of performing tragedy. The next phase
in this discourse focused on a different concept of the rendering of the chorus that led to

a different aesthetic style. This is the work of Fotos Politis.
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Chapter 1V

Fotos Politis: Aeschylus’ “Persae”, the National Theatre, 1934

Each word has a solid value and demands to be brought
out clearly. The [demotic] p oem itself urges you, even
against your will, to a solemn expression. Although you
feel what is real, you see it raised in an atmosphere of
eternal immovable truth.
But this is also the rhythm of ancient tragedy. [...] Within
the finite, the eternal duration, the generally human, the
eternal “present”. Each of her words [Antigone’s] has
its source in the most sacred human sanctuaries, and it is
like the inextinguishable, holy light.'
The Sikelianoi’s productions of Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound and Suppliants proposed,
as I argued in the previous chapter, an aesthetic style of performances of tragedy that
could be recognised as ‘purely Greek’. Their approach was based on and promoted the
capitalist ideological axiom of the unity of ‘Greek’ culture through the ages, which was
prevalent during the period that I discuss. The aesthetic style of these performances drew
on the entirety of what was regarded as ‘Greek’ culture. Within that framework the 1927
Prometheus Bound production and the 1930 Suppliants production legitimised the use of

the entirety of ‘Greek’ culture as a ‘Greek’ theatrical tradition to draw from in the

' Kdbe AsEn tov el dropuay dEia, xi draitel vd mpoPAnbel pwtewvy. TG idio 16 moinua obg HOeT,
xt §0eAd oag dxrdua, of uidv Expoaon éxionun. Evd vid0ete 16 mpayuatind, 16 BAénete Suwg
PPwuévo of drudopaipa aldviac, Godreving GAnfeias. AAL attds elvar xi 6 ovluds tiic doyaiag
toaywdiag. [...] Méoa 010 menepaouévo, 1 aidvia Sidoxeia, 16 yevixds dvBowmivo, 16 aldvio
"naodV'. KdOe tne AEEn Exer iiv anyi g 016 md iepd avBpdmva &dvra, xi elvar odv dopuoro,
Gyio pds. Tlohimg, Phtog, «H Avuyévn eic 16 8atoov 1o Hoddouy, (“Antigone in the Herod
Atticus Theatre”), in: Prov [ToAim, emidoyii kpitikav dpbpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and
Reviews), vol. 11, p.p. 10-11 (originally published in EAvfegov Bfiua, 11-6-1928).
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creation of ‘Greek’ aesthetic styles of performances of tragedy thus inaugurating the

discourse on ancient tragedy and hellenikotita.

It was, however, the work of Fotos Politis in his capacity as a critic and a theatre director
who set, as I will explain, the presupposed conditions for both the inauguration of these
issues and the structuring of the ‘sub-field of Greek theatrical restricted production’ in
Bourdieu’s terms. In their turn the Sikelianoi’s productions, forced Politis to particularise
his own approach to tragedy, refine his aesthetic style of performances o f tragedy and
thus dynamically propose his own views on tragedy and hellenikotita. In this sense, it is
my contention that on the whole it was the creative contribution and oppositional
interdependence of the work of both the Sikelianoi and Politis that pushed forward the
promotion of the performances of tragedy as the area where a ‘sub-field of restricted

theatrical production’ in Bourdieu’s terms could be structured in Greece.

Until the Sikelianoi’s 1927 production of Prometheus Bound Politis’s work both as a
critic and as a theatre director had established two fundamental notions in regard to Greek
theatre, the notion of the quest for “acting in its Greek form” and the notion of
performance as an art form per se. The establishment of these notions was crucial not
only because it gave rise to these issues, but mainly because it provided a set of criteria by
which “acting in its Greek form” and ‘performance’ could be critically assessed and
recognised. In regard to acting, since 1915 Politis in his capacity as a critic had repeatedly

explained that a ‘Greek’ style of acting should draw on the musicality of the modern
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Greek language and the specific Greek way of gestural expression.” In that sense he
transferred the principles of the literary discourse on hellenikotita and ‘Greek’ art in
theatre pressing for the quest of a style of acting that could be characterised as ‘Greek’. In
terms of performance, his 1919 production of Oedipus Tyrannus established, as I have
argued in the second chapter, the concept of performance as a particular form of art in
which all its elements were aesthetically combined in a unified whole.> It is my
contention that both these notions were fundamental in providing the conditions for the
structuring of a ‘sub-field of restricted production’ in Bourdieu’s terms and had prepared
the ground for the recognition of the Sikelianoi productions as ‘purely Greek’ works of

art.

Fotos Politis’ whole presence played a catalytic role in the structuring of the ‘sub-field of
theatrical production’ in Greece. He continually pressed for the creation of ‘highbrow’
‘Greek’ theatre but even more so he insisted on establishing a set of criteria by which
theatrical production in Greece could be critically assessed. This set of criteria was
conceived within the framework of his views on ‘highbrow’ theatre and they contributed
immensely in providing a framework of conditions for the creation of a ‘restricted
production’ in Bourdieu’s terms. Despite the extremely high standard of work these
criteria demanded, their conception, as Dimaras observes, “was useful [...] for a society

that never was distinguished by the severity of its critical criteria”.*

?See [Tokitng, ddtog, «T6 Béatgov eig v EAAGda I''», (“Theatre in Greece I1I”) and «Ol onpepivoi
rag fiBomoloi» (“Our Contemporary Actors”), in: @drov ITodity, emAoyn kpitikdv pBpwv (Fotos Politis:
A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 1, p.p. 26- 31 (originally published in Néa EAddg, 15-2-1915),

and p.p. 55-7 (originally published in Néa EAAdg, 4-8-1916) respectively.
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Politis’ work abruptly c eased due to his death in 1934, when he was 44 years old. It
influenced, however, in many ways the work of the subsequent generations of directors in
the ‘sub-field’, even more than they cared to admit. His influence stemmed from the fact
that he combined an extremely thorough and wide knowledge of European literature and
art, an acute theoretical mind and a vivid artistic imagination. These characteristics
interacted with his habitus which impelled him against all odds to press with all his might
for the creation of an artistic production in Greek theatre of extremely high standards.
The dynamic interaction of these elements of his personality explains, in my opinion, the
catalytic importance of his presence in the structuring of the ‘sub-field of theatrical

production’ in Greece.

Politis was not only the first theatre director in Greek theatre, he was also in a sense the
first theatre theoretician in Greece. The articles he wrote and published frequently in

national newspapers, like ITowia (Proia) and EAev@epov Bijua (Eléftheron Vima), from

1914 to 1934 constitute the fragmented body of an otherwise very round and solid theory
on theatre, art and aesthetics, which unfortunately has not been as yet critically assessed.
This theory consists of different ideas and concepts that he drew from the entirety of
European culture and especially German theatre from the late eighteenth century to the
1930s and a very thorough knowledge of Greek literature and art expressed many times in
a very opinionated manner. These different ideas and concepts were linked, and
combined with his own personal views to provide a framework within which, on the one

hand, he negotiated and criticised the work of others, and, on the other, he produced his

i See Chapter II, p.p. 76-7.
Dimaras, C.Th., Modern Greek Literature, p. 457.
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own work. In fact, his work as a theatre director, especially in tragedy, was integrally
linked with his theoretical approach in theatre. Thus it is impossible to elaborate on his

productions of tragedy without elaborating first on his theoretical views.

Politis had a very concrete approach to theatre which touched on all issues, theatre
aesthetics, dramaturgy, tragedy, acting, directing, performance, audience, theatrical
tradition, theatre management, and the function of state theatres. His approach to all these
issues created a complex of interdependent and interacting ideas that, although in the
course of time might seem to shift or even alter at times, nevertheless stand on a very firm
base, the necessity he felt for the production of ‘highbrow’ theatre in Greece. To discuss
the entirety of his theory in theatre is beyond the scope of this thesis. I will elaborate on
his ideas that are relevant to the issue of tragedy in the full knowledge that these are part
of a much wider complex of ideas and thus in this elaboration might appear to be less
integral than they really are. As yet there is no critical analysis of Politis’ work, so what I
present below is my attempt at the first critical synthesis of Politis’ ideas on art and

tragedy.

Politis discussed theatre in Greece exclusively in relation to ‘highbrow’ theatre. It is
precisely this constant reference to the want of ‘Greek’ ‘highbrow’ theatre and the terms
and conditions that would allow a piece of theatre to be characterised as ‘highbrow’ that
provided a set of criteria to assess works of art. There are two notions that are central in
his perception of ‘highbrow’ theatre. The first one consists of Politis’ insistence on

‘objective art’ as opposed to ‘subjective art’. His ideas on this issue were shaped around
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Goethe’s notion of ‘objective art’.” In his article « Ymoxewevixn [Toinowg» (“Subjective
Art”) Politis quoted Goethe in distinguishing these two forms of art and noted that “if the
poet merely expresses his personal feelings he cannot be called a poet. When, however,
he succeeds in making the world his own and expressing it then he is a poet.”® Based on
Goethe’s distinction and following also Goethe’s principles on art, Politis insisted on
“ideal models” of art and “ideal models” of poets, like Aeschylus, claiming that the “real

poet [...] raises himself in the sphere of the eternal ideal”.” The “need for poetry” was, for

Politis, synonymous with the “need to express higher desires”.® Thus in his thought

5 On Goethe see Lamport, F. J., German Classical Drama, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990;
Fischer-Lichte, Erika, History of European Drama and Theatre, Riley, Jo (trans.), London: Routledge,
2002; Nagler, A. M., A Source Book in Theatrical History: Sources of Theatrical History, New York,

Dover Publications, Inc., 1959 (first edition); Carlson, Marvin, Theories of the Theatre: A Historical and
Critical Survey, from the Greeks to the Present, Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press, 1993
(expanded edition); [Matcaridng, ZafPag, (Ev)tdoeis ka1 (dia)ordoeis: H eAdnvirs tpaywdia kai n Gewpia
700 200v aucdva (Tensions and Dimensions: Greek Tragedy and Twentieth-century Theory), Athens:
Turobnto, 1997.

$Epdoov éxpodlel GrAde 16 6Aiya tmoxeuevind ovvaiodiuatd tov, 8v fumooel dxdun vd xAnOei
10100T0¢. MOMg Buwe xa100060eL vd *GueL ibixdv 1oV TOV *¥60UOV Kai Vd TOV éxpEdost, Elval
161 mountig. Tlohitng, ®drog, «Ymoxewpevindy moinows» (“Subjective Poetry”), in: Nikog ITohitng,
Darcov Tolitn, emdoyr kpitikdv dplpav (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 111,
Athens: Tkapoc, p. 94 (originally published in IToAiteia, 16-5-1922). Politis’ opposition to subjective
poetry explained also his opposition to romanticism, at least in the way romanticism was expressed in
Greek literature towards the end of the nineteenth century. See Kwrtidng, Aviavng, Moviepviouds kar
«mapadoany oty eldnviki téxvy tov pecomorépov (Modernism and ‘Tradition’ in Greek Art during the
Interwar Period), p. 72.

7 Tohitng, darog, «O I'naire vai wdmowor &hhou» (“Goethe and Some Others”), in: @Pdrov ok,
emdoyh kprxdv 6pBpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 111, p.p. 96-99 (originally
published in IToAiteia, 21-5-1922). « Ymoxewpevixd woinowg» (“Subjective Poetry”), «O I'xalte nai
rdmorol EANouv» (“Goethe and some others™), and, «Ot xdotivol #ai ol fwvravoi» (“The Paper-made and
the Alive”) (originally published in IToAteia, 30-5-1922), all in: @drov IToAiry, emidoyr kpitikawv &pbpwv
(Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. III, p.p. 93-6, 96-9 and 100-3 respectively,
consist of Politis’ part in a dialogue with Kostas Varnalis on art. Politis’ and Varnalis’ approaches

represent two of the main positions on this issue of the literary generation of the 1920s. See Karidn,
Avtdvng, Moviepviauds kai «mapddoon» amv eAlnvikr téxvy tov uesomoléuov (Modernism and ‘Tradition’
in Greek Art during the Interwar Period), p. 72. ... GAn01vds mountis elvai Gxoifis éxeivog, 6 dmoiog
[...] Vydsverar mpds Tdg opalpas 100 aiwviov ibeddovs. Tloditg, ®dtog, «Td Béatpa B’» (“The
Theatres, I1), in: Pcrrov IoAity, emdoyn kpitikdv Gpbpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and
Reviews), vol. 1, p. 197 (originally published in ITohiteia, 26-6-1925).

s Mokitng, ®dtog, « Yronewevini moinowg» (“Subjective Poetry”), in: @atov IloAity, emidoyr kpitikdyv
apbpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 111, p. 95 (Politis’ underlining).
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poetry, and that included theatre, ought to express the universal, the eternal human values

and truths hidden behind the everyday reality.

The second central notion in Politis’ perception of ‘highbrow’ theatre concerns the
concept of “aesthetic truth”. The aesthetic concept of the integral unity of the work of art,
for him, was one of the principal criteria in assessing a work of art. Moreover it is
precisely the concept of aesthetic truth that, above everything else, defined his
understanding of performance as an art form per se and his style as a theatre director.
Politis perceived performance as a stage image, all the elements of which, including the
dramatic text, as I will maintain later, were aesthetically combined into a unified whole.
In that sense it is not surprising that he was the first director in Greece who opposed the
concept of performance that had existed as an amalgam of aesthetic elements. With his
1919 production of Oedipus Tyrannus he established the recognition of the performance

as an art form per se.

It has to be noted that Politis seems to have extended the function of the concept of the
‘aesthetic truth’ of a work of art to define not only the creation of an artistic product but
also the way the audience should receive it. Studying photographs from the entirety of his
productions in tragedy, it becomes apparent that Politis created an imaginary boundary
between the stage and the audience so as to allow the spectators to perceive the
performance in an aesthetic way. Inhis National T heatre productions the edge ofthe
stage signified the limit of the aesthetic world of the performance consisting, in my
opinion, of an imaginary boundary between the stage and the audience. This intended

separation of the two worlds can be seen even more clearly in his first production of
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tragedy, the 1919 Oedipus Tyrannus.In this performance the imaginary boundary w as
physically manifested by a low ‘wall’ which separated the ‘orchestra’ from the audience.
(See photo 22) Within this context it is my contention that performance consisted for
Politis of an entirely aesthetic event in both its creation and its reception. In fact, the
perception of performance as an aesthetic event comprised, in my opinion, one of the
main principles that set Politis against the creation of a ritualistic atmosphere in his
performances of tragedy. And thus it led him to differentiate his approach from the
approaches of both Max Reinhardt, from whom, as I will explain, Politis drew the
concept of performance as an art form, and the Sikelianoi. The performance of tragedy,
for him, should be received as an aesthetic event that had no immediate reference to the
subjective experience that the audience’s personal involvement in a ritualistic atmosphere
might adhere to. Politis here seems to follow once again Goethe, who claimed that the
reconciliation of opposing elements that constituted the harmony of the play and brought
about catharsis should occur on stage and not within the audience.” Probably the finest
example of the perception of the performance strictly as an aesthetic experience was his

1934 National Theatre production of Aeschylus’ Persae.'®

In Persae Politis based the entire aesthetic style of the play on an aesthetic form that
created the impression of Ancient Persian bas-relief. (See photo 23) This aesthetic

impression was achieved by the use of a vertical set which emphasised the idea of two-

® See Carlson, Marvin, Theories of the Theatre: A Historical and Critical Survey, from the Greeks to the
Present, p. 182.

' The creative team in the production of Persae was: loannis Gryparis: translator; Antiohos Evaggelatos:
composition of the music. The cast included: K. Paxinou: Atossa; Al. Minotis: Messenger; N. Rozan: The
ghost of Darius; G. Glinds: Xerxes; I. Avlonitis: first chorus leader; T. Karoussos: second chorus leader; A.
Kotsopoulos; third chorus leader. The names of Politis (director) and Klonis (set designer) are not written
in the programme, nor the names of the members of the chorus. Source: the programme of the production.
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dimensionality. Within this vertical set, three horizontal planes were developed. The
lowest and the highest of these planes consisted of the acting spaces of the chorus. The
middle one was the acting space of the protagonists and of the chorus leaders. The
impression of bas-relief was further emphasised by the costumes, beards and wigs of both
the actors and the chorus, which referred aesthetically to Ancient Persian costumes. The
highly stylised movement especially of the chorus, which was conceived as an
interchange of static archaic postures, created the impression of sculpture contributing
thus to the style o f b as-relief. T hus all the visual aesthetic elements o f the production
were conceived to create the impression of bas-relief. The aesthetic style of Persae
therefore was based on the creation of a stage image, which functioned in a figurative

way.

The main aesthetic principles of the 1934 production of Persae are reminiscent of Georg
Fuchs’ ideas on theatre and his 1908 Munich experiment with Goethe’s Faust with actors
playing against a two-dimensional set, as well as the early stages in Meyerhold’s career
where he experimented with Fuchs’ ideas.'' It is interesting to note that although Politis
followed Goethe in constructing his theoretical approach to theatre, in terms of his work
as a director he drew from the contemporary European theatre and actually from the work
of those directors who were considered pioneers during the first two decades of the

twentieth century. Inthat sense Politis’ theoretical and practical work brought into

"' As Jelavich observes, “he [Fuchs] contended that the relief-stage would constitute an ideal embodiment
of visual principles that were at once archaic and contemporary”. Fuchs also argued that the lack of stage
depth would lead to the development of an extremely stylised form of acting, which would emphasise
“rhythmic and symbolic movements that would stand against a planar backdrop”. Jelavich, Peter, Munich
and theatrical Modernism: Politics, Playwriting and Performance 1890-1914, Cambridge, Massachussets:
Harvard University Press, 1985, p. 196.
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Photo 22 Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus, Olympia Theatre 1919
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Photo 23 Aeschylus’ Persae, the National Theatre 1934
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dialogue two different periods of European theatre. Moreover, as I will maintain, he re-
negotiated these theatrical periods in contemporary ‘Greek’ cultural terms discussing

them within the framework of a Greek “national” theatrical production.

The production of a “national creation” in theatre, that is, a theatrical production that
could be characterised as ‘Greek’ was Politis’ major concern. His ideas on this “national
creation” are exclusively discussed in relation to ‘highbrow’ theatre; no other form of
theatre could be characterised, in his view, as ‘Greek’. The quest for a ‘Greek’
‘highbrow’ theatrical production should be sought, for him, in the combination of the
notion of “national” to the concept of “aesthetic truth”. “[...] The concept of a ‘national’
creation”, he wrote, “is defined by the aesthetic truth of the plays which are performed”.'?
The national quality of the aesthetic truth of a work of art lay, according to Politis, in the
use and development of aesthetic elements drawn from the ‘Greek’ tradition and language
so that a form of theatre would be created which aesthetically could be recognised as
‘Greek’."> The concept of tradition was crucial in his thought, because it satisfied “the
tendency of the individual to act and to think as a member of a group, of a community

[...], which seeks to form a total social consciousness”.! In this sense tradition provided

12 [Zwviavd povoeio elvar &va érionuo Oéatpo, 6mov xateEoyiiv] Tijv Evvoia 100 "é0vikot’
Snuovoynuartos tiv 6pitel 1 aiofnuixi GAibeia 1@V malousvoy Epywv. JlageEnynoeig»
(“Misunderstandings”), in: ddrov Molitn, emAoyn kpitikdv GpBpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles
and Reviews), vol. II, p. 77 (originally published in ITowic, 18-3-1930) (Italics in the English translation
mine). It is interesting to note that Politis’ definition of a “national creation” here presages Koun’s notion
of ‘Greekness’ and theatre.

B MoAitg, ®dTog, «T6 Béateo Toh Kapayxi6tn» (“The Theatre of Karagiozis™), in: @drov [Todity,
emidoyr kpitikdv dpBpawv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 11, p.p. 183-8 (originally
published in ITowic, 7-10-1932).

1 Zujv tdon 100 Grduov vd 60d xai vd oxémteral 0d uéAog Eves ovveAov, piag xowvoTTos [ ...]
[mov] Aayrapd 11 Siaudopwon ovvolixiic ovveldioews. TToditg, ®dtog, «@eatouxi xQiog»
(“Theatrical Crisis”), in: ®drov IToAfty, emAoyr kpitikdv dpBpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles
and Reviews), vol. I1, p.p. 111-2 (originally published in /Tpwia, 20-5-1931).
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for Politis the necessary conditions for the creation of objective art. ‘National’ ‘highbrow’
theatre as ‘objective art’ should be rooted deep in the national and social life of the people
and express “what lies unshaped in their moral life, not conceived yet and undefined as a

desire, as a shared feeling, as a beginning of faith, as a ray of truth”. '°

Politis’ views on the production of a “national creation” in Greek theatre were mostly
oriented towards drama. He did, however, explicitly discussed the notion of ‘Greekness’
in relation to acting and directing. In terms of acting, as early as 1915 Politis had argued
that its ‘Greek’ form should be based on “the thorough aesthetic study of the language”
and of the “[gestural] expression or simply the intuitive artistic exploitation of these
national features”.'® This was for Politis the task of the actor. “The truth and aesthetic
importance of this task” led to the creation of a particular style of acting, which would be
based on the musicality of the Greek language and a Greek rhythm of movements.'” In

this sense it could be characterised as ‘Greek’.

BI1..1vd ovAAaufdver xai vd iver Expoaon xabdoia o’ 8, duoopa xvuaivetal oty N6k} Lwn
100 Aaot, GovAAnmto dxdun xai dxaddpioto, odv ndéBoc, od ovvaiodnua xowvd, odv doxr
miotews, odv axtiva dAjbeiag. Tlohitme, ®htog, «H nortunii» (“Criticism”), in: oo Hodim, emxidoyr
kpuwikdv apBpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. I, p. 50 (originally published in
ITewBapyia, 20-10-1929).

Sy Babvutépa aiobnTixn ueAén tiic povoixfic xai i xpodocws avtiic [ué xuviuata] 7 xai anidc
11 6ud StaLoBfoews xalAitexvixt] ExpueTdAAEvOLS TOV EOViXdDY avTdV iStoTiTRY Elvar dxoifds pia
Gnd 1ds omovdatotépas xaliireyvinds doyaoiag o0 nBomoiod, Tiig dmoias 16 dmotédeoua Exel
yevixiv a&iav.  Tlolitng, ®aroc, «T6 Béatoov eic tiiv EAMGSa, I» (“Theatre in Greece, II17), in:

<Dwtou Holm;, emoyn Kpmxcuv GpBpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 1, p.30.

7 A6 1) GAfBera xai 1) aioBntiny onuaocia tis éoyaoiag avtiic ovvieivouy eig Tijv dnuiovoyiav
&vds SpLouévov otvd drayyeriag. Tlohitng, ®artog, « TS Béatoov eig Tijv ‘EALGSa, I”'» (“Theatre in
Greece, III”), in: @orrov Mokity, emAoyr kpitikdv dplpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and
Reviews), vol. 1, p.30. See also ITo)itng, ®atoc, «Oi onuegivoi pag HBoxoroi» (“Our Contemporary
Actors”), in: ®cdrov IToAirn, emdoyn kpitikdv GpBpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews),
vol. I, p.p. 55-7.
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Along the same lines Politis discussed also the issues of theatre directing and
‘Greekness’. A ‘Greek’ theatre direction, especially of a foreign and/or a classic play
involved, for him, on the one hand, the thorough understanding of the play and its writer’s
intentions and, on the other, the scenic interpretation of this play in the Greek way of
seeing and experiencing the world and life. “Theatre direction recreates the masterpieces
within a contemporary, Greek understanding of life.”'® He believed that once again the
element that conveyed most of all the “Greek understanding of life”, was language.
Theatre direction, he wrote, “renders even to the finest particles of a language their final
significance within the general style [of the performance of a play]”.!® The ‘Greekness’ of
a theatre direction lay in the rendering of the meaning that the poetic language conveyed
based on the particular musicality of the Greek language. In that sense a director should
understand “the rules and the possibilities of the music of the infallible elocution, the
linguistic music”.2’ Politis’ principle here became the core of Rondiris’ aesthetic style in

tragedy, a point I will discuss in the following chapter.

Politis’ views on theatre direction present on one level a paradox, or rather an
inconsistency, in relation to his own work as a theatre director. In theory he insisted that

the creative work of the theatre director depended on the intention of the playwright and

B ] 1 oxnvoBeoia EavanAdOe T doioroveyiuata ué ud ovyxoovn, EAAnvixi] vénon tig Lwfg.
okitng, ddtog, «T6 "Ebvinév Oéatoovy (“The National Theatre”), in: Pdrov ITodity, emidoyn kpitikwv
GpBpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 11, p.80 (originally published in
IlewBapyia, 30-3-1930).

¥ H oxnvobeoia 1) éowTeQLnt] TAQEXEL nal 0Td AerTOTEQQ USOLA LS YAGOONS TV OQLOTLXRT]
onuaaic tove ufoa 010 yevind igpog. Nokitng, ®dTog, «T6 "EBwvkdv Oéatpovy (“The National
Theatre™), in: @drov Ioity, emdoyn kprdv GpOpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews),
vol. I, p.80.

2r.. ] 1 uovouxii tijc GAdvlaong meo@opag, 1) yYAwoouxi uovouxij, Exel xavives xai Svvardnres,
oY naveig Efvos 6€v umwopel va tis ovAAdpPei. Tlokitmg, Pdtog, «TS6 EBvinév Oéatoov» (“The
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the dramatic text. The predominance of the aesthetic value of drama in theatre is
prominent in the entirety of his theoretical approach. A director’s main aim, he argued,

should be “to penetrate the Geist of the playwright [...]_to see with him [the poet] the

deeper dramatic or comic quality of the several episodes and of the life of the dramatic
characters”.?' Within this framework his theoretical approach seems to be quite anchored
still to the dominance of the poetic language over the entire aesthetic style of a
performance. Hence language bears and conveys the concept of theatre and theatricality
itself. He wrote, “within our contemporary social environment the director, taking first of
all into consideration the fact that POETIC LANGUAGE, the language of the dramatic
person, creates the concept of theatre, will render a scenic expression to the great
masterpieces of the centuries- that are ‘theatrical’- and thus he will cast in our hearts the

seed of poetry”.2 These views on theatre, which also characterised Politis’ approach to

tragedy, a point I will elaborate on later, has led scholars like Sahinis to argue for the

National Theatre”), in: @arov odity, exidoy kpitikdv dpbpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and
Reviews), vol. 11, p.80.

2 Ero1, 6 oxnvobgmg [...] xUoL0 oxond Tov moémes vd Exer Tiv Sieiodvory eic T8 mvetua 100
Soauatixo® mountot. [...] I' av1d modTo xai xvoLo 100 0xnvodETov épddio mpéneL vd eivar 16
Tvebua 16 xo1tuxd. [...] yiati udvo 1) xpioig 0d 100 dvoikel Tovs xdouovs tol moinTot xai ¢ Tov
BonBrioel vd 8¢t pali rov t1j fabiteon Spauatixdtnra 1j xWuixsTNTA THOV SLapdowy éncioodinwy xal
™ {wi] TV yapaxtiowy 1dv Spauatixdy. Tlolitng, ddTog, «@eatpirdtney, (“Theatricality”), in:
Dairrov Iority, emidoyn kprtikdv dpBpav (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 1, p.278-
9 (originally published in IToAiteia, 16-7-1927) (Politis’ underlining).

2 Még 016 onueotvo xorvwvixd pac mhaioto, 6 oxnvobéng, Exovias mpwtiotws O Sy, Ads O
AOr'OZX O IIOIHTIKOZ, 6 Adyoc 100 Spauatixol npoodrov, dnuioveyel tijv Evvoia 100 Bedtoov,
0d Sdsoer oxnvixii Expoaon ovd ueydia dpauanixd doioToveyiuata 1@V aldvwv- wov elvar SAa
T0U5 "OeatoLnd’ - #1 E101L 04 0iEeL péoa otic xaEdiLEg 16 ondpo Tilg moinoews. Tlokitng, Phrog,
@eatounétney (“Theatricality™), in: Do ToAfty, eriloyh kpitikdv apbpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection
of Articles and Reviews), vol. I, p.278. See also IToAitng ®@rog, «Zxnvobeoiox» (“Theatre Direction”), in:
Pdyrov Molity, emidoyr kpitikddv GpBpawv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 1, p. 272-
5 (originally published in IToAiteia, 12-7-1927).
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predominance of the dramatic text over the performance in Politis’ theoretical approach to

theatre.??

It is my contention, however, that it is the aesthetic styles of his performances that best
explain how Politis understood the predominance of the play and the poetic language in
theatre. One of the most notable examples of his attitude towards dramatic text and
performance is to be found again in the 1934 production of Persae. The principal
characteristic of the aesthetic style of the performance, the Persian bas-relief, originated
from the aesthetic form of this particular dramatic text. Persae’s aesthetic form is based
on the emotional impact that historical facts exercise on people and people’s attempt to
understand the reasons for their catastrophe. The action of the play concemns the
emotional impact itself of the catastrophe of the Persian army and the narration of action
that had already taken place somewhere else. This form of action in combination with the
dominance of the chorus and the use of only two protagonists creates the impression of a
rather static dramatic aesthetic form. It is my contention that Politis ‘translated’ the
particularity of the aesthetic form of this play in performance terms using the idea of bas-

relief to render theatrically the static aesthetic element of the Persae text.

Having conceived the principal aesthetic element of his performance, however, Politis
went back to the dramatic text and reworked it in relation to the aesthetic principle of the

performance. From the three books of this production, the régie book, the prompt book

B Zayivng, Andotoroc, «H Aoyotexvind xoitind) to0 Gétov ITohitn» (“Fotos Politis’ Literary
Criticism™), Néa Eotia 135, issue no 1605, 1994, p.p. 635-45.
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and the composer’s book, it is obvious that Politis made cuts in the text.** Although the
cuts are not significant in number they show the way in which the text was affected by the
performance. There is one particular kind of cut that suggests this. This kind of cut
involves lines that interfere, in passages of the text where action is expressed, by
elaborating in a descriptive way on what has just been said.?> Thus the remaining text
after the removal of these lines places emphasis more dynamically on the action of the
play at each particular moment. It is my contention that these cuts represent the way the
dramatic text was reshaped to be integrated in the aesthetic style of the total performance.
The core of the aesthetic form of the production of the 1934 Persae lay, in my opinion, in
the juxtaposition of the static, highly stylised scenic image to the dynamic projection of
the action o f the play through l1anguage. In this sense the d ramatic text w as i ntegrally
incorporated, as one of the aesthetic components, within the aesthetic style of the total

performance.

Within this framework I maintain that the work of the director, for Politis, began with the
understanding of both the content of the dramatic text, that is, the meaning or the
intention of the writer, and of its form, that is, poetic language. Probably this is why he
stressed the importance of the dramatic text and the poetic language. The understanding
of the dramatic text, for Politis, led the director to conceive an aesthetic style for the
performance which would best suit this particular text. However, the conception of the

aesthetic style of the performance was based entirely on the norms of performance as an

* The promptbook, the régie-book, and composer’s book of the 1934 Persae production are in the Archives
of the National Theatre.

These cuts may be seen in various parts of the text. For example, in Atossa’s last speech in the first
episode eleven lines are cut. The remaining text makes Atossa’s speech more decisive and strictly focused
on her intention of going to pray to the gods and her concern for Xerxes.
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art form per se. In its turn the dramatic text as text-in-performance, this time, became one
of the components of the performance and was integrally incorporated in the style of the
performance following Politis’ principle of the aesthetic truth of a work of art. The
integral incorporation of the dramatic text within the total aesthetics of the performance,
which conveys the extent to which Politis had understood the norms of performance as an
art form per se, is not discussed anywhere in his articles and can be understood only by

studying his productions.

The origin of Politis’ approach to dramatic text and performance is to be found in the
work of Max Reinhardt. The principle of the relationship between the dramatic text and
its performance characterised also Reinhardt’s approach to theatre and is for me of
Reinhardt’s most important influence on Politis.?® It led Politis to understand the defining
principles of theatre direction and revealed to him the force of the freedom of the creative
imagination of the director. Along these lines Politis argued, referring to Reinhardt that
“the director sets the tone of the play, lightens some of its parts, darkens other parts,
animates details, creates atmosphere; he sets, that is, expression in the entire creation of

the poet, using his theatrical means.””” Politis also followed Reinhardt’s principle that

2 On Reinhardt see Sayler, Oliver M. (ed.), Max Reinhardt and his Theatre, New York and London:
Benjamin Blom, 1924 (reissued 1968); Wellwarth, George E. and Brooks, Alfred G. (eds.), Max Reinhardt
1873-1973: A Centennial Festschrift of Memorial Essays and Interviews on the One Hundredth
Anniversary of His Birth, New York: Max Reinhardt Archive/ Binghamton, 1973; Carter, Huntly, The
Theatre of Max Reinhardt, New York: Benjamin Blom, 1914 (reissued 1964); Styan, J.L., Max Reinhardt,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982; Patterson, Michael, The Revolution in German Theatre:
1900-1933, London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1981; and Jelavich, Peter, Munich and theatrical
Modernism: Politics, Playwriting and Performance 1890-1914.

70 oxnvoléTne 8iSel T6v Tévov 100 Epyov, pwtitel dpiousva onueid Tov, duavodver dla,
fwnoever AemwToucpeiag, Snuiovoyet Gtudopaipav, xaoitet, W Evav Adyov, Expoaoty gic 0AdxAnoov
70 dnuiovipynua 1o mownrod, éxuetadAevousvos 1d Ocatoixd tov puéoa. Toditng, PdTog, «MAE
Péuvyapt, 6 Teppavdg oxnvoBétng» (“Max Reinhardt, The German Theatre Director”), in: ®arov ITodim,
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there was not a single appropriate method in staging plays. Each play, therefore, had to
be approached in a different way that best suited its specificity. This principle allowed
Politis the freedom to experiment aesthetically in tragedy basing the aesthetic style of
each performance on the specific play produced. In this sense we can place Politis in the

European theatrical movement of eclecticism, as Reinhardt expressed it.

Despite his own work as a theatre director and his views on acting and directing in their
“Greek form”, Politis, as I mentioned above, believed that the quintessence of a “national
creation” in theatre was the creation of a “national dramaturgy”. It is within this
framework that he first approached the issue of performances of tragedy. He argued that
a “national dramaturgy” in order to be recognised as ‘Greek’ had to draw on ‘Greek’
theatrical tradition. Since, however, there was not a ‘Greek’ tradition of ‘highbrow’
‘Greek’ theatre to draw from, this dramaturgy had to draw on two other distinct bodies of
tradition.”® The first consisted of other areas of ‘Greek’ culture. He specifically referred
to the shadow theatre of Karagiozis and actually his views presaged in a sense the work of
Karolos Koun in ancient comedy.29 The second consisted of ‘high forms of theatre’,

classical m asterpieces such as Ancient Greek tragedy, S hakespeare and G oethe among

emidoyn kprtiddv Gplpawv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 1, p. 249 (originally
published in IToAtteia, 12-11-1926).

% Politis repeatedly argued that neither a dramatic production nor a performance production that could be
characterised as “Greek” or “national” existed in Greece. He believed that the dramatic production existing
during his time was not only very poor, but it imitated foreign models. See [ToAitng, Phtog, «Mia
ToLarovroetnoic» (“Thirty Years”), «H Oeouvi) mepiodog» (“The Summer Season”), in: @wrov [ToAim,
emioyn kprtikdv GpGpewv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. I, p.p. 200-2 (originally
published in IToAtteia, 2-9-1925) and, p.p. 209-13 (originally published in IToAtteia, 2-5-1926)
respectively, and «H dgopatixi texvotpomia» (“Drama Technique”), in: Parov IToAim, emloyn
kprtikdyv apBpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. II, p.p. 101-6 (originally
published in ITowia, 20-10-1929).

» Karagiozis as “a living remnant of a pure popular form of art” conveyed, for Politis, a theatrical rhythm,
which could be considered ‘Greek’ and from which a playwright could draw. IToAitng, ®dtog, «To Béateo
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others, that for him were the finest examples of objective art. Among these masterpieces

tragedy held the highest position.

Within the framework of Politis’ views on ‘objective art’ it is not surprising that he
considered tragedy to be “the highest form of Theatre”. Tragedy conveyed for him what
he called the “generally human”, that is, the creative expression of the characters of the

play, the way these were conceived and expressed through dialogue and verse.* In

tragedy “theatre,” he stated, “is the living person that became poetic language”.’! Tragic
poetic language rendered “all the ‘actions’ of the passionate persons” in such a way that
“within the dramatic poetic language lies the essence, the true image of “actions’ ”.>* He
argued that Ancient Greeks conceived the characters of the tragic plays as “typical forms”

expressing human unhappiness, pain, hubris or other emotions or attitudes that conveyed

tov Kapayxtn» (“The theatre of Karagiozis™), in: @drov ITolity, emidoyn kprtikddv dpbpwv (Fotos
Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 11.

* Politis defined the ‘generally human’ as that “which exists in all the great poetic compositions” and it “is
exactly what makes them eternal. The ‘generally human’ in its broadest meaning; not only the characters,
[...] but most of all the expression of these characters through dialogue. That is, the artistic expression, the
artistic form of passion.” [TG "yevixdg avBpdmivoV' 16 évumdoyov eic SAag Tdg ueydrag wointinds
ovvBéoeig, eivar axpifie éxeivo, 16 bnoio 1dc Siatneel aiwviwg TGS "yevinde &vBodmivoV' eig tiv
evpovrdTny Tov onuaociav. Ovyi udvov oi xapaxtipeg, [...] GAAd npd rdviwv 1 did 100 Staddyov
Expoaois TV yapaxtiiowv tovtwy. AnAadi 1} xaAlrexvini Exgpoaoie, | xaAliTeyvini]
SLoudppwois 1ot wdbovg.] Toditng, ®dTog, «T4 doxoiov Béatoovy» (“The Ancient Theatre”), in:
Dairrov ITodity, emAoyh kprtikdv dpBpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 1, p. 16
(originally published in Néa ‘EAAdg, 11-1-1915) (Politis’ underlining).

' Tg Oéatpo eivar 6 Lwvravdc &vlpwmog mov Eyive Adyoc. TTokitng, Phtog, «Ayauéuvwy xai
doapatnég Aéyog» (“Agamemnon and Dramatic Speech”), in: Darov ITodity, emidoyn) kpitikdv GpBpwv
(Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 11, p. 153, (originally published in [Towia, 21-3-
1932) (Politis’ underlining).

2OAec 0i "nodEeic" pAoyeodv GvOpBTWY, mEEREL V Arno80BoTv u€ 76 VAxd avtd [T yAdooa]. [...]
‘Exel, péoa 016 Adyo, vmdoyer 1) ovoia, 1) GAnbuvii Sym tév "modSewV". Tlokitng, ddTog,
«Avyapfuvov xal doopatindg Aéyoox“Agamemnon and Dramatic Speech”), in: @drov IToAft, emAoyr
kpruxav dplpwv(Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 11, p.p. 154 and 155.
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the ‘tragic’ in human life.”” Within this context as the characters of tragedy expressed

reflections of the human soul, their symbolism for Politis remained eternal.

Politis, however, insisted on a contemporary approach and interpretation of the genre of
tragedy that, as I will argue, consisted also of the core of his own aesthetic style and
consequently the main point of his opposition both to the Sikelianoi’s’ aesthetic approach
and to Reinhardt’s style of performances of tragedy. Politis’ approach and interpretation
of tragedy put emphasis on the “tragic man” whom he understood within the framework
of Sturm und Drang’s concept of the ‘tragic hero’. The dramatic emotional impact of
tragedy was based, according to Politis, on the “unavoidable conflict of the tragic man
[...] with forces more powerful than him or with other persons equal to him”.>* In this
sense Politis conceived ‘tragic man’ within the titanic dimensions of the dramatic heroes
of Goethe attributing individual characteristics to the tragic heroes. He stated explicitly
that the tragic heroes were not conceived in antiquity as characters having individualistic
traits since, as he explained, “Ancient Greeks in the entirety of their civilisation ignore the

1 935

concept of the individua In contemporary society, however, where ‘man’ is

conceived as ‘individual’, the ‘tragic hero’ could be understood only in an individualistic

3 Iokitng, Pdrog, «Th mpoownelar» (“The Masks”), in: Partov IToAity, emidoyr; kprriadv dpBpwv (Fotos
Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 11, p.p. 87- 90 (originally published in IIet8apyic, 8-6-
1930).

¥ doauatixi] ovyxivnon nooxaleital ¢nd T porpala, v &vandpevxTn oUyxovon 1ol
10aY1%0T GVOP@IOV, [...] MEds AvdTeges duvduets 1f mods GAAovs Suoiovs Tov. TloAitg, hrog, «H
ndoxax» (“The Mask™), in: @orov ITodity, emdoyn kpitikdv pBpwv(Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles
and Reviews), vol. 11, p. 250 (originally published in ITowia, 17-8-1934).

o) aoyaiog [...] “EAAnvag, atij ouvodixi] éu@dvian 100 moAttiouot tov, dyvoei to dropo. Tlohitng,
Darog, «Ta mpoowmneio» (“The Masks”), in: Gadrov ITolity, emAoyn Kpitikdv dpbpwy (Fotos Politis. A
Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. II, p. 88.
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way.’®  Within this framework Politis’ approach to tragedy and his aesthetic style

revolved around and stressed the concept of the ‘tragic hero’ as an individual. This is why
he was against the use of masks, so as to allow the face of the actor to render individual
characteristics to the tragic hero.”” Even more so, as I will explain later, he extended the
concept of the individual in the rendering of the tragic chorus, an issue that differentiated

Politis’ own approach from that of Reinhardt.

Puchner, among other scholars, has stressed Reinhardt’s influence on Politis work.*® And
it is generally accepted that his 1919 Oedipus Tyrannus production followed aesthetically
very closely the 1910 Reinhardt’s Oedipus Rex.”® As I have argued earlier, Reinhardt’s
major influence on Politis consisted of his understanding of the concepts of performance
and theatre direction themselves. Politis understood through Reinhardt the norms of
performance and how he could function himself as a theatre director. Besides this more

general framework of influence, it is true that particular aesthetic references to

% Iohitng, dhtog, «H pdonax» (“The Mask™), in: Pwrov IToAity, emdoyn kpitikdv Gpbpwv (Fotos Politis:
A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 11, p.p. 249-53.

37 Mokitng, ®dtog, «H pdoxa» (“The Mask™), in: @drov ITodity, emidoyn kpitikdv dpbpwv (Fotos Politis:
A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 1L,

% See IMovyvep, BdAtep, «O ddrog IToritng wg oxnvobétng apyaing tpayndiag, ol emdpaoeig Tov Max
Reinhardt oto EMnviké 8&atpo Tov 200v awdvay (“Fotos Politis Directing Ancient Tragedy, Max
Reinhardt’s Influences on the Twentieth-Century Greek Theatre”), in: BaAtep ITovyvep, lotopixa
veoeAMnvikob Bedzpov: & uedethuata (History of Modern Greek Theatre: Six Essays), Athens: Exd6oeig
Ioipidn, 1984, p.p. 121-37.

39Although Politis did not state so, it is not impossible that he had attended Reinhardt’s 1910 Oedipus Rex
in Berlin and probably even the 1911 production of Oresteia, when the plays were first produced. At that
time he was studying law in Germany. He went to Germany in 1908 and stayed there until 1912 when he
dropped out of his studies in order to return to Greece and serve in the Greek military during the Balkan
wars. Given his interest in theatre -he had acquired a diploma in acting from the Drama School of Odium in
1908- it is difficult to believe that he did not seize the opportunity to attend the German theatrical
production and especially Reinhardt’s performances since during this period he was at the peak of his
career. There is no evidence, however, to suggest safely his personal acquaintance with Reinhardt’s work.
See, MAvtlovprig, Aviavng, H axnvoletikii téyvn atnv EAAGda (The Art of Theatre Direction in Greece) and
Mobyvep, Badtep, «O ®drog Ioritng wg oknvobétng apyaiog Tpaywdiag, ot emdpdoelg Tov Max Reinhardt
070 eEAAVKé Béatpo Tov 2000V awvoy (“Fotos Politis Directing Ancient Tragedy, Max Reinhardt’s
Influences on the Twentieth-Century Greek Theatre”), in: Jotopid veoeddnvixod Bedrpov: &t peletipara
(History of Modern Greek Theatre: Six Essays).
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Reinhardt’s work can be traced in Politis’ productions of ancient tragedy.”’ On the
whole, however, I agree with Puchner that Politis renegotiated Reinhardt’ style.41 I will
argue that the basis of this renegotiation was Politis’ own views on tragedy and especially
his emphasis on the individual. In that sense it is my contention that Politis chose very
critically the aesthetic elements he took from Reinhardt. Both in his productions of
tragedy and in his articles Politis explicitly stressed the difference between his style and

that of Reinhardt.

In essence the aesthetic elements that Politis took from Reinhardt involved those elements
that allowed him to lay the emphasis of the style of the performance on the individual
tragic hero. Within that framework the most prominent of these aesthetic elements
consisted, on the one hand, of the juxtaposition of the chorus to the singled out image of
the protagonist and, on the other, of the arrangement of the entire acting space in a way
that the acting space of the protagonists was higher than the acting space of the chorus. In
order to juxtapose the chorus to the protagonists, Politis, like Reinhardt, employed a large
number of chorus members using them to create on stage the latter’s concept of ‘crowd’.

In the 1927 production of Euripides Hecuba, for example, the chorus consisted of about

*© A notable example of such a specific reference is to be found in the entrance of Agamemnon on a chariot
pulled by horses in the 1932 National Theatre production of Aeschylus’ 4gamemnon which is reminiscent
of Agamemnon’s entrance in Reinhardt’s 1911 production of Oresteia. On Politis’ Agamemnon see
Kavéxng, Basiing, Edvixé Oéatpo, Eévia Xpovia Zxnvi kot Ilapaokivio (National Theatre, Sixty Years
of Stage and Backstage), p.p.25-6. Kanakis notes that this mode of Agamemnon’s entrance was abandoned
after the opening night due to the ‘non- theatrical’ behaviour of the horses. On Reinhardt’s 1911 production
of Oresteia see Jelavich, Peter, Munich and theatrical Modernism: Politics, Playwriting and Performance
1890-1914.

“ Hovyvep, Bartep, «O ®drog ITokitng wg oxnvobétng apxaiog Tpaymdiag, o1 emdphoelg Tov Max
Reinhardt oto eAAnviké 8éatpo Tov 200v ordvar (“Fotos Politis Directing Ancient Tragedy, Max
Reinhardt’s Influences on the Twentieth-Century Greek Theatre”), in: lotopikd veoelAnvikod Oedzpov: é&1
uelethipaza (History of Modern Greek Theatre: Six Essays), p. 136.
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Photo 24 The chorus in Euripides’ Hecuba, Stadium 1927
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Photo 25 Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus, the National Theatre 1933
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eighty members.** (See photo 24) This large number of chorus members was aesthetically
juxtaposed to the secluded figures of the protagonists thus stressing their individuality in

the way Reinhardt achieved the same effect in his own production of Oedipus Rex.

Politis followed this principle even in his later productions with the National Theatre,
despite the more confined space of the in-door theatre stage. He still managed to create
the image of a numerous crowd juxtaposed to the individual tragic hero using a mode of
placing the chorus or the crowd on stage which is reminiscent of Reinhardt’s dynamic use
of crowd. A notable example of the way Politis positioned the chorus and the crowd on
stage is to be found in his 1933 National Theatre production of Oedipus Tyrannus (see

photo 25).

Politis was also influenced by Reinhardt’s arrangement of the acting space that allowed
him to distinguish the protagonists by placing them higher than the chorus. In fact, the
arrangement of the acting space as well as the set in Politis’ 1919 production of Oedipus
Tyrannus, which included the construction of an orchestra within the proscenium arch in
the Theatre Olympia, is almost identical to Reinhardt’s set and arrangement of the acting
space in the Oedipus Rex performance in the Covent Garden Opera House.* The usual
stage arrangements of the acting space in all Politis’ productions of tragedy except Persae

consisted of the development in depth of a vertical axis within a horizontal in width

* See p.o., «H Exdfn» (“Hecuba), and 'O wagotnonTig, «ENUELDOELS xai oxitoa and tiv Exdfnv»
(“Notes and Sketches from Hecuba™), EAeifepov Bfjua, 6-8-1927 and 20-9-1927 respectively. See also

Zwépng, Tavvng, To apyaio elinviké Géarpo atn véa elinvin axnvij 1817-1932 (Ancient Greek Theatre on
the Modern Greek Stage, 1817-1932), p.p. 372-3.

“ On the description of Reinhardt’s set and arrangement of the stage in the Oedipus Rex performance in
Covent Garden, see Carter, Huntly, The Theatre of Max Reinhardt, p.p. 217-9.
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arrangement of space. This arrangement allowed Politis to single out the protagonists
because it facilitated the hierarchical positioning of the actors and the chorus members on
stage. The horizontal arrangement, or rather the horizontal axis, was usually further
stressed through the use of small planes developed on different levels upon the vertical
axis; thus there was an aesthetic co-existence of the three dimensions on stage. The three-
dimensional scenic and acting area was aesthetically harmonised with the three-
dimensional presence of the actors’ body on stage, an idea that Politis had discussed in his
articles since 1915 and which is reminiscent of the scenic and set arrangements of
Adolphe Appia and Gordon Craig.** In fact, the sets of his 1932 National Theatre
production of Agamemnon and the 1933 production of Oedipus Tyrannus seem to have
been conceived by the set designer of the performances Kleovoulos Klonis along the lines

of the Appia’s ‘Rythmic Spaces’. (See photo 25 above and photos 26, 27)

However, even in the two-dimensional set of Persae Politis placed most emphasis on the
individual tragic hero. The set of the production was structured in such a way that the
focus of the audience’s attention would be directed mostly towards the middle plane, the
acting space of the protagonists and the chorus leaders. This was accomplished partly by
the difference in the set design of the second plane. Instead of the neutral background of
the higher and lower level, the door situated in the middle and the painting designs on the

door’s left and right, which were based on a spiral motif, distinguished visually the

* Politis had indicated in one of his 1915 articles the aesthetic disagreement between the real three-
dimensional presence of the actor/s and the representation through painting of the three dimensions on a
two-dimensional set. This aesthetic disagreement destroyed for him the “illusion”, the atmosphere, of the
play. See IToAitng, ®dhrog, «TS Géatgov eig Tiv EALGda, A’'» (“Theatre in Greece, I”), in: Pdrov
TloAttn, emAdoyn kprtikdyv GpBpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 1, p.p.19-22
(originally published in Néa EAAdg, 1-2-1915).
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Photo 27 Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, the National Theatre 1932
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Photo 28 Aeschylus’ Persae, the National Theatre 1934
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Photo 29 Aeschylus’ Persae, the National Theatre 1934
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middle plane. (See photo 28) Moreover the secluded figures on this plane, juxtaposed to
the number of chorus members on the first and third plane combined with their stylised

movement, placed emphasis on and singled out the actors on the second plane. (See

photo 29)

Despite, however, the closeness of Politis’ arrangement of the acting space to that of
Reinhardt, Politis did not follow the latter’s ideas about creating an atmosphere of
intimacy between the actors/actresses and the audience which was partially achieved
precisely through the arrangement of space in Reinhardt’s productions of tragedy. This
idea of intimacy was one of the characteristic aesthetic features of Reinhardt’s 1910 and
1911 productions of Oedipus Rex and Oresteia. In both these productions Reinhardt used
light and the theatre-in-the-round space “to erase the boundaries between the crowd and
the audience”, and there were moments, like the exit of Oedipus, when these boundaries
were physically erased through the use of the auditorium as part of the acting space. ** His
aim was to create an atmosphere within which, as Jelavich argues, the public “would
more easily succumb to the illusion of the performance and the primitive emotions that it
sought to evoke”.*® As I have argued, Politis intended his performances to be perceived
as aesthetic events. In fact, in his productions, as I have explained, an imaginary wall
separated the stage image from the audience. In that sense Politis disagreed with

Reinhardt’ principle of intimacy, which consisted of a principal aesthetic element of the

* Jelavich, Peter, Munich and theatrical Modernism: Politics, Playwriting and Performance 1890-1914, p.
215 See also Carter, Huntly, The theatre of Max Reinhardt, p.p. 210-1.

Jelav1ch Peter, Munich and theatrical Modernism: Politics, Playwriting and Performance 1890-1914, p.
215. This atmosphere created for Fergusson the sense of a “ritual expectancy”, Styan, J. L., Max Reinhardt,
p. 83.

190



latter’s productions. The crucial point, however, where Politis stressed his difference to

Reinhardt’s style was the rendering of the tragic chorus.

Reinhardt’s chorus, as Nilson notes, was a “spoken chorus” which he built up “like a
composer”. “The speakers” were “divided into groups which correspond to the singing
voices of the chorus.”’ Politis in his own description of Reinhardt’s style noted that the
latter conceived the chorus “as one body, one soul, one consciousness”. And thus, “he
made the chorus enter the stage in thick lines, walking in the same rhythm, moving

simultaneously and speaking/reciting all together (sprech-chor)”.*®

Politis agreed with Reinhardt’s idea about the common consciousness of the chorus, but
he totally disagreed with the depiction of the chorus as ‘one body’; thus he rejected the
chorus’ uniformity of voice and movement. In fact, Politis went even further extending
his idea about individuality to the rendering of the chorus. As Maria Alkaiou remembers,
Politis visualised the chorus as people who are talking to each other and who at some
moment may all say simultaneously the same thing.*’ To express this perception of the
chorus, he usually divided the chorus into two semi-choruses. He entrusted the reciting of
the chorus-songs to the chorus leaders with the exception of some phrases, which were

recited by the entire body of the chorus. These phrases in combination with gestural

*” Nilson, Einar, “Music under Reinhardt”, in: Max Reinhardt and his Theatre, Sayler, Oliver, M. (ed.), p. p.
129-30 (Nilson’s italics).

“0 Mg Pduvyapr [...] éEitnoe va dupavioer 16v x0pov d¢ Eva odua, piav yuxiy, piav
ovveibnowv. TOv eionyayev eic nurvdg tdEeis, pé oudpovbuov Padioua, pé TavToYoOvVes
Xewpovouieg, ué duaduxiiv drayyeAiav ovyypovoy. Ilokitng, ®drog, «H Iapdotaoig tiig Exdpng»
(“The Performance of Hecuba”), in: ®drov ITodity, emidoyn kpitikdv GpBpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of
Articles and Reviews), vol. 1, p. 286 (originally published in IToAitei, 26-9-1927).

* The information was given by Maria Alkaiou in an interview with her in November 2000. Alkaiou was a
family friend of Politis and his student in the Drama School of the National Theatre.
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movement rendered, in his view, the idea o f the c ommon c onsciousness o f the ¢ horus

members without erasing their individuality.

It is my contention that Politis’ most innovatory approach to the issue of the tragic chorus
was manifested in the 1927 production of Hecuba. In this production Politis visualised a
tragic chorus comprised of individuals that suffered with Hecuba. The individuality of the
chorus was stressed in the use of seven chorus leaders between whom Politis divided “in
logical sequences” the words of the chorus songs.® Moreover it was further enhanced by
the chorus members’ costumes that were made in different tones of yellow.”' The idea of
the chorus’ common consciousness and suffering which was also stressed in the
production was rendered usually in the beginning, the middle or the end of a chorus song
where such phrases that could express common feelings, for example a sigh, a feeling of
nostalgia for their lost city, or a curse, were recited by the entirety of the chorus members.
Thus Reinhardt’s perception of the chorus as a ‘mass’ became in Politis’ Hecuba more
than any other of his productions a group of individual persons. It is worth noting that the
rendering of the chorus in Hecuba presaged the chorus in Koun’s 1965 production of

Persae, as 1 will explain in the last chapter.*

% MoAitng, ®dtog, «H Mopdotaoie thg Exdpne» (“The Performance of Hecuba”), in: @drov ITodity,
emidoyr kprukdv apBpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 1, p. 287. See also
Zdépng, IMavvng, «O ddtog IToritng dvBowmog Toh Cedtoov» (“Fotos Politis Man of the Theatre”),
Néa Eotia, vol 56, no 658, 1* December 1954, p.p. 1682-701.
*! Maria Alkaiou remembers that Politis also used the idea of different colors in the chorus costumes in
other productions of ancient tragedy and especially in the 1933 Oedipus Rex production. This can be seen
?zlso in the photographs of the production.

See Chapter VI, p. 291.
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The synthesis of Politis’ ideas about theatre and tragedy that I have presented and within
which I have discussed up to this point Politis’ approach and style in tragedy is not
historically based, but hermeneutically. Some of his ideas about theatre and tragedy
appeared very early in his articles. The majority, however, of his most refined concepts
on tragedy, its performances, and the issue of theatre direction and ‘Greekness’ are to be
found in articles that Politis wrote after the Sikelianoi’s 1927 production of Prometheus
Bound. This supports my hypothesis that Politis, feeling impelled to express his aesthetic
opposttion to the Sikelianoi, proceeded in refining and particularising his own approach

to tragedy and to the issue of theatre direction and hellenikdtita.

Politis’ opposition to the Sikelianoi’s aesthetic style was fiercely expressed in two of his
articles, «O 1paywdg x00s» (“The Tragic Chorus”) and «MeQixég AemTOPEQELESH
(“Some Details”), written immediately after the Prometheus Bound performance. Politis
did not attend the Delphi performance and based his argument about the production on
the reviews of other critics, especially those of Vassilis Rotas. The basis of his opposition
to the Sikelianoi’s approach was the rendering of the religiousness of tragedy and
consequently the rendering of the chorus. Politis explained that he accepted that tragedy
was characterised by a religious content, which had shaped its dramatic form and its
performance in antiquity. This religious content, however, of a tragic play was not for
him a founding factor that externally affected the form of tragedy and thence of its

performance. It was contained within the drama itself, in the tragic vision/concept of the
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world, which the dramatic text of tragedy expressed.”> Thus the religiousness of tragedy
was expressed through the dramatic form of the plays; the emotional impact of tragedy
was in its essence dramatic.>* This concept of the genre of tragedy led Politis to disagree
entirely with the Sikelianoi’s rendering of religiousness. Furthermore his perception of
the performance as an aesthetic event excluded any idea of creating a ritualistic
atmosphere, which was Sikelianoi’s intention in the performance of Prometheus Bound,

as I explained in the previous chapter.

Politis insisted that tragic plays should be performed in a way that c ould b est address
contemporary audiences. In fact Politis never used the term ‘revival’ in reference to
performances of tragedy. Not only did he argue against the rendering of the religiousness
of tragedy placing emphasis on the individual, but he also interpreted the text in a way
that was for him more relevant to contemporary spectators. And he actually tampered
with the text through cuts in order to project his interpretation more clearly. In the 1934
production of Persae, for example, Politis cut lines in two parts of the play that refer to
the hubris committed by Xerxes.”> By cutting those lines the reasoning for Xerxes’
behaviour seems to be attributed to Xerxes’ foolishness and arrogance of youth that was
encouraged by his friends. Thus a more contemporary interpretation of hubris seems to

have been promoted by Politis’ text-in-performance, which was based on an

53 Mo\itng, ddtog, «ud Tiv doyoia teayndio» (“About Ancient Tragedy”), in: Pwrov I1oAit, emAoyn
kpitikddv dpBpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 11, p. 220-4 (originally published
in ITowia, 24-11-1933).

l'lokung, daroc, «H péoxor» (“The Mask™), in: @drov Iolity, emidoyn kpitikdv apbpwv (Fotos Politis:
A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 11, p. 250.

* The two parts of the play are in the first episode in the beginning of Atossa’s speech and in the third
episode in Darius’ speech.

194



understanding of contemporary life and people, instead of an interpretation which would

put emphasis on the hubris and attis (blindness) as understood in antiquity.>®

Besides the rendering of the religiousness of tragedy, Politis opposed forcefully the
Sikelianoi’s style in regard to the rendering of the tragic chorus as a chorus that danced
and sang. P olitis agreed that the dancing m ovement o f the tragic chorus e xpressed in
antiquity a religious faith or an emotional state, especially a state of unhappiness. He
argued, however, that dance in Modern Greek culture could not express either a religious
sentiment or an emotional state of unhappiness. He wrote,

To speak bluntly: there is no way today that you can say, for example, that

‘God is mighty’ and in order to become more expressive to raise your leg in

the air. Nor to shed tears, to cry and to mourn by jumping around with or

without rhythm. Nor to comfort your fellowman for his misfortune by

dancing kalamatianés.*’

Within this framework Politis explicitly expressed his opposition to Eva Palmer-

Sikelianou’s dancing chorus. Although he did not attend the performance, he stated in his

% The only theological reference regarding Xerxes’ behaviour which is given by Atossa and admitted by
Darius is that a god must have taken away his mind. This, however, is a common saying and as a figure of
speech may still be used today. It is rather interesting that in the programme of the play there is a note
written by Ioannis Gryparis, the translator of the play and the General Director of the National Theatre at
that time, which refers to the subject of the play. In this note Gryparis elaborates on the theme of hubris
committed by Xerxes and of the attis that blinded him and led to his destruction.

" N vd wAtioovue xabapd xai EGotepa: 8€v umopeis xat ovdéva Adyov orueoa vd Aés A.y. 61 "6
Oed¢ eival mavrodvvauog”, xai, yid vd pavels éxpeaoTixdTeQos, vd onxd@aeis 16 moddoL oov oTéY
Gépa. Otite vd Saxpvleis nai vd xAais xai vd potpoloyeis oalrdpovrags ovBuixd 7f doovbua. Otte
vd mapnyopdc T6v wAnoiov oov yid T ovpopd Tov, xopevoviag xaAauatiavd. Tlohimg, ®atog, «O
TaYL*dg x0ede» (“The Tragic Chorus™), in: @drov IloAity, emioyi; kpitikav apBpwv (Fotos Politis: A
Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 1, p. 281 (originally published in IToAtteia, 6-8-1927).
Kalamatianés is one of the most popular Greek demotic dances.
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poignant way that he did not find any kind of integral relationship between the dancing
movements of the chorus and the words of the Oceanids. He concluded, therefore, that he

did not believe that the Sikelianoi had solved the issue of the rendering of the chorus.*®

Politis’ own proposition of the rendering of the tragic chorus was an issue of constant
experiment for him. His basic approach to the issue was based on the idea of rhythmical
movements, which were related to the chorus words and corresponded “to what we feel
today as real and true”.”® The aesthetic style of these rhythmical movements, as can be
seen in photographs of productions, seems to have been based on large, expressive,
movements depicting gestural reactions to what was said.** (See photo 30) Within this
framework of rhythmical movements slight differences of gesture depicted in the
movement of the chorus members stressed visually the “many bodies” of the tragic

chorus expressing the concept of individuality.

In the highly stylised movement of the Persae chorus, however, Politis seemed to have
arrived at an idea of c horus movement, which was very close to dance in terms of its
conception since it was based on a gestural vocabulary of static postures. These were

used either as isolated gestures or in a combination of several gestures together. For

8 Tokitng, ddtog, «O Teayirds xoeds» (“The Tragic Chorus”), in: Parov IToAity, emidoyr kpitikdv
apBpawv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 1, p. 280- 3. Politis is very strict, even
ironical, when he discusses Eva Palmer-Sikelianod’s approach.

% TMoking, dmrog, «H IMagdotaog tiig Exdfne» (“The Performance of Hecuba”), in: Pcrov Iolity,
emidoyn kpitikddv pbpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 1, p. 287.

% From the photographs of Politis’ productions prior to Persae it is apparent that there is a common
framework of movement which defines, a) the expressive character of the movement (for example
movement of fear, horror, awe and joy), b) the direction of the movement (towards the leading actors’
action or away from it, towards or away from other members of the chorus) and, c) the aesthetic schema of
the entirety of the chorus. Characteristic of Politis’ perception of chorus movement is the movement
depicted in the photographs of the 1933 production of Oedipus Rex. (See photos 25 and 30)
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example, there are notes in the promptbook and the régie book describing isolated
gestures like turning the head left or right, raising the right or left hand with the fist turned
outwards, crossing the hands, kneeling down. There are also notes where a series or a
combination of gestures is described. These sequences of more complicated movements
usually correspond to those points in the chorus songs where a strong emotional state is

expressed.®’ It is in these sequences of more complicated gestural movements that Politis

8! A notable example of this combination of movements is the movement of chorus in the entrance of the
messenger. In the first and second stanza of the chorus, the movement sequence is noted as follows,

1
Q naioeg patioes oupEogés 1. All step with the left foot to the left and
2 slightly behind. The right hand with a
avinovoteg oLy tés Gi ve! reversed fist on the heart,
the left (hand) down slightly towards
Bovon td daxgua pov &g xvbouv the left with the back of the fist towards
3 the front. The head turns left and

016 Té€toLo TEVOOG LoV YQUKHd, looks slightly upwards.
2.Head turns upwards and to the front. The
two hands stretched above the head with the fist
showing outwards. The weight of the body on
the right foot.
3. Hands and head down, left foot in its
position.

AMiBero parpotdnta

4
XQOvLa po® yodgoviay, dy xi dy! 4.The hands on the chest crossed (slight
inclination of the body left and right
v axovow TétoLo AvEATLOTY twice in Ay / Ay avélmiotn ota yepatgid
pov, at the word gopopd return to the
014 YEQUIELG HOV QUUQOQE. same position.

Grievous, grievous disaster, all unlooked-for and cruel. Alas, ye Persians, weep now that ye hear of this
calamity. Too long, in sooth, hath this our life proved to us, aged as we are, that we should hear of this
unlooked-for misery. [Translated from the ancient original text by Herbert Weir Smyth, see Goold, G.P.
(ed.), Aeschylus I: Suppliant Maidens, Persians, Prometheus, Seven Against Thebes, Smyth, Herbert, Weir
(trans.), The Loeb Classical Library, Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press,1973 (emended
edition), p.p.131-3.] [1.- SAot Biua Go. mobiol nEds T Gp. xai Alyo miow. TO Se&i yéou dvdmodn
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Photo 30 Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus, the National Theatre 1933

ygoOia on] 6eol Tfig xagdiag, to agiOT. xotoj sXacpgd Jigog T agiOT. fXE rrj gaxu trig ygoOiag Jigog
to. ifxjigdg. To xscpaXi OTgiii/fiEvo agiOT. xaC xo0iTa& VTag XCyo Jigog to. ipijXa. 2.- xecpaXi Jigog to
Eiidvoj xaCungog. Ta 8vo %egia tetohevo ajrdvco an? to xecpaXi Jivypni jigog to si-co. To fiagog tov
xog/iov oto Se”l jzoSl. 3 - xotco to x"Qia xaC to xecpaXi to agiOT. nodi ottj Qeol tov. 4.- Ta x"Qia
oto OTijdog OTavgojTd xXlol eXacpga tov xog/iov agiOT. xa( <Sef. Svo cpogeg oto Ax | Ax oveXjuoto
oto yepaTEid fiov, /is rij Xsigi ovecpopa EJidvobog OTijv idia Oeol]
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came very close to the idea of dance in the sense of an almost continuous interchange of
movement. One has the feeling that had he lived longer he would have continued to
experiment with the chorus movement, although I do not believe that he would have been

led to the idea of dance in the sense of Eva Palmer-Sikelianou’s dancing chorus.

Although Politis had not finally resolved the issue of the movement of the chorus he had
reached a style in regard to the deliverance of the chorus songs. Again in this issue he
disagreed with the Sikelianoi’s singing chorus. In Politis’ productions the chorus songs
were recited mainly by the chorus leaders with the exception of some phrases which were
recited by the entirety of the chorus. The reciting followed the rhythm of the music,
which was conceived, however, on the basis of the rhythm of the elocution. As can be
seen in the production-books of Persae, the rhythm of the reciting was combined with the
rhythm of the music, which was based on the rhythm of the text itself, that is on the
punctuation of the text, and on the meaning that the text conveyed according to Politis.%
Thus the rhythm developed through the stressed syllables and the points where the chorus
broke off the reciting to breathe and it was conceived in such a way that it could bring out

every single word of the text.*> The markings on the production book of the composer

52 There are no sound documents of Politis’ productions. These observations are based on the production
book of the composer depicting the rhythm of the reciting on the text.
5 A notable e xample of this was the chorus song of the evocation to Darius’ ghost. The first stanza is
marked as follows,
/ / / / /
Mé & Toh xdtm 1oV xéopov TELodytol Beol /
1 / /" " "
/TR / » ‘Eopela / nai o0 t@v verpdv facihid,
/ / / /
/T Yuyn tov dvePdoete nGvew 016 PiS,/
I / / /
/YWt v xamola yvmeiter mé #alo and pég
/ /
otd deLvd pag yLaTeLd,
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lead to a style of reciting that was based on prosody, that is on the structure of the rhythm
based on the stressed syllable of the words which was emphasised either dynamically or
musically. This rhythm was combined with the meaning of the text. These are the three
principal characteristics of Greek prosody, which is mostly related to the work of
Rondiris.** Hence it seems that Politis used prosody as the basis of elocution at least in

the chorus songs of Persae, before Rondiris did.%’

Despite Politis’ fierce opposition to the Sikelianoi’s aesthetic style, however, it is my
contention that the latters’ production provided a ‘Greek’ aesthetic reference to Politis’
concept of tragedy. It was through this aesthetic reference that Politis understood that the
‘Greekness’ of his approach to tragedy could be based on the drawing on Modern Greek
culture in order to appropriate tragedy. In that sense it is not coincidental that in 1928, a

year after the Sikelianoi’s Prometheus Bound, Politis published in EAev6epov Bijua

(Eléftheron Vima) his article «H Avtiydvn eig 16 0€argov 100 Hoddouv», (“Antigone

/ / / /
/ pévo av1dg / 04 pag Ehee 16 A0S

Ye holy divinities of the nether world, Earth and Hermes, and thou, Lord of the dead, send forth to the light
the spirit from below; for if, beyond our prayers, he knoweth any further remedy for our distress, he alone
of mortals can declare how to bring it to accomplishment. [Translated from the ancient original textby
Herbert Weir Smyth, see Goold, G.P. (ed.), Aeschylus I: Suppliant Maidens, Persians, Prometheus, Seven
Against Thebes, The Loeb Classical Library, p.p.161] The double stress upon the words “T#y” (Earth),
“00”(You), “vexp®v” (of the dead), “ faoihén” (king), and further down “dxover” (listens) and “rdgog”
(grave) might indicate a stronger emphasis accomplished either by a longer pronunciation of the stressed
vowel, or by a stronger stress or by a musical change of tone. If the latter were the case then the musical
change might have been that of a lower tone since all these words address the world of the dead. T he
breathing breaks in relation to the stressed syllables shape a rhythm in the chorus song which is based on
the interpretation of the content of the chorus song and aims at bringing out and communicating the
geaning and the atmosphere of the text.

See Chapter V, p. 230.
% Rondiris in his autobiography wrote that Politis had entrusted him completely with the rehearsals of the
chorus in Persae. It seems difficult, however, to accept that Rondiris worked without Politis’ full consent
on the elocution of the chorus.
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in the Herod Atticus Theatre”), where he referred to tragedy and hellenikétita and

explained the way he appropriated tragedy within Modern Greek culture.

In this article Politis explicitly argued that Greeks are more familiar than other nations
with the form of ancient tragedy. To support his argument he drew analogies between the
aesthetic form of the poetic language of tragedy and that of the poetic language of Greek
demotic songs. He wrote, “it [the demotic song] has the same atmosphere and the same
aesthetics that ancient [dramatic] poetry has”.%® In this form of poetic language “each
word has a solid value and demands to be brought out clearly. The poem itself urges you,

even against your will, to a solemn expression.”®’

Drawing thus on the analogy of the
poetic language of the Greek demotic song and of tragedy, Politis appropriated tragedy
within Modern Greek culture and transferred tragedy from the more general framework of
the ‘masterpieces of universal theatre’ to the framework of ‘Greek’ theatre. In this way,
in my opinion, he manifested in practice the doctrine of the capitalist aesthetic ideology,
the continuity of the Greek nation through the ages. The fact that he used the Greek

demotic song as the body of ‘Greek’ tradition within which he appropriated tragedy

complies with his more general views on literature. Politis discerned the quality of the

5 Exer [t6 Snpotind toayovdi] tiv idia dmudopaioa xai tijv idia aicBnuxi tic doyalas
nmouijoews. Tloditng, ®drog, «H Avtiyévn eig 16 Oéatoov tob Hoddov», (“Antigone in the Herod
Atticus Theatre™), in: @dtov IToAity, emAoyr kpitikdv pBpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and
Reviews), vol. I1, p. 9. A comparison between Greek demotic songs and ancient tragedy is discussed also in
his article «Ttoyoopol y1é 16 dnpotind Tpayovdt, A™» (“Contemplations on Demotic Song I”), in:
Daytov Iodity, emidoyh kprrixdv dpBpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. II1, p.p.
251-4, (originally published in EAevifepov Bijua, 6-6-1928). In this latter article, however, Politis does not
elaborate on this comparison, he simply refers to it.

5 Ka6e AEEN Tov ExeL GTd@rav GEia, xi arartel vd mpoofAnbel pwtetvi. T idio 16 moinua odg
DO¢et, x1 &OeAd oac &xdua, o€ pav Expoaon éxionun. Tlokimg, ®htog, «H Avtiyévn eig 16 6éatoov
t00 Howdovr, (“Antigone in the Herod Atticus Theatre”), in: @drov IToAfry, emidoyn kpitikdv dpbpwv
(Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles and Reviews), vol. 11, p.10.
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Greek demotic song and used it as an ideal model of ‘Greek’ poetry in order to prove the
lesser quality of Greek contemporary poetic production. Thus I argue that Politis
transferred his notion of hellenikétita and ‘Greek’ art as this was expressed in his literary
criticism to theatre. By appropriating tragedy within Modern Greek cultural terms he
combined its symbolic capital as a classical masterpiece with the symbolic capital of a

‘purely Greek’ cultural product.

Politis’ appropriation of tragedy within the Modern Greek cultural tradition was based on
different principles from the Sikelianoi’s. The latter, as I argued in the previous chapter,
based their appropriation of tragedy on the principle of the integral unity of ‘Greek’
culture through the ages, since in all its phases it was a manifestation of the Greek Geist.
Politis approached the genre through the more recent ‘Greek’ tradition, that is, through
his own cultural ‘present’ implicitly recognising the ‘Greekness’ of tragedy. It was in
this cultural ‘present’ that he sought the aesthetic ‘keys’ to approach the issue of the
contemporary productions of tragedy. Thus it is not surprising that Politis is the only
Greek theatre director working in tragedy during the period I discuss that did not use the
term ‘revival’. For him the symbolic capital of tragedy was completely transcended
within the contemporary approach and performance of tragedy and it did not stem from
tragedy’s value as an Ancient Greek cultural product. In fact, Politis’ insistence on the
contemporaneousness of the performances of tragedy set him against the use of ancient

theatres, which he thought suitable only for “archaeological representations”.®® He

% Politis based his argument on the style of acting the ancient theatre required and the differences between
this style and contemporary styles of acting and their expressing modes. He argued that the use of the
ancient theatres in contemporary performances required a strong tone of voice and a slower thythm of
elocution, which diminished the expressive ability of the actors. Furthermore the use of very strong lighting
was imperative in order that the facial mimic expressions of the actors should become apparent to the
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practically preferred the use of indoor proscenium arch theatres, although, as Sideris

notes, he was not against the use of open-air theatrical spaces.®

Within this framework we can understand the way in which Politis’ performances of
tragedy could be recognised as ‘purely Greek’ works of art. They presupposed the
appropriation of tragedy within Modern Greek cultural terms. They were regarded as
contemporary performances not attempting in any way to ‘revive’ the ancient glory.
They drew from European movements but they also stressed their differences from them
in a very critical and distinct way, as, for example, in the issue of the chorus, thus
presenting an original work. Finally, his quest for an acting style that would be based on
the musicality of the Modern Greek language and on the Greek way of gestural

expression applied to tragedy emphasised the ‘Greekness’ of the performances.

Unfortunately there are no sound or film documents of Politis’ productions of tragedy to
allow us to understand the particular features of what he understood as the musicality of
the Greek language. In his productions he worked with actors and actresses that were
recognised even in their own time for the ‘Greekness’ of their elocution and movement.

One of the most notable examples was that of Aimilios Veakis who acted the part of

audience. This excluded the possibility of an aesthetic use of lighting that could contribute to the creation
of an atmosphere, which was Politis’ style of lighting in theatre. ITokitng, ®drog, «Agyaio Ofatoo»
(“Ancient Theatres”), in: @drrov Ilodity, emAoyr kpruixav dplpwv (Fotos Politis: A Selection of Articles
and Reviews), vol. 11, p.p. 164-8 (originally published in ITow{a, 20-5-1932).

% In fact, Sideris argues that in theory Politis preferred productions of tragedy to be performed in the open-
air, because this space served the creation of a unity between the action of the play and the audience. See
Zidépng, Navwng, «O ddtog ITohitng &vBowmog Tob Oedtooux» (“Fotos Politis Man of the Theatre”),
Néa Eotia, p. 1694. Apart from Hecuba, however, which was performed in the Stadium, all his other
productions were performed in indoor theatres. Moreover, contrary to Sideris’ argument, Maria Alkaiou
claims that Politis firmly believed that in contemporary times ancient tragedy had to be performed within
indoor theatres. This testimony agrees with Politis’ own practice and in my opinion it seems to be closer to
what Politis actually believed.
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Oedipus in both the 1919 and 1933 productions of Oedipus Tyrannus and the part of
Agamemnon in the 1932 production of Agamemnon. Also Katina Paxinot who acted the
part of Atossa in the 1934 Persae came to be recognised as a ‘great tragedian’, and one of
the greatest actresses, if not the greatest, in contemporary ‘Greek’ theatre. One of

Paxinou’s characteristic principles of acting was the hellenikotita of her elocution.

Politis’ presence in the Greek theatre was catalytic. As I have argued, he pressed with all
the force of his personality for the creation of ‘highbrow’ theatre in Greece. And
furthermore he provided a set of criteria to assess a work of art. The fact that as an artist
himself, he produced a work of extremely high standards implicitly justified the austerity
of his criteria and established the conditions within which ‘restricted’ theatrical
production in Greece should and did move. It is interesting to note the way Politis used
his capacity as a critic in relation to his work as a theatre director. He usually published
one or more articles on the play he was producing just before the opening night. In these
articles he discussed in detail the play as he interpreted it, its importance and its writer. In
that way he used his own prestige as an austere critic to promote the recognition of the
symbolic capital of the play placing it within ‘highbrow’ theatre and also promoting

implicitly the symbolic capital of his own performances.”

As the first Director of the National Theatre Politis also set the framework in which the

productions of the state theatre should move. In the two and a half years that he worked

" This attitude is reminiscent of the way Ezra Pound used publication in periodicals to establish the
symbolic capital of his own work and of the work of T.S. Eliot. See Rainey, Laurence, “The Cultural
Economy of Modemism”, in: Michael Levenson (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Modernism,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999, p.p.3-69.
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there Politis produced thirty-four plays, the majority of which were classical
masterpieces. His productions were distinguished for their aesthetic quality. Actually it
was Politis’1932 and 1933 productions of Agamemnon and Oedipus Tyrannus that
triggered off Koun’s career in theatre. As Koun confessed he owed the decision to be

professionally engaged in theatre directing to these two productions.”!

Politis’ catalytic presence has to be attributed mostly to his habitus. His fierce insistence
on criteria for the assessment of works of art and the passionate and forceful way in
which he criticised the works of others, especially when they did not meet his standards,
reveal in a sense that Politis had somehow adopted in his habitus the notion of the
individual as a Sturm und Drang ‘tragic hero’. It is probably this trait of his habitus that
led him to acquire risky positions in the field of literary criticism as well as in theatre.
One of the most notable manifestations of his habitus was the issue of opposition. Politis
usually opposed other people’s work when it did not meet his standards and he explained
very thoroughly the basis of his opposition. The attitude of opposition based on a
thorough criticism and debate originated from Politis’ family background. His father,
Nikoélaos Politis, who was the founder of the studies of Greek popular culture, had
instilled this attitude in Politis since his early adolescence.”” In a sense this characteristic
trait of his personality may also explain the influence he exercised on others and on the

‘sub-field of restricted production’ in Bourdieu’s terms.

! See Koun'’s interview with Giorgos Pilichods, Ta Néa, February 24th, 1987.

" Giorgos Politis, Fotos’ brother, noted that from the age of fourteen their father, who was at that time a
member of the committee in the Annual Contest for new Modern Greek plays, used to give them to read the
plays submitted. Then he would have long discussions and debates on the quality of the plays with his sons
expecting from them a thorough well-thought out criticism. IoAitng, MNdpyos, «Té medto fripata otiv
%tk %ol 016 Béateon (“The First Steps in Criticism and in Theatre”), Néa Eotia, vol 56, no 658, 1%
December 1954, p.p. 1707-11.
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The work o f the directors in the first phase o f t he structuring and d evelopment o f the
‘sub-field of restricted production’ in Bourdieu’s terms is completed with Politis’
presence in the field. This work consisted of two distinct propositions of an aesthetic style
in tragedy that did, however, move within a common base. This consisted of the aim of
the performances being to render the ancient genre of tragedy without ‘betraying’ its
form, the transmission of the ‘deeper meaning’ of the tragic plays, which was considered
to be ‘eternal’, the use in performance of literary translations of the plays in demotiki,
and, finally, the proposition of aesthetic styles that drew from the entirety of what was
considered to be ‘Greek’ culture, emphasising the use of more recent cultural references
in order to understand and transmit the ‘meaning’ of the play. Thus the basic principles
of the aesthetic framework that became known as the ‘revival of ancient tragedy’ were
established by Politis’ and the Sikelianoi’s productions. Furthermore their productions of
tragedy had established the notion of ‘purely Greek’ works of art, meeting the two
fundamental challenges that the constitution of ‘Greek’ culture faced during that period,
as I explained them in the previous chapters. The first consisted of the particular way in
which Ancient Greek tragedy would be creatively incorporated in Modern Greek theatre.
The second consisted of the unavoidable reference to the European theatrical tradition in
such a way that it would lead to styles of performances that could claim an originality
which would be characterised as ‘purely Greek’ and thus they would face Europe as a
rival. In that sense it is my contention that Politis and the Sikelianoi established the
ground upon which stood the production of the theatre directors of the next stage in the

development of the ‘sub-field’. As I will argue in the next two chapters, the work of both
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Dimitris Rondiris and Karolos Koun drew from and referred implicitly or explicitly in the

work of Politis and the Sikelianoi.
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Chapter V

Dimitris Rondiris: Sophocles’ “Electra”, the National Theatre, 1936 and
Peiraiko Théatro 1959 as filmed in 1962

The Mystery of Eucharist offers a wealth of ideas
with which we can emphasise the ceremonial
character of Ancient Greek tragedy. [...] We
think we have been able to take from Christian
religion what we judge can serve our theatrical
purpose, transmitting it to fit the tragedy we
proposed to interpret.’

The beginning of the second phase of the development of the ‘sub-field of theatrical
restricted production’ in Greece can be set in the year 1934. The sudden death of Fotos
Politis in 1934 led D imitris R ondiris, a few months 1ater, to undertake the p osition o f
Theatre Director of the National Theatre.> Kérolos Koun, on the other hand, founded his
first professional theatre company, the Laiki Skené, in 1934. The opposition of Dimitris
Rondiris and Karolos Koun characterised the second stage of the development of the

‘sub-field of theatrical restricted production’.

This second stage of the development of the ‘sub-field’ was based on the principles that

were established by both the Sikelianoi and Politis. This involved the production of

! From Rondiris’ interviews for IASTA (Institute for Advanced Studies in the Theatre Arts), 1961, 1965.
Quotation taken from Bakopoulou-Halls, Aliki, “Greece”, in: Living Greek Theatre: A Handbook of
Classical Performance and Modern Production, p. 271. Rondiris’ views on this issue were previously
expressed in Povtipng, Anuntpng, «Zxnviry éopnveio tob doyaiov dodpatog» (“Stage Interpretation of
Ancient Drama”), in: Andyeig, Efdouds @cdrpov 1960 (Views, A Week of Drama, 1960), p.p. 77-80.

? The National Theatre was renamed the Royal Theatre after the restoration of monarchy in Greece in 1935
and it was called again the National Theatre in 1974 after a plebiscite that abolished monarchy. I will,
however, use the name National Theatre even when I refer to the periods when it was named Royal in order
not to confuse the reader.
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performances of tragedy that could be characterised as ‘purely Greek’ works of art.
These works of art promoted, as I explained in the first chapter, the idea of ‘Greek
uniqueness’ and ‘Greek Héllenism’ and met the two challenges that Greek cultural
production faced during that period. Thus the productions of tragedy of both Rondiris
and Koun, as I will explain in the last t wo Chapters o f this thesis, were based on the
creative cultural appropriation of Ancient Greek tragedy within Modern ‘Greek’ culture
and theatre and on the appropriation of European theatrical movements so as to produce
aesthetic styles that, drawing on the entirety of ‘Greek’ culture, could claim an originality
which could be characterised as ‘purely Greek’. In that sense, performances of tragedy
were considered as ‘highbrow’ ‘Greek’ theatre and, by promoting ‘Greek Héllenism’,

they faced Europe as a rival.

Rondiris’ and Koun’s performances developed and refined the aesthetic framework of the
‘revival of ancient tragedy’. In fact, it was during the second stage of the development of
the ‘sub-field’ that the term ‘revival of ancient tragedies’ was widely established in
reference to this aesthetic framework of performances especially by the National Theatre.
The principles of this aesthetic framework, as I have argued in the previous chapters,
were bequeathed by the work of the Sikelianoi and Politis. Within this context, as I will
maintain, Rondiris’ and Koun’s work evolved, drawing implicitly or explicitly on the

tradition of the performances of tragedy that both the Sikelianoi and Politis bequeathed.

The aesthetic styles of both Rondiris’ and Koun’s performances, like those of the
Sikelianoi and Politis, were based on the way each one interpreted hellenikotita drawing

on particular elements of what is regarded as ‘Greek’ culture and tradition. I will further
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argue that their perception of hellenikdtita also functioned as a cultural filter of the
stylistic features that they took from European theatre. The core of their aesthetic quests,
therefore, was inseparably linked with the issue of hellenikdtita and actually even more so
than the Sikelianoi’s and P olitis’ was. In fact, the principle o f the ¢ Greekness’ o fthe
aesthetic style of the performances became the issue of dispute over the orthodoxy of the
approach to tragedy, especially, as I will argue in the next chapter, on behalf of Koun. In
that sense it is my contention that we can observe a shift of principle regarding the main
issue of the opposition as this was vented between the Sikelianoi and Politis on the one

hand, and Rondiris and Koun on the other.

As I explained in the previous chapters, the opposition between the Sikelianoi and Politis
involved the issue of the orthodox way to render the genre of tragedy in contemporary
‘Greek’ terms. Thus it focussed on the issues of the rendering of the religiousness of
tragedy and of the tragic chorus. In the second phase of the development of the ‘sub-
field’, the opposition between Rondiris, Koun and the other agents in the ‘field’ involved
directly the issue of the ‘Greekness’ of the performance. Thus the debate and dispute
over the aesthetic styles of performances, especially on behalf of Koun’s ‘avant-garde’
position, was explicitly linked with the ideologem of hellenikétita.” In that sense the
ideological relationship between the performances of tragedy in Greece and hellenikdtita
was explicitly manifested in the ‘field’. It is my contention that this shift of principle

towards a form of dispute which was more ideologically based makes apparent the

* It is not coincidental that Koun introduced the issue of the hellenikdtita of the aesthetic style of a
performance of tragedy as his main principle of opposition to Rondiris’ work. Koun, as I will argue in the
next chapter, belonged in the cultural generation of the 1930s, which was linked with the issue of
hellenikdtita and ‘Greek’ art.
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ground that had already been conquered and established in the ‘sub-field’ through the
work of the Sikelianoi and Politis. This ground involved the notion that there is a ‘Greek’
way of rendering the genre of tragedy in contemporary Greek terms using European
theatre tradition and drawing on the entirety of ‘Greek’ culture in order to approach
tragedy aesthetically. Furthermore this ‘Greek’ way, although it moved within the
aesthetic framework of ‘revival’, nevertheless allowed the freedom of a multiplicity of
approaches. Thus, as I will argue, in the second phase of the development of the ‘sub-
field’ the question raised was “what is the more ‘Greek’ way to perform tragedies”.
Within this context both Rondiris and Koun continued and developed further the
discourse on tragedy and hellenikétita. In fact they raised the importance of the discourse
and the symbolic capital it implied in relation to performances of tragedy by raising the

stakes in the ‘sub-field’.

The major contribution of Rondiris and Koun in the development of the ‘sub-field of
restricted production’ in Bourdieu’s terms, besides the aesthetic quests of each director,
consisted of three issues. These issues, as I will maintain, raised the stakes in the ‘sub-
field’. The first issue involved the promotion and recognition of the performances of
ancient tragedy as a ‘Greek’ cultural product outside the borders of Greece, in Europe, the
U.S.A. and elsewhere. From the 1950s onwards the National Theatre, the Peiraikd
Théatro and the T héatro T echnis frequently toured abroad with productions o f tragedy
and ancient comedy and participated in international festi\}als thus achieving international
recognition. It is my contention that the ‘export’ of ‘Greek’ performances of tragedy

abroad raised the stakes in the ‘sub-field’ because the symbolic capital that a theatre
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director could acquire was raised by his international recognition.* The rise in the stakes
in the ‘sub-field’, however, was also enhanced by the establishment of the Athens and the
Epidaurus Festivals. The participation in these Festivals was a form of legitimisation of
the participant theatre company and the director. In fact from 1955 to 1974 the National
Theatre performed exclusively in the Epidaurus Festival that was dedicated to
performances of ancient drama. Finally, the third issue of Rondiris’ and Koun’s
contribution involved the creation of two Schools of performance, especially in relation to
acting style, and the creation in both Rondiris’ and Koun’s capacity as theatre teachers of
a long line of apprentices, actors as well as directors, who in due course made successful
careers. In that sense the stakes in the field involved not only the symbolic capital of a
director’s own work but also the legacy that he left behind. Within this framework,
however, the development of the sub-field progressed in a way that was more and more
linked to the field’s own specific history in Bourdieu’s terms. It is my contention
therefore that in this second phase of the development of the ‘sub-field” we can
distinguish the structuring of an implicit history of the field as a form of continuity

between the recent past, the present and the future.

The structure of the field presented an anomaly in its passage from the first to the second
phase of its development in terms of Bourdieu’s model of the structure of a ‘sub-field of
cultural production’. The sudden death of Fotos Politis in 1934 signified the sudden
closure of the first stage of the development of the ‘sub-field’. This sudden closure

occurred before the ‘sub-field’ had reached the point where it clearly prepared the ground

¢ During this period, that is from 1934 until 1967, all theatre directors of performances of tragedy were
male.
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for the future ‘position-takings’ in relation to the proposed approaches and styles of
performances. P olitis’ sudden d eath enforced the absence o ft he o pposition t hat w ould
normally have been vented in Bourdieu’s model between him and Rondiris with Politis
holding the ‘consecrated position-taking’ in the ‘sub-field’ as Theatre Director of the

National Theatre.’

Rondiris not only did not embark on a dispute with Politis over the orthodoxy of his
approach to tragedy from an ‘avant-garde position-taking’ but his undertaking of the
position of Theatre Director of the National Theatre after Politis’ death placed him in a
sense automatically in the ‘consecrated position-taking’ of the ‘sub-field’. Thus it is my
contention that Rondiris through his positioning as Theatre Director of the National
Theatre inherited both Politis’ ‘consecrated position-taking’ and the symbolic capital that

this position already held, a capital which would ‘normally’ have belonged to Politis.

The coincidental movement of Rondiris to this ‘consecrated position-taking’ was
fortunately met with the necessary credits and habitus on behalf of Rondiris which
enabled him to represent and defend the possession of such high symbolic capital
bequeathed to him. Before 1934 Rondiris had not only already presented the profile of an
artist who seriously sought aesthetic perfection in his work, but as a theatre director he
had had the best formal training available at the time in comparison to the other agents in

the field. This, besides his training as an actor, involved studies in Germany and Austria

* In the course of his long career Rondiris served in the National Theatre as the leading theatre director from
1934 to 1942, and as theatre director and general director of the company from 1946 to 1950 and from 1953
to 1955,
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from 1930 to 1933 where he attended classes in the History of Art Institute in the
University of Vienna and theoretical and practical classes in Max Reinhardt’s Seminar.°
Georgoussopoulos notes that Rondiris worked as the chief Assistant to Reinhardt in the
Salzburg Festivals.” The Academy of Athens and the National Theatre subsidised his

studies in Germany and Austria.

Returning from his studies abroad in 1933, Rondiris was employed by the National
Theatre as an assistant director to Fotos Politis and after Politis’ death he was proposed
for and undertook the position of Theatre Director of the National Theatre, assuming also
the ‘consecrated position taking’ in the ‘sub-field’.® From 1933 onwards Rondiris turned
completely to theatre direction, abandoning acting. From his first productions in the

National Theatre it became apparent that he had already formed a completely personal

% Dimitris Rondiris was the youngest son of the judge Achilles Rondiris and Kostoula Levanti. Unknown to
his family he started his studies in theatre n 1918, when he was nineteen years old. He began his training in
the Etaireia Ellininikou Theatrou where Politis was a founding member and the theatre director. Rondiris
disagreed, however, with the Drama School’s decision to shorten the completion of the training studies,
offering their students the opportunity to participate in Politis’ 1919 production of Oedipus Tyrannus. He
believed that his training was not sufficient to allow him to act. He continued his training in the Théatron
Odeiou where he worked as an actor under the direction of Thomas Oikonomou who, as Rondiris claimed,
essentially initiated him in the art of acting. Besides this training, between 1923 and 1927 he worked as an
actor with the theatre company of Marika Kotopouli, one of the two most respected theatre companies of
the time. In 1928 and 1930 he directed Manolis Kalomoiris’ musical dramas Mother’s ring (To daytvAid
¢ pévag) and The Master Builder (O mpwtoudotopag) respectively. Dimitris Mitrépoulos, the orchestra
conductor of the second production, impressed by his work, proposed him for the scholarship he was
eventually granted by the Academy of Athens. Fotos Politis supported Rondiris’ candidacy for the
scholarship and arranged for its extension until 1933. One may notice that Rondiris’ training has a lot in
common with Politis’ path to theatre. Whereas, however, in the case of Politis, as far as we know, we may
speak of an indirect training in the form of influence, or rather, inspiration especially in regard to Max
Reinhardt, Rondiris completed a more formal theatre training as a theatre director. Rondiris’ training also
included Politis’ teaching, but Rondiris himself referred to Politis as a friend rather than a teacher and he
did not acknowledge Politis’ influence on his work. See Povtipng, Anuftpng, Zedides AvtoBioypagpiag (An
Autobiography), KaykeAAGpn, And (ed.), Athens: Exd6ceig Kaotavidr, 1999.

7 I'ewpyovoémovrog, Kaotag, «Anuvtpng Povtipng (1899-1981)» (“Dimitris Rondiris, 1899-19817), in:
Aocnacia ITarodavasciov and Kétia Apeapa (eds.), H oxnvoletixn mpooéyyion tov apxaiov eAAnvixod
dpbuatrog and tov Anurtpn Poviipn: 100 ypovia and T yévvnarj tov (The Directorial Approach to Ancient
Greek Drama of Dimitris Rondiris: 100 Years after his Birth), Athens: Kévtpo 'Epegvvag kot npaktikdv
gpappoy®v tov apyaiov dpdpatog «Aecpoin, 1999, p.p. 6-10.
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style in theatre direction. And even more important was the fact that he had formed the
conception of an aesthetic approach and style in performances of tragedy. Rondiris’ work
consists of the core of what became known as the School of the National Theatre. His
views on tragedy dominated the style of the performances of this company and formed
the stylistic base for the aesthetic approaches to tragedy of other directors of the company

like Alexis Minotis and Takis Mouzenidis.’

The fact that during this period the School of the National Theatre evolved has to be
attributed also to Rondiris’ impact as a theatre teacher. He is considered today to be one
of the most important Greek theatre teachers. In fact it is worth noting that Rondiris
proposed the framework of the curriculum of studies that the current law anticipates for
theatre training.'® He worked as theatre teacher in the Drama School of the National
Theatre from 1933, when he came back from abroad, to 1954 that he was forced to leave
the National Theatre and from then on in the Drama School of the Odion Athinén.
Rondiris was the first theatre teacher in Greece to provide his students with a method of
acting. The central axis of this method was the training of the actor’s/actress’ voice,
because the voice, as an instrument, was responsible for the elocution of dramatic speech
which for Rondiris was the essence of theatre. The training of the voice was based not
only on a series of demanding breathing and voice exercises, but also on the training of

the whole body to be able to support and enhance the force of the voice required in strong

$Inits beginning the National Theatre employed only one theatre director who directed all the plays of the
company.

’ Although differences in the style of individual directors may be noticed, the emphasis on the individual,
the dramatic poetic language and the style of elocution can be attributed to Rondiris’ style.

10 I'empyovodroviog,Kdotag, «Makapid ya To Adokaro» (“Makarid for the Teacher”), in: @avéong
Abdag (ed.), Me Tovc uabnés rov Povtiipy yio tov Poviipn (With Rondiris’ Students about Rondiris),
Athens: Exd6o¢gig, 2001, p.p. 9-13.
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dramatic scenes, especially those of tragedy.!' Next to voice training, almost of equal
importance, was the teaching of the elocution of the Greek language itself. Rondiris paid
a lot of attention to the right punctuation and the right colorization of the language so that
the elocution of the dramatic speech would convey the meaning of the text in an infallible
Greek way. And finally came the “technique of the movement and of emotions”. As
Alekos Alexandrakis records, Rondiris insisted not only in “finding and feeling” the
character’ s right emotion in a scene, but also in “finding a way to transmit it”.'"> Among
Rondiris’ students are some of the most famous Greek actors and actresses, such as
Melina Merkouri, Dimitris Chomn, Alekos Alexandrakis, Anna Sinodinoli, Aspassia

Papathanassiou, Vasso Manolidou, Titos Vandis, and Aliki Vougiouklaki.

It is worth noting that Rondiris preserved one of the most ‘consecrated position-takings’
in the ‘ sub-field’ throughout his career e ven a fter he was forced to 1eave the N ational
Theatre in 1954 due to the aspirations of other directors like Alexis Minotis."> He founded

the Peiraikdé Théatro in 1957 and was soon devoted almost exclusively to productions of

"' The majority of Rondiris’ training exercises were most probably devised by him. Rondiris’ interest in
training the voice and the body to support the voice started at the beginning of his career as an actor. As
Veakis recorded, Rondiris was exceptionally passionate in his acting, like “a volcano that boiled inside
him”, which “in order to find a crater to explode, could crush beyond repair his slim, young body”. To
counterbalance the weakness of his physical characteristics with his inner passion in acting, Rondiris
devised a series of training exercises which he kept improving on with the years and which formed part of
his theatre teaching. Betixng, Apiiiog, «O Awiiiog Bedkng ya to padnti xar daokaré tov Poviipn»
(“Aimilios Veakis for his Student and his Teacher, Dimitris Rondiris™), in: ®avaong Adhag (ed.), Me tovg
paf}meg Tov Povtiipn yia tov Povuijpn (With Rondiris’ Students about Rondiris), P- 15.

A)u-:&av&pdmg, Aléxog, « Ahéxog AleEavdpakne» (“Alekos Alexandrakis™), in: ®@avéong AdAiag (ed.),
Me 100G pabntés tov Povthipy yia tov Povtipn (With Rondiris’ Students about Rondiris), p. 20.

" See Kavaxng, Basiine, EOvikd @éazpo, Eéivia Xpovia Zxnvh ko Hapaciivio (National Theatre: Sixty
Years of Stage and Backstage), p.p. 174- 80 and Zvvodwvob, Avva, lTpdewrna xoi [Ipoowneia,
Avtofioypapixé Xpovixé (Persons and Masks: An Autobiography), Athens: Aderpoi I'. BAdoon, 1998,
p.p.87-91.
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Photo 32 Aeschylus’ Persae, the National Theatre 1946
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Photo 33 Euripides’ Hippolytus, the National Theatre 1937
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ancient tragedy. With the Peiraiké Théatro Rondiris systematically toured abroad,
performing his productions of tragedy literally all over the world and participating in

International Festivals.'"* His productions, together with Koun’s, were recognised
worldwide as the ‘Greek’ way of performing tragedies. In this sense Rondiris in the
entirety of his career managed to raise the symbolic capital of his work due to the

international recognition of his performances, raising also the stakes in the field.

Rondiris’ dominance in the ‘sub-field of restricted theatrical production’ reveals some of
the particular traits of his habitus. Although in his Autobiography he usually tried to
present himself as a modest person, who was surprised by the impact of his work on
others, Rondiris firmly believed in the importance and value of his work. He was very
critical of the work of others and placed himself in the position of someone who had very
high standards of work. In that sense Rondiris’ habitus bears some similarities with that
of Politis as far as his self-image was concerned and his interaction with others, although
Rondiris did not have Politis’ wide range of interests and he did not leave a substantial
body of written work on theatre theory.”” It is also partially due to his habitus that
Rondiris never admitted explicitly or implicitly drawing on the work of other artists,

although there are also other explanations for this attitude, as I will explain later on. And

' See Kpitag, @e6dwpog, «H povadixétmta 1ov Anpiten Povirien» (“Dimitris Rondiris” Uniqueness”),
in: ®@e68wpog Kpitag, To Géazpo arov kdauo (Theatre all Around the World), Athens: Exd6ceig
Kastavid, 1997, p.p. 32-9.

'* Even in his Autobiography Rondiris was more concerned with personal material than providing an insight
into his approach to theatre and tragedy.

220



at times he even seemed surprised to be accused of introducing German aesthetic traits in

his style.'®

Rondiris did not seem to experiment or fundamentally change his aesthetic style in the
course of his career. The main aesthetic features of his style were prominent from his
very first production, the 1936 National Theatre production of Sophocles’ Electra. In a
comparison between this production and the 1959 Peiraiké Théatro production of the
same play, it becomes clear that Rondiris worked within the same interpretative approach
to the play, refining some of the aesthetic elements of his style. For example, he cut down
the number of chorus members and chorus leaders, and he developed the reciting mode of

the first stasimon and the closing lines of the chorus at the end of the play into singing.!”

'® See, for example, Povtiipng, Anuftpng, «Me apoput] T oknvoleoic tov Irwélvrovy (“On the Occasion
of Directing Hippolytus™), in: H oxnvoletirij mpoatyyion tov apyaiov eAAnvikod Spduatog and tov Anuitpn
Povripn: 100 ypovia aré t yévvnon tov (The Directorial Approach to Ancient Greek Drama of Dimitris
Rondiris: 100 Years after his Birth), p. 14 (fragment from a Rondiris interview originally published in
Boaduvij, 17-3-1954).

'7 In the programme of the 1936 production there are six chorus leaders and fifty-eight chorus members
recorded. Rodas in his review of the performance notes that the chorus members were more that sixty,
Podag, Myding, «H x0eowvij tiig HAéxtoao» (“Yesterday’s Opening Night of Electra™), EAeviBegov
Bijua, 4-10-1936. The creative team of the 1936 National Theatre production of Sophocles’ Electra was: L.
Gryparis: translator; D. Mitrépoulos: composition of music; D. Rondiris: direction; K1. Klonis: set design;
A. Fokas: Costume design; G. Likoudis: conductor of the orchestra; Aggelos Grimanis: responsible for the
chorus; The cast was: N. Rozan: Pedagogus; Th. Kotsdpoulos: Orestes; K. Paxinou: Electra; Vasso
Manolidou: Chrysothemis; Eleni Papadaki: Clytemnestra; G. Glinés: Aigisthus; Ath. Moustaka: first chorus
leader; T. Vandis: Pylades; The chorus comprised: Nelli Marselou-Glikofridi, Thalia Kalliga, Maria
Alkaiou, Nitsa Zafiriou, Titika Nikiforaki, Mary Lekkou: chorus laders, F. Konstantinidou, , Lia
Kapetanaki, K. Papaleonardou, L. Apsouri, El. Avlonitou, Efi Palamidou, A. Parisi, Mel. Mitsaki, D.
Ladopoulou, Ant. Varvogli, Asp. Dessilla, St. Gavriel, Ism. Varvogli, El. Drakaki, Aik. Georgakopoulou,
M. Xanthopoulou, El. Pashali, K. Schind, Anna Pils, K1. Tsaliki, Ath. Dimitrea, S. Krakofska, G.
Papageorgiou, Ir. Zoukova, Th. Panagiotopoulou, Z. Rizou, Elli Douka, El. Skitsou, Tz. Despouni, G.
Basiliadou, P. Papadea, Rita Anagianni, Ath. Kalogridou, Ivi Razi, Dion. Koumariotou, V. Boura, S.
Notara, Th. Alexopoulou, Diana Fournaraki, M. Halkia, N. Bartzopoulou, Am. Panagiotopoulou, N. Halkia,
Dora Grispou, Am. Servou, R. Pagoulatou, M. Vasiliadou, Koula Servou, M. Pagoulatou, Ath. Fameliari,
Nitsa Soursou, H. Pouliou, M. Papaleonardou, Litsa Roussou, P. Lantiniotou, El. Fameliari, N. Memou, M.
Spiliou: chorus members, and ten more attendants to Clytemnestra. Source: the programme of the 1936
Sophocles’ Electra production of the National Theatre. In the 1959 production the members of the chorus
were fourteen divided into two semi-choruses with two chorus leaders. The text in the 1962 BBC film of
the production underwent a great number of cuts to the point that the duration of the performance did not
exceed fifty-three minutes. The promptbook of the 1936 production however, has very few cuts and the
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Photo 34 Chrysothemis, Electra, Chorus, Sophocles’ Electra, the Peiraiko Theatro

performance, as stated in newspapers comments, lasted two hours. See «To BaoiXixov oecugov, fH
xOeaivfj ir|g '"HXextQa” (“The Royal Theatre, Last Night’s Performance of Electra”), IJgoia, 4-10-1936.
The creative team of the 1962 film of the Peiraiko Theatro production was: Ioannis Griparis: translator;
Dimitris Rondiris: direction; Loukia: choreographer; Konstantinos Kidoniatis: composition of music. The
cast was: Antonios Xenakis: Paedagogus; Dimitrios Veakis: Orestes; Giannis Males: Pylades; Aspassia
Papathanassiou: Electra; Anthi Kariofilli: Chrysothemis; Georgia Sarri: Clytemnestra; Dimitris Malavetas:
Aigisthus; Dora Volanaki, Eleni Zerra, Eleni Papadmopoulou: chorus leaders. The names of the chorus
members are not mentioned. Source: the BBC film of the Peiraiko Theatro production of Sophocles’
Electra.
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Both productions, however, were based on Rondiris’ basic principle of the rhythmic
elocution of the poetic language. The rhythm of the elocution in the two productions is
similar and at times identical.'® Within this framework the principal aesthetic
characteristics of Rondiris’ aesthetic style of productions of tragedy had been more or less

set from the beginning of his career as a theatre director.

Rondiris’ approach to tragedy followed Politis’ principles about the importance of the
poetic language of tragedy and the emphasis on the individual."® Rondiris’ performances
aimed at the adequate artistic projection of the tragic poetic language in contemporary

‘Greek’ terms. The aesthetic axis of his style of the performances of tragedy was the

'8 This was so for both the chorus and the protagonists. In terms of the chorus, the most notable example of
this similarity between the two productions was the reaction of the chorus to the news of Orestes’ death in
the second episode. In both performances the reaction was manifested by the entire body of the chorus,
although usually in the episodes only the chorus leaders participated in the dialogue. More importantly,
however, the rhythm of this scene was identical in the two performances; it was a very slow rhythm
emphasising each syllable within a count of eight or four beats with the rthythmic accompaniment of drums.
The text in the 1936 promptbook is marked as follows,

8/ %%/ 4/ %3/ 6/ ()M hipo/ v6/ - / pov/ - / ()
() &A/ Aif po/vo/ - / () hou/ mov/ ovpeta/
fx60mxe/ () 8rwg/ gaiverar/ () )/
/6ho/ T®V moloi/ @V vv/ glwv/ pag 1o/
Ivél - Ivog/ - /
Alas, Alas! The whole family of our ancient masters, it seems, is destroyed root and branch. [Translated
from the original ancient text by Hugh Lloyd-Jones, see Lloyd-Jones, Hugh (ed. and trans.), Sophocles I:
Ajax, Electra. Oedipus Tyrannus, The Loeb Classical Library, Cambridge and Massachussets: Harvard
University Press, 1994] The elocution of the 1959 production, as it was filmed in 1962, was rhythmically
identical. In terms of the protagonists there is a striking similarity between Katina Paxinou in the recording
of the parodos and the first episode in the 1936 production and Aspassia Papathanassiou in the
corresponding scenes in the 1962 film of the 1959 production. The two sections are acoustically so similar
in terms of the rhythm, the intonations and colorizations of the text and the emotions depicted to the point
that we may easily speak of the existence of a common musical ‘score’ in both productions. The astonishing
similarity of these two documents reveals that the elocution in these scenes in both productions was based
on the same interpretation and the same stylistic/aesthetic concept of rendering the text. Moreover these
similarities make apparent the fact that the acting style of the two actresses in the part of Electra evolved
within Rondiris’ very precise directorial perception of the way these parts should be played.
' See, Povripnc, Anurtpne, «Zxnvint sopnveia Tob dpyaiov dpauatog» (“Stage Interpretation of
Ancient Drama), in: Andyeig, Efdoudc Ocdatpov 1960 (Views, A Week of Drama, 1960), p.p. 77-80.
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conception of the performance as a ‘musical composition’ which was based on a
particular mode of rhythmic elocution of the dramatic poetic language, which he invented

based on the rhythm and musicality of the Greek language.”

Within this aesthetic
framework he focused on the juxtaposition of the individual protagonists to the
collectivity of the chorus which was expressed both in terms of acoustics and movement.
He drew the particular aesthetic elements that composed his aesthetic style from the
entirety of ‘Greek’ culture and he combined them into an aesthetic whole in such a

refined way that it is difficult, even impossible, to isolate specific aesthetic or cultural

references.

I will elaborate on Rondiris’ aesthetic style in relation to two of his productions, the 1936
National Theatre production of Sophocles’ Electra, and the 1962 BBC film of the
Peiraiké Théatro production of the same play in order to show the mode in which he
conceived the issue of hellenikétita and the style of the performance of tragedy.”’ The
second production of Electra (originally performed in 1959) became internationally
famous, since in 1961 Aspassia Papathanassiou won the first prize for her acting in the

part of Electra in the International Festival of Le Thédtre des Nations. My sources

%0 The term ‘musical composition’ was used by Aspassia Papathassiou in the lecture she gave in the
Department of Theatre Studies in the University of Patras in May 2000 and it is my contention that it is the
best definition of Rondiris’ conception of performance.

2! Sophocles’ Electra was first produced by the Peiraiké Théatro in 1959. With this production the Peiraiké
Théatro toured abroad. The cast altered in different performances with the exception of Aspassia
Papathanassiou who acted the part of Electra. However, as Papathanassiou implied in her lecture in the
University of Patras, the aesthetic concept of the performance remained the same despite the changes in the
cast. This thesis discusses the production as it was filmed by the BBC in 1962. Sophocles’ Electra was one
of Rondiris’ favorite plays. It was the first ancient tragedy he directed and one he produced frequently in
his career. Among the nineteen times he produced this play two are considered to be the most important,
the 1936 National Theatre production and the 1959 Peiraiké Théatro one. The time distance between these
two productions allowed me to examine whether and in what way Rondiris’ style evolved through the
years. One other play that Rondiris also produced quite frequently in the course of his career was
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include the promptbook of the 1936 National Theatre production of Electra, an acoustic
document of Katina Paxinou acting the part of Electra in the first episode of the play,

photographs, and the 1962 BBC film of the 1959 Peiraiké Théatro production.”

Rondiris’ aesthetic style in tragedy drew on some of Reinhardt’s concepts on theatre -
especially those expressed in his giant productions of Jedermann and as Grosse
Welttheater performed in the Salzburg Festivals, in which Rondiris participated as
Reinhardt’s first assistant- and developed along some of Politis’ principles on the
performances of tragedy. However, Rondiris renegotiated both Reinhardt’s concepts and
Politis’ p rinciples within his o wn notion o f 4 ellenikétita and p erformance to create an
original aesthetic style that could claim its ‘Greekness’ by drawing on ‘Greek’ cultural
references. Thus Rondiris’ work in tragedy met the two crucial challenges that Greek
culture faced during this period, the cultural appropriation of tragedy within the
contemporary Greek cultural terms and the use of the European theatrical tradition in
such a way that it would lead to original ‘Greek’ styles of performances that faced Europe
as arival. In this sense his performances could be recognised as ‘purely Greek’ and take

part in the constitution of ‘Greek’ culture during this period.

Rondiris drew mainly from Reinhardt his fascination with the sensuous quality of the
Catholic Church rites, the principle of the juxtaposition of the protagonists to the mass of

the chorus, the mode of sprechchor for the chorus songs, and the importance of music and

Aeschylus’ Persae. There are not, however, sufficient documents to allow me to study thoroughly
Rondiris’ development in directing as there are with the productions of Electra.

2 This acoustic document has been recorded and published in a compact disk produced by PolyGram
Records S.A., Greece, executive producer, Manos Chatzidakis (Original production 1975, reproduced in
1994).
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rhythm.” He renegotiated, however, as I will argue, and transubstantiated these aesthetic
references in ‘Greek’ cultural terms. Reinhardt’s fascination with the sensuous quality of
the Catholic Church rites became Rondiris’ use of the Greek Orthodox Liturgy in order to
approach and render the religious element of tragedy. As Rondiris stated in an interview
he gave for IASTA (Institute for Advanced Studies in the Theatre Arts) the typical ritual
of the Mystery of Eucharist provided for him sufficient elements to underline the ritual
element o f tragedy.* In this s ense the particular structure o fthe ritual of the M ystery
especially the Anaphora in combination with its subject, the Sacrifice of Christ and His
Resurrection constituted for him a more recent ‘Greek’ cultural ritualistic reference

through which to approach and understand the religious content of tragedy.”

Within this context most probably via Reinhardt, Rondiris introduced again the issue of
the rendering of the religiousness of tragedy in the performance. In that sense he drew

near the Sikelianoi’s approach and understanding of the genre.”® And like the Sikelianoi,

2 On Reinhardt’s fascination with the rites of the Catholic Church see Styan, J.L., Max Reinhardt and
Reinhardt, Max, “The Theatre through Max Reinhardt’s eyes”, in: Oliver, M. Sayler (ed.), Max Reinhardt
and his theatre, p.p.57-66. On Reinhardt’s use of music see Carter, Huntly, The Theatre of Max Reinhardt.
On the issues of the juxtaposition of the protagonists to the mass of the chorus and sprechchor see previous
chapter, p.p. 174-7 and 183-4.

# See Bakopoulou-Halls, Aliki, “Greece”, in: Living Greek Theatre: A Handbook of Classical Performance
and Modern Production, p. 271.

% In the content of the liturgy of Eucharist Rondiris probably found an equivalent to Ancient Greek rites in
the framework that George Thomson understood them. Rondiris was quite influenced by George
Thomson’s interpretation of rituals in Greece in relation to tragedy. See I'ewpyovaémoviog, Kworag,
«Toptf Téusov kar Povinpney» (“George Thomson and Rondiris™), To Brjua, 9-3-1986. According to the
Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium the liturgy had four major parts: 1) the prorhesis rite or the preliminary
preparation of the bread and wine; 2) enarxis, or introductory service of three antiphons, litanies and
prayers; 3) the Liturgy of the Word, which opened with the Little Entrance and Trisagion, comprising
scripture lections interspersed with psalmody and concluding with litanies and prayers; 4) the liturgy of
Eucharist, which opened with the Great Entrance and included the preanaphoral rites, anaphoral dialogue,
anaphora, precommunion, Communion, thanksgiving, and dismissal. Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium,
Kazhdan, Alexander, P. (chief editor), New York: Oxford University Press, 1991.

% There is no published document to account for Rondiris’ views on the Sikelianoi’s productions. Thus we
do not know whether this reminiscence of the Sikelianoi’s approach regarding the religiousness of tragedy
originated from the Sikelianoi’s productions, or from Reinhardt’s fascination with religion or both.
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albeit in a more discreet manner, Rondiris also stressed the unity of ‘Greek’ culture
through the ages, laying emphasis on Greek Orthodox religion. He argued, “studying the
development of the Mystery of Eucharist we discover a substantial number of analogies
and remnants of the [Ancient] Greek religion”?” Contrary to the Sikelianoi and to
Reinhardt, however, Rondiris was not interested in exploring religiousness in order to
create a ritualistic atmosphere in his performances of tragedy. He rather followed Politis’
principle on the p erception o f the p erformance as an ¢ aesthetic whole and event’. H e
insisted on the “truly aesthetic pleasure of these performances”.”® Thus, on a first level,
he used the reference on the Greek Orthodox Liturgy in aesthetic rather than ritualistic
terms to provide him with a more recent ‘Greek’ cultural reference within which he could
culturally appropriate the genre of Greek tragedy within contemporary ‘Greek’ culture.
In that sense Rondiris used as the basis of his approach to tragedy the d octrine of the
capitalist aesthetic ideology, that is, the continuity of the Greek nation through the ages,

as the Sikelianoi and Politis had before him.

It is my contention, however, that within the framework of its use as an aesthetic
reference Rondiris also used the Greek Orthodox Liturgy as a Greek cultural reference
within which he understood and transubstantiated in ‘Greek’ terms Reinhardt’s principle
of the juxtaposition of the individual protagonists to the mass of the chorus. In the

acoustic counterpoint of the reciting/chanting voice of the priest or priests to the chanting

?7 From Rondiris’ interviews for IASTA (Institute for Advanced Studies in the Theatre Arts), 1961, 1965.
Quotation taken from Bakopoulou-Halls, Aliki, “Greece”, in: Living Greek Theatre: A Handbook of
Classical Performance and Modern Production, p. 271.

2 Poviripnc, AnpiTpng, «Ox1 povoetaxy dvanagdotaoy, &ieon ovyxivnon Tod feath. TO Bdoog 010
%0000t &dvBpdmLvo otoyelo.» (“Not an Archaeological Representation. Direct Emotional Impact of the
Audience. The weight on the Human Element”), @éatpo, Nitoog, Khotag (ed.), vol. X, issue no 55-56,
January-April 1977, p. 77.
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voices of the church chanters Rondiris found a ‘Greek’ way to juxtapose acoustically the
protagonists against the chorus. Within this context he conceived the interchange
between actors and chorus as a musical counterpoint between individual voices that “tell
or act” the story and collective voices that “comment” on the story or express a
communal emotional impact in a similar way to the priests and chanters of the Orthodox
Liturgy. One of the best examples of this musical counterpoint is the kommos in his 1959
Electra as filmed in 1962. In this scene the voice of Papathanassiou as Electra explored a
wide range of tonalities in its lament and forms a counterpoint to the collective normal,
bass tone of the chorus which expressed its lament in a range of different rhythms. On the
whole, the way Rondiris used the Orthodox Liturgy is one of the most notable examples
of the way he transubstantiated ‘Greek’ cultural references in purely aesthetic terms in
such a way that these references were completely aesthetically integrated in the aesthetics
of the total performance. Thus not only they were not singled out but also they

contributed in the artistic pleasure of the performance.

The juxtaposition of individual characters against the chorus as a group was also stressed
in the difference of movement between the protagonists and the chorus and the aesthetic
counterbalance of this difference. As can be seen in the 1959 production of Electra,
filmed in 1962, the movement of the chorus was collective and stylised. (See photo 31)
The chorus members were usually divided into two semi-choruses, which between them
created a c onstant ¢ hange o f a esthetic s hapes a ccording to the rhythm o f e locution. In

contrast the protagonists’ movements were sparing save for these moments where they
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Photo 35 Clytemestra, Paedagogus, Chorus, Sophocles’ Electra, the Peiraiko Theatro
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Photo 36 Clytemestra, Paedagogus, Electra, Chorus, Sophocles’ Electra, the Peiraiko
Theatro
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signified either the characters’ emotional state or his/her relation to other characters.”’

Besides voice and movement, another aesthetic element that contributed to the
juxtaposition of individual characters against the chorus was Rondiris’ use of set. In all
his productions Rondiris’ sets referred aesthetically to Leopold Jessner’s ‘steps’.’® A
series of steps were placed in the centre of the stage that led to a palace or in the case of

Persae to the tomb of Darius (see photo 32). With the use of one or two middle terraces
the set provided five or seven acting levels (taking into consideration the steps). (See
photo 33) As can be seen from photographs of productions and the production of the 1959
Electra filmed in 1962 the chorus was situated on the lower level, that is the level of the
orchestra, the middle level and the steps. In all the performances of tragedy the
protagonists usually used the higher levels and the top of the steps, although they could
move on all levels in relation to the action. (See photo 34) Within this type of set Rondiris
could first of all single out the protagonists from the chorus and place them almost in a
hierarchical relationship with the protagonists in a higher position, especially the leading

parts, and the chorus at the lower levels. (See photo 35)

This type of set provided also a wide range of possibilities to signify the protagonists’
relationships b etween t hemselves and b etween them and the chorus. R ondiris used the

hierarchical arrangement of this type of set to signify the protagonists’ relations, their

? See also Bakopoulou-Halls, Aliki, “Greece”, in: Living Greek Theatre; A Handbook of Classical
Performance and Modern Production, p. 273.

% On Jessner’s ‘steps’ see Styan, J.L., Modern Drama in Theory and Practice 3: Expressionism and Epic
Theatre, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983, p.p.74-5; Patterson, Michael, The Revolution in
German Theatre 1900-1933; and Avyifoc, Mfiteog, To veoeAdnviké midt oo Iayxdouio Oéatpo (Modern
Greek Theatre next to World Theatre), vol. 11, Athens: Exddoeig «Awddvny, 1980, 447-8.
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status or feelings, and to render semantically actions within the play. Electra, for example,
as depicted in the 1962 film of the 1959 production of Electra, used as her acting space
mostly the steps and slightly less frequently the lower level. (See photo 34 above) The use
of this acting space underlined in a sense her feelings of not belonging to the palace and
thus of being closer to the ‘common people’ of the chorus. Clytemnestra, on the contrary,
used the highest three of the seven levels of acting spaces underlying her royal
dominance. (See photo 36) Moreover the schemes against Clytemnestra were discussed
and planned on the lower level away from the palace and close to the people of the
chorus. Thus in the prologue Paedagogus, Orestes and Pylades discuss their plans while
positioned on the lower level. (See photo 37) I n the first episode the scene in which
Electra p ersuades C hrysothemis to disobey C lytemnestra and not to o ffer choes in her
name was placed again in the orchestra. (See photo 38) Finally in the third episode, the
scene where Electra, Orestes and the Paedagogus decide to assume action and kill
Clytaemestra and Aigisthus was positioned again on the lower level. (See photo 39) In
the first and the third case this positioning is explained by the characters taking measures
not to be heard by the palace people. In the second case it is further justified by
Chrysothemis being on her way to the grave of Agamemnon. Within that framework the
positioning of action within the hierarchical arrangement of the stage was not abstract or

symbolic, as in Jessner’s case, but was confined within the logic of the play.

This hierarchical arrangement of actors and chorus on ‘steps’ was one of Rondiris’
principal aesthetic elements of the stage image of his style in tragedy. He always
conceived the visual image of the performance in relation to this hierarchical arrangement

probably because it provided him with a wide range of semantic possibilities. At the same
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time it contributed to the simplicity and frugality of the stage image that Rondiris
believed were absolutely essential in regard to performances of tragedy. >’ Rondiris’
insistence on the use of this type of set can be seen in the 1939 National Theatre
production o f Persae. This production was in essence a repetition o f the 1934 P olitis
production. Rondiris, however, placed the action on his usual set of steps and acting
levels, cancelling Politis’ dominant aesthetic principle of his 1934 Persae production.
Furthermore, Rondiris used the technique of sprechchor in the elocution of the chorus.>
The aesthetic result of the 1939 Persae was so different from the original 1934 production

that Alkis Thrylos reviewed the performance as a completely new one.>

Rondiris’ use of the mode of sprechchor in combination with the collective movement he
employed in the chorus songs were mostly responsible for his being accused of
introducing a German style in his productions. Rondiris’ conception of the chorus is
reminiscent of Reinhardt’s tragic chorus conceived as a collective soul, body and voice
that expressed itself always within the framework of its collectivity. He used chorus
leaders only in the dialogic parts of the play, probably to retain the rhythm as the

protagonists’ elocution shaped it. In the chorus songs, however, the elocution was always

*! See Povriipng, Anuitpne, «Ia pa cOyypovn epunveia Tov X0pov, Aupikod GTotyEion TG Tpaywdingy
(“For a Contemporary Presentation of the Chorus, the Lyrical Element of Tragedy”), in: H oxnvofetixij
mpoatyyion Tov apyaiov eAAnvikod dpauatos axd tov Anurtpn Poviipn: 100 xpévia axd w yévvnor; tov (The
Directorial Approach to Ancient Greek Drama of Dimitris Rondiris: 100 Years after his birth), p. 12.

32 At least as Alkis Thrylos notes in the review of the performance. ®pvAog, Akkmg, «15 ‘OxtwBeiov 1939:
Mia nhovowa Beatounn EBdopadax (“15™ October 1939: A Rich Theatrical Week”), in: To eAdnvixd
O¢atpo, (The Greek Theatre), vol. 11, p. 433-442.

33 @porog, Adkne, «15 Oxtmpoiov 1939: Mia mhovola Beatouni EBSopdadar (“15" October 1939: A
Rich Theatrical Week™), in: To eAAnvixd 6éazpo, (The Greek Theatre), p.p. 438-9. It has to be noted,
however, that Rondiris’ original plan was to perform the play in the Herod Atticus Theatre late in October.
Weather conditions forced him to transfer the performance in the indoor theatre of the National Theatre.
Politis’ set would not have worked aesthetically in an open-air theatre. It was designed for an indoor theatre
where the width and height of the set covered completely the width and height of the opening of the stage.
In an open-air theatre it would aesthetically be out of place.
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Photo 37 Orestes, Paedagogus, Pylades, Sophocles’ Electra, the Peiraiko Theatro
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Photo 38 Chrysothemis, Electra, Chorus, Sophocles’ Electra, the Peiraiko Theatro
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Photo 39 Electra, Pedagogus, Orestes, Sophocles’ Electra, the Peiraiko Theatro
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within the framework of the sprechchor, which was very strictly rhythmically confined.

Although the mode of sprechchor most probably originated from Reinhardt’s perception
of c horus, R ondiris d efended its use attributing it to ¢ Greek’ cultural references. ** He
wrote, “they accuse me [...] that the system I use is German, the sprechchor, but I
believe, and I can prove it, that I draw only Greek elements from everywhere, from the
orchesis, the movements, the popular demotic song, nature, from everywhere, only Greek
elements and 1 transubstantiate them [...] in order to attain the result in my
performance”.’> And I have argued earlier that one of the ‘Greek’ references to

sprechchor transubstantiation may be traced in the chanters of the Greek Orthodox

Liturgy. This is the core of Rondiris’ renegotiation of Reinhardt’s aesthetic references.

** Glytzouris and Mavromotstakos have recently argued that Rondiris’ use of sprechchor does not refer
aesthetically to Reinhardt’s style, but to Wilhelm Leyhausen’s. See M'\vtlovpiig, Avravng, H oxnvobetixn
wéyvn otyv EAGda (The Art of Theatre Direction in Greece) p.p. 400-2; Movpopodotaxos, [Thdtov,
«Zvyyéveleg EKAEKTIKEG Kat un: 1 oknvobeaia Tov apyaiov dpapatog katd ) dekaetia Tov *30» (“Kinship
Eclectic and Non-Eclectic: Theatre Direction of Ancient Drama during the 1930s™), a paper announced in
the 2™ Greek Conference of Theatre Studies “Relationships Between Modern Greek and European Theatre:
Processes of Perception in the History of Greek Dramaturgy from Renaissance to Contemporary Times”
organised by the Department of Theatre Studies in the University of Athens in April 2002. Leyhausen, a
German professor of phonetics in the University of Humboldt in Berlin, performed in the Herod Atticus
Theatre with his students his production of Aeschylus’ Persae in 1934 about the same period that Politis’
production of the same play was performed in the National Theatre. Both Glytzouris and Mavromoustakos
emphasise Leyhausen’s work on sprechchor, a system of group reciting with crescendo, antiphonies and
pauses that were combined with rhythmical movement. Both Glytzouris and Mavromoustakos argue that
Rondiris based his perception of the ancient chorus on this technique, although they both admit that there
are no testimonies to affirm it apart from the fact that critics of the time noticed some similarities. My
opinion is that further research is needed before we can arrive safely at such a conclusion. Reinhardt also
used sprechchor and I am more inclined to render Rondiris’ aesthetic perception of the chorus in
Reinhardt’s work since we know that Rondiris had attended his Seminar for a year. Furthermore the
technique of sprechchor which was used by Rondiris was part of his conception of the performance as an
‘orchestration’ where rhythm played a very important part; this conception clearly refers to Reinhardt’s

erception of performance.

> Me KaTHyopobv yia. tov Tpdmo e epunveiag tov Xopod, pov Aéve oti To obotnua Tov xproponord eival
YEPUAVIKO, TO «OTPEKYOP» (OUIADY Y0POS), EVA) EYD MITTED®W ATGAVTA, MOTEDW KAl TO ATOEIKVO®W, TS
UOVOV eEMAnViKG oTotyeia maipve ard Taviod, awd Ty Gpxnon, Tis KIviOEl, 10 Aaikd tpayoddl, T pdon, and
mavtod, uévov eAdnvika oroiyeia kal 1o pueTovoIdvw [...J yie va pbdow oo amotéleoua mov divw. Povinpng,
Anpirpne, «Me agopu ™ oknvobesia Tov Innorvtov» (“On the Occasion of Directing Hippolytus™), in: H
oxnvobetixii mpooéyyion Tov apyaiov eAAnvikob Spduarog ard Tov Anurtpy Povrripn: 100 xpovia amd
yévvnar tov (The Directorial Approach to Ancient Greek Drama of Dimitris Rondiris: 100 Years after his
Birth), p. 14.
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He understood Reinhardt’s theatrical aesthetic elements in ‘Greek’ cultural terms and
transubstantiated them, drawing on the entirety of ‘Greek’ culture in a style of
performance that could claim its ‘Greekness’. The most notable example of this
transubstantiation is Rondiris’ perception of the performance as a “musical composition”,

which was primarily expressed in his style of elocution.

It is difficult to pinpoint exactly the background references of Rondiris’ thorough
understanding and awareness of rhythm. Reinhardt’s notion of rhythm and music, and his
perception of the chorus songs as a composer, might have functioned as a reference to
Rondiris’ insistence on rhythm. There were, however, other sources that could have
functioned as references; Rondiris’ work with Mitrépoulos in musical dramas, for
example, and Politis’ insistence on the musicality of the Greek language in combination
with his emphasis on the poetic language of tragedy. These probably gave Rondiris a
‘Greek’ basis for the rhythm of elocution. Most probably it was the combination of all
these background references that led Rondiris to a deep understanding of rhythm and
music. However, he far transcended the limits of these background references making

music, as I will argue, the aesthetic core of his performances of tragedy.

The most dominant element of Rondiris’ performances was rhythm. Rhythm brought out
the poetic language of tragedy, one of the main principles of Politis. In Rondiris’ aesthetic
style of tragedy the meaning of the play, the emotions expressed, the relations of the
protagonists, the chorus songs were all conceived in terms of rhythm. The rhythm was
based on the study of the rhythm of the text itself, which also included the study of the

meter of the ancient text, and on a thorough understanding of the feelings and emotions
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expressed in the play at any given moment. The colorization of speech, the stress of
words within the text and the timing, which c onstituted this rhythm, w ere founded on
Greek prosody.’® Prosodic thythm is based on three principles: the stressed syllable of
each word that is enhanced either dynamically or musically, the meaning of the text and
the punctuation.’’ Prosody is considered to express the musicality of the Greek language.
A more musical form of prosody is the basis of Byzantine music, which claimed its

origins in the Ancient Greek elocution.

Rondiris’ style of elocution used prosody in a way that stressed the limit between
elocution and singing. In the case of characters it never became singing, but it enhanced a
musical quality in the elocution to the point that the totality of each character’s
expressions and existence was conveyed first of all musically. As Georgoussépoulos
notes, Rondiris studied the emotional state of the character and the way this was
presented through the dramatic language until he reached the point of conceiving its
‘thythm’ almost in the sense of a musical score.”® This rhythm consisted of Rondiris’
direction of the actors/actresses, his interpretation of the play and the characters. It was

this rhythm, this score, he then presented to the actor/actress as the key to the approach to

3 See ZTuvodvov, Avwva, «Anpfitone Povriiong ‘O ddoxalog Tob Spapatinod Aoyou (“Dimitris
Rondiris: The Teacher of the Dramatic Language”), in: Avva Zvvodwvov, Aivog otovs déiovg (Praise to the
Worthy), Athens: Exd6ce1g Kaotavidm, 2000, p.p. 216-31.

*7 Prosody consists of the elocution of the speech in relation to the stressed syllable of the words and the
duration of time each syllable takes to be delivered. In the elocution of the Greek language the syllables
that are stressed will usually last longer than the ones that are not. The interplay between stressed syllables
and non-stressed syllables consists of the basis of the meters in the Greek language. Prosody in Ancient
Greek was based on the interplay between the short and long vowels of the words. As the quality of the
time in the deliverance of vowels was lost quite early during the Byzantine period, prosody was developed
as an interplay between stressed and non-stressed syllables whereby the stressed syllable may be delivered
as a ‘long’ syllable.

3 T'ewpyoveonovioc, Kdotag, «Anuntpng Povripng, o mpaktikés tng yAdooag» (“Dimitris Rondiris, the
Practitioner of Language ), in: Kdotag Fewpyovoénovrog, Ta ueta to Géatpo (Afier Theatre), Athens:
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his/her part.”” The actor or actress had then to reconstruct the opposite process to that of
Rondiris, which led him/her from the rhythm to the emotions the dramatic language
expressed. The rhythm, therefore, functioned as the base upon which the actor or actress
constructed his/her part having as her/his objective to reach the point whereby she/he
‘lived’ the character within him/herself and expressed the internal emotional state of the

character.

Within that framework Rondiris’ aesthetic style of production was firmly based on the
acting style of his actors and actresses. Using rhythm he directed them in the precise way
he wanted them to act a particular part. One very notable e xample is the astonishing
similarity of the acting styles of Katina Paxinod and Aspassia Papathanassiou in the part
of Electra. Despite the fact that they are two different actresses acting the same part with
a difference of twenty years between them, the rhythm of the elocution and the
colorization of speech in the way they expressed the emotions of Electra are almost

identical.

Katina Paxinou and Aspassia Papathanassiou were extremely talented and highly trained
actresses who expressed Rondiris’ style of elocution in its most powerful mode. The
rhythm, as Rondiris conceived it, became an integral part of the rendering of the character
filled and justified by the emotional state of the character at each given moment. In both

Paxinoui’s and Papathanassiou’s Electras the rendering of the dramatic poetic language

Exd60e1g Kaotavidtn, 1985, p.p.119-23. The information was also given in the lecture Papathanassiou
§ave in the Department of Theatre Studies of the University of Patras, May 2000.

? Tewpyovsémovroc, Kaotag, «Anprtpng Povtiipng, o tpaktikés mg yAdooag» (“Dimitris Rondiris, the
Practitioner of Language”), in: Ta uetd to Géazpo (After Theatre) p.p.119-23.
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assumed a rare clarity that enlightened and brought forward even the smallest details of
the emotional state of the character, details that sometimes were rendered by a single

word.*°

There were cases, however, where the actor or actress did not succeed in filling and
justifying the rhythm through the rendering of the emotional state of the character. The
rhythm, then, became the dominant element of the rendering of the character making
apparent its enforcement by an external factor, which was, of course, Rondiris. Such an
example is the confrontation scene between Clytemnestra and Electra in the 1959
production of Sophocles’ Electra by the Peiraiké Théatro, filmed in 1962, where Georgia
Sarri as Clytemnestra did not fill and justify the rhythm in all the moments of the scene
contrary to Aspassia Papathanassiou who played the part of Electra. In these instances
the rhythm lost its semantic and aesthetic power and sounded almost inflexible, heavy and

false.

Rondiris’ emphasis on the elocution placed the human voice in a very important position
within the aesthetics of the total performance. For Rondiris the human voice was an
instrument that should be trained so as to reach the full capacity of its expressive range.
He had actually devised a demanding system for the training of the voice, which he used
to train both his students and his actors/actresses. *' The voice for Rondiris should be able

to reach as high or as low as possible while still retaining its strength and musicality.

0 Bakopoulou-Halls, Aliki, “Greece”, in: Living Greek Theatre: A Handbook of Classical Performance and
Modern Production, p. 270.

“! See 'ewpyovoomoviog, Khorac, «Anphtpng Poveiipng (1899-1981)» (“Dimitris Rondiris, 1899-1981"),
in: H oxnvobBetixsi mpoatyyion tov apyaiov eAdnvikod dpdparos amd tov Anuritpn Povujpn: 100 xpdvia and
) yévvnon tov (The Directorial Approach to Ancient Greek Drama of Dimitris Rondiris: 100 Years after
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Photo 40 Photo 31 Chorus, Sophocles’ Electra, the Peiraiko Theatro

his Birth), p.p. 6-10 and Aspassia Papathanassiou in the lecture she gave in the Department of Theatre
Studies of the University of Patras, May 2000.
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Photo 41 Sophocles’ Electra, the National Theatre, Epidaurus 1938
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Besides the hard training, however, Rondiris looked also for the musical qualities of the
actors and actresses he cast in his productions of tragedy. The acoustic quality of the
voice of the actors and actresses was one of the most important aesthetic elements of the
performance.”> The way different qualities of voices were combined in particular
moments of the performance contributed to the aesthetic pleasure and also to the
rendering of the characters’ emotions, their opposition or their agreement. In the scene of
recognition in the 1962 film of Electra, for example, the bass voice of Orestes, played by
Dimitrios Veakis, contrasted with the soprano voice of Electra, played by Aspassia
Papathanassiou, adding a clear musical quality of artistic pleasure to the scene.* The
same quality was also probably achieved in the 1936 production of the same play.
Thanos Kotsépoulos who played Orestes also had a characteristic bass voice, Paxinou’s
voice was not soprano like that of Papathanassiou, but as she had been musically trained
she could reach quite high tones. Thus the acoustic contrast or agreement of the quality
of the voices of the actors aesthetically enhanced the intensity of scenes during the
performance. It is my contention that it was in those moments that the rhythmic elocution
of speech combined with the musicality of the voices reached the peak of its expressive

possibilities.

The emphasis on the musicality of the human voice defined also Rondiris’ use of music in
his performances of tragedy. Music was used principally to accompany the speech and

keep the rhythm in the chorus songs. Thus it was composed in such a way that it was

*2 It is not coincidental that in both the 1936 and 1959 productions he used for the part of Electra two
actresses that excelled in the use of their voice; Katina Paxinot had been trained in music prior to becoming
an actress and Aspassia Papathanassiou was Rondiris’ student.

* Nikos Hatziskos who played the part of Orestes in the 1959 tour of the production also had a bass voice.
Thus the same acoustic musical result would have been achieved in the scene of recognition.
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strictly confined to the rhythm of the text as this was conceived by Rondiris and never
assumed a more important semantic role. Characteristic is Hamouldépoulos’ review of
Mitrépoulos’ composition of the 1936 production of Electra’s music. He wrote that the
music functioned within the framework of a simple musical accompaniment and it was
conceived on the basis of rhythm instead of a musical score. The rhythm was dominant
from the beginning to the end of the production and regulated the movement and the
elocution of the chorus.** A similar conception of music characterised the 1959
production of Electra. Kydoniatis, the composer of the production’s music noted, “when I
worked with Rondiris I composed his music. [...] I could not use my initiative next to

him. I followed the melody and the feeling that he gave me.”*

Rhythmic elocution was the basis of the chorus songs too. As with the characters, the
rhythm of the chorus songs was also based on a thorough study of the emotional situation
that the chorus expressed at each given moment.*® It differed, however, from the rhythm
of the individual characters in that it was far more formalised. As can be seen from the
1959 production of Electra, filmed in 1962, the elocution of the chorus did not expand to
use the full range of the human voice’s tonalities. The differences of tone in the delivering
of the speech of the chorus were very small. The chorus retained a normal to low, bass

tone throughout the play that is reminiscent in an abstract aesthetic way of the keeping of

“ XapovAdémovrog, Anuitprog, «H Movowxi tiig 'HAéxtoag» (“The Music in Electra”), Ilowia, 4-10-
1936.

* Orav ovvepyalduovy pe tov Poviipy, m dud tov pelwdia éypaga.[...] MTAdi tov dev eixa kayia
mpwrofovlia. AxodovBobdoa tn ueAwdia kar v aigbnon wov pov édive exeivog. «Ntivog Kudwvidmg
(povokéc)» (“Dinos Kidoniatis, musician), in: ®@avaong Adrag (ed.), Me tovg uabnrés tov Povuipn yia tov
Povrijpn (With Rondiris’ Students about Rondiris), p.p. 54-5. Kidoniatis also stated that Mitrépoulos
worked with Rondiris under the same conditions.

“ As Papathanassiou stated in the lecture she gave in the Department of Theatre Studies of the University
of Patras.
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tone by the chanters in the Orthodox Liturgy. Differences of content within the speech
that adhered to differences of emotions, for example agony or fear, or a change of mood
or subject were expressed mainly through a change of rhythm. Timing, therefore, in the
chorus songs was the most principal characteristic of the style of the rhythm of the
chorus’ elocution, because the meter of the elocution itself rendered the meaning of the
chorus song text. This is prominent in all the chorus songs of the 1962 film of the 1959
production of Electra. From the promptbook of the 1936 National Theatre production of
Electra, we can deduce that the conception of the chorus songs followed exactly those
principles. Rondiris had devised a system of annotating the rhythm of the elocution on
the text.*’ Thus signs denoting the rhythm annotate each chorus song in the 1936 Electra
promptbook. Studying the annotations in the Electra promptbook in comparison to the
corresponding scenes from the 1962 film, it can be argued that the chorus songs were
conceived in the same mode in both productions. In that sense it becomes apparent that
Rondiris had conceived in detail the main principles of his approach in regard to the

elocution chorus songs from his very first production of the play.

In the course of his career Rondiris refined this approach by developing some of the
chorus songs in the form of a song. Rondiris considered this development ‘natural’, in
the sense that the rhythmical elocution could evolve in intense moments into a song. He
wrote, “the rhythmical collective elocution of the chorus in those parts where the lyrical
content of the text augments in intensity, through the continuing interchanges and

differentiations of rhythm reaches the limits of song to result in the end clearly in a

*7 Rondiris’ system of annotation marked the beats of the rhythm, the places where pauses or breaths should
be taken and also where the stress of each rhythmical phrase laid.
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song”.*® It was not, however, a ‘real’ song as Kydoniatis, the composer of the 1959

production of Electra, said in an interview with Thanassis Lalas. “It was something
between song and speech.” “ He did not want the song in tragedy to be rendered as a
song. He wanted it rather to be heard as a whisper, though rhythmically, to stress the
dramatic quality of the play, to follow its tones.”® The aesthetic basis of the elocution
and the singing of the chorus were the Byzantine hymns and the monophonic demotic
Greek songs, especially songs of lament, although again these references were not singled

out but were organically transubstantiated within the total aesthetic of the performance.”’

Along the same lines as the elocution of the chorus songs, Rondiris conceived also the
chorus movements which were more or less confined to the chorus songs. Contrary to
Politis, Rondiris attempted to find a way to render the element of orchesis in Greek
contemporary cultural terms. He believed that in intense moments of the play the
rhythmical movement of the chorus reached the limit of dancing, approaching thus the

essence of orchesis.>> As with elocution Rondiris based the chorus movement on the

8 H pvBuirch opopwvia tov Xopod are uépn exeiva. 5mov 1o Avpixd mepieyduevo tov keévov avldvel oe
élapon, praver ue tig ovveyeis evoldayés kal TIc SIapopomoloels TV poBuUmy aTa 6pic TOL GOUATOS, YIa Va
xazadnder télog ge tpayoddr.  Poviipng, Anpftpng, «To mpéPAnpa g epumveiog g apxaiog payndiog
(“The Problem of the Performance of Ancient Tragedy”), in: 2edides Avtofioypagios (An Autobiography),
p. 214 (originally published in ‘H A&&n, May-June 1999).

®r.] frav kdti uerald tpayovdiod xou optdiag. «Ntivog Kudwvidmg (povoikée» (“Dinos Kidoniatis,
musician), in: Me tovg uabyréc tov Povtipn yia tov Povijpn (With Rondiris’ Students about Rondiris), p.
60.

0 dev #0ele 10 TPayovdL oy Tpaywdia va Pyaiver oav tpayobdr. To fbede va axobyetar udidov yibvpiots,
addé poBuixa, va toviler ™ Spauatixdnra tov Epyov, va akodovbei orovg Tévovg. «Ntivog Kudmviding
(povowée» (“Dinos Kidoniatis, musician), in: Me tovg uabntéc tov Povipn yio tov Povtripn (With
Rondiris’ Students about Rondiris), p. 58.

5! Povirpne, Anprtpng, «To mpéBAnua g eppnveiog mg apxaiog paymdiagy (“The Problem of the
Performance of Ancient Tragedy”), in: Zedidec Avrofioypapias (An Autobiography), p. 212-3.

52 Poviipnc, AnpfTpng, «To TpéBAnua g eppnveiag g apxaiag paymdiagy (“The Problem of the
Performance of Ancient Tragedy”), in: Zedidec Avrofroypapias (An Autobiography), p. 214 and «Ia pia
ol pOvn EpunVEin TV Xopob, Avptkod ototyeiov Tng Tpaywdiagy (“For a Contemporary Presentation of
the Chorus, the lyrical Element of Tragedy”), in: H axnvobetiki mpogéyyion tov apxaiov eAinvikod
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steps of Greek demotic dances, which, however, were used in a codified stylistic manner
that transubstantiated them. It is clear from the 1962 film of the 1959 production of
Electra that the movement of the chorus was a choreographed stylistic movement that
almost reached the point o f dancing and aimed at creating shapes and aesthetic visual
images. It is interesting to note that in the 1959 production of Electra, as filmed in 1962,
some of gestural movements of the chorus especially in very intense moments are
reminiscent of the stylistic movements in Politis’ 1934 production of Persae. For
example there are patterns of movement like placing the right hand on the left shoulder
(or the left hand on the right shoulder depending on the semi-chorus), leaning the head
back and placing the other hand on the forehead, which expressed the chorus’ feelings of
pain and concern with the disastrous story of the house of Pelops, or the leaning
backwards of the body placing both fists on the top of the head to express despair. (See
photo 31 above and photo 40) These patterns, however, were incorporated in his total

conception of a more continuous movement and functioned aesthetically.

It becomes clear from the above that Rondiris did not share Politis’ opposition to the
uniformity of the chorus. Furthermore he tended towards a representation of the chorus
which in essence is reminiscent of the Sikelianoi’s rendering of a tragic chorus that sang
and danced. Moreover, as I have already mentioned, Rondiris’ approach also drew near
to that of the Sikelianoi in relation to the issue of the religiousness of tragedy. On the
other hand it seems that he followed and blended in his approach to tragedy three of

Politis’ most central principles, his perception of the performance as an ‘aesthetic whole

dpduarog and tov Anurtpn Povripn: 100 ypévia and t yévvnorj tov (The Directorial Approach to Ancient
Greek Drama of Dimitris Rondiris: 100 Years after his Birth), p. 12.
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and event’, the emphasis on the individual and the poetic language of tragedy. Within
that framework it appears that Rondiris’ work implicitly referred to both the Sikelianoi
and Politis and also implicitly legitimised their performances as a ‘tradition’. Thus, as I
explained in the second chapter, the history of the ‘sub-field’ started to become “more
and more linked” to its own “specific history and to it alone”.®> Moreover Rondiris used
this ‘Greek tradition’ of performance as one of the cultural bases on which he

renegotiated Reinhardt’s work

Two other characteristic principles, which Rondiris drew most probably from Reinhardt
but which are also reminiscent of the Sikelianoi’s views on tragedy, concern the particular
context and space within which performances of tragedy should be performed. He
believed that a suitable context for the performances of ancient drama was that of
Festivals and the suitable theatrical site was that of the Ancient Greek theatres. The
inauguration of the Athens and Epidaurus Festivals by him and the establishment of the
regular and systematic use of ancient theatres for the performances of ancient drama were
the manifestation of his approach regarding the context and site for the performances of
tragedy. >* His views on these issues were expressed as early as 1936 in his National

Theatre production of Electra.

Sophocles’ Electra was performed in the Herod Atticus theatre within the framework of

an event that was called “A week of ancient drama” and which took place between 3™ and

53 Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural Production, p. 266. See Chapter II, p.p. 97-9.

% The use of ancient theatres as the theatre site for these events or festivals dictated the time of their
organisation towards the beginning of autumn, since the weather conditions were suitable for open-air
performances and it was not so hot as to strain the vocal capabilities of the actors. Zvvodivov, Avva,
Tpéowna xau Mpoowneia, avrofroypapikd ypovikd (Persons and Masks: An Autobiography), p. 48.
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8™ of October 1936.> The “Week of ancient drama” was also organised the following
year comprising the repetition of Sophocles’ Electra and the production of Euripides’
Hippolytus. In 1938 Rondiris repeated the production of Sophocles’ Electra in the theatre
of Epidaurus using this ancient theatre for the first time in modern times. (See photo 41)
Although performances of ancient tragedy were still performed in the main indoor theatre
of the National Theatre, it became a custom of the National to use the Ancient Roman
Odium of Herod Atticus and later on the theatre at Epidaurus for the production of these
plays. The placing of these first performances within the framework of the “Week of
ancient drama” and the use of ancient theatres expressed thus Rondiris’ views on the
context and site for productions of tragedy. Rondiris achieved the full materialisation of
these principles some years later, in 1954, with the inauguration of the Festivals of Athens

and of Epidaurus.*®

As I have mentioned earlier, Rondiris did not speak about nor admit his aesthetic
references to the work of others. An explanation for this lack of explicit reference can be
traced in the usual ‘Greek’ attitude of not accepting easily the influences of or references
to the work of others. One has to take into account, however, the fact that Rondiris was
never forced to oppose his work to the work of others and in that sense he never had to

defend his work in relation to other people’s work. Although there were opponents of his

% It is worth noting that the National Theatre and the Odeion Athinén had undertaken the cost of the
temporary reconstruction of the part of the rows of seats of the Roman Odium that had been destroyed.
This is stated in the performance’s programme.

% The Festival of Epidaurus opened officially the following year, in 1955, when Rondiris’ collaboration
with the National Theatre had ceased and Aimilios Chourmouzios was the General Director of the
company.
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own work, Rondiris never found himself in a position of being himself an opponent of
someone holding a ‘consecrated position-taking’. His was from the beginning the
‘consecrated’ approach to tragedy. Despite his attitude, however, Rondiris’ work referred
aesthetically not only to Reinhardt, but also to Politis and the Sikelianoi. In a sense these
three bodies of work became the soil in which Rondiris’ work grew and flourished.
Nonetheless Rondiris’ relation to these bodies of work was not based on opposition, as
Politis, for example, was, but rather on a creative dialogue that allowed him to chose
aesthetic elements, combine them and develop them in a way that led him to create his
own original style, a style that used the ‘Greek’ tradition of performances of tragedy,
renegotiated Reinhardt’s principles on ‘Greek’ cultural terms and, very dynamically,
literally promoted the idea of ‘Greek uniqueness’ and of ‘Greek Héllenism’ as opposed to

that of Europe.

Rondiris established the idea of international tours with productions of tragedy. In his
capacity as the Director of the National Theatre he inaugurated the touring of productions
of tragedy abroad, in Europe and in America. Later on as the artistic director of the
Peiraik6 Théatro he founded a company that toured each year all over the world,
performing e xclusively productions oftragedy. T hese p erformances, which were very
well received by foreign audiences, established internationally the concept of a ‘Greek’
aesthetic approach to the issue of tragedy.”’ This was a practice that, as I will argue in the
next chapter, was also followed by Kéarolos Koun. To this end contributed also the

constitution of the Athens and especially the Epidaurus festivals, which during the 1960s
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became internationally recognised. Within that frame Rondiris raised the stakes in the
‘sub-field’ by legitimising this style of performances as the ‘Greek’ way of performing

tragedy both in Greece and abroad.

The fact that Rondiris achieved and established the rise of the stakes in the ‘sub-field’ is
explained by his insistence on being involved exclusively in ‘highbrow’ theatre
productions. Within his frame he continued on the tradition that Politis had already set in
the ‘sub-field’ and he established that tradition. Although Rondiris, especially during the
period he worked in the National Theatre, had directed a substantial number of classics
from Shakespeare to Pirandello, his fame and position in the Greek theatre has been
identified with his productions of tragedy. Tragedy held an important position in the
entirety of his work and, in addition, he proposed an aesthetic style of performances of
tragedy, which could be considered and in fact was recognised as purely Greek’. Besides
the fact that Rondiris’ style drew very distinctively on what was considered to be ‘Greek’
culture, it was based on one of the most distinct ‘Greek’ national elements, the Greek
language itself, rendering it in a way that promoted its ‘Greekness’. The mode of
elocution in his performances of tragedy, using prosody, explored a wide range of
intonations and colorizations in the rendering of the content of the text, which were based
exclusively on the possibilities the Greek language offered. Thus he achieved an artistic

conception concerning the elocution of the Greek language, which even today is

%" Kott in Ocopayia (Theophagia) actually gives a description of Rondiris Medea that he attended in Italy,
Kott, Jan, @copayia: doxiuia yio v apyaio tpaywdia (Theophagia: Essays on Ancient Tragedy),
Bepukokdkn-Aptéun (trans. in Greek), Athens: E&avtag, 1976, p.p.283-8.
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considered as infallibly ‘Greek’. It is not surprising, therefore, that Rondiris has remained

in the history of Greek theatre as the great teacher of Greek language. *®

% See, 'ewpyovooénovrog, Kdotag, «Anuntpng Povifpng, o mpaxtikog g yAdcoag» (“Dimitris Rondiris,
the Practitioner of Language”), in: Ta uetd 1o 6éazpo (After Theatre), p.p.119-23. Part of Rondiris’
influential presence in the field of theatrical production has to be attributed also in his teaching career.
Besides his work as a theatre director he taught acting in the Drama School of the National Theatre and in
1969 he founded the School of Theatre Studies of the Peiraik6é Théatro. In the course of his teaching career
Rondiris had trained a significant number of actors and actresses some of whom came to acquire important
positions within the field like Anna Synodinoi, Aspassia Papathanassiou, with whom he worked in the
Peiraikdé Théatro later on, and Vassoula Manolidou. See Zuvodwvov, Avva, llpéowna kou Ilpoowneio,
avtofioypagixd ypoviko (Persons and Masks: An Autobiography), and, also by the same author, 4ivog
arovg aérovg (Praise to the Worthy); Kputag, ®ebdwpog, To Géazpo otov kéouo (World Theatre); and
Mavwisov, Bacw, Avauviceic (Memories), Athens: Mopowtikd Tépvpa Ebviciig Tpanéing, 1997.
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Chapter VI

Karolos Koun: Aeschylus’ “Persae”, the Théatro Technis, 1965

I, that is, as a Greek, would not proceed in
innovations that are alien to the Greek climate, the
Greek geographical shape [of the land] and do not
relate to hellenikotita. [...] but I, within myself, as
a Greek, set some limitations which derive from
the Greek nature itself, the Greek measure, the
soberness that exists in the [natural] environment."

Karolos Koun’s production of Aeschylus’ Persae opened at the World Theatre Season in
London in 1965. The second performance of Persae was given seven days later in Le
Thédtre des Nations, where three years earlier Koun had been awarded the first prize for
his production of Aristophanes’ Birds.”> The play opened in Greek territory in July of the
same year in Thessaloniki and was performed in August in the Athens Festival at the
Herod Atticus Odium. The openings of the production denoted that Koun not only
responded to the stakes raised in the field by Dimitris Rondiris, but he took them a step
further by introducing the practice of holding the first openings of his ancient drama

performances in major European Festivals.” The production of ancient drama was no

VEya, dndadii, adv “EAAnvag, 8év 86 mooywootioa o€ Gvavedoeis oV eivas éxtds 100 EAAnvixoD
xAiuatog xai tijc EAANVIRTIC YEWY0aQLXTG SLaudopwons xai oy 8€v dntovar Tils EAANVixdTTOS.
[...] Buwe éyd o016V équtd pov, odv “EAAnvag, 061w, O0L10uEvous TEQLOQELOUOYS, Of droiot
mooépyovraL and Tiv idia tiv EAAnvixn @Uon, 16 EAAnvixd uétgo, Tiiv AitdrnTa wov Uadoyel 0T
meotfdrrov pac. Kovv, Képorog, «T'é tiv doxaio teaymdiar (“About Ancient Tragedy”), in: ®@avdong
Kaotavidtg and @avdong Nidpyog (eds.), Kapolog Kovv: Kévovue Béarpo yia v woxn pas (Karolos
Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), Athens: Exd6oerg Kaotavid, 1994, p. 155, (originally
?ublished in Ka@nuepivij, 9-9-1984).

Aristophanes’ Birds was first performed in 1959.
* Koun abandoned this practice during the dictatorship as form of political protest.
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longer an issue confined within the borders of Greece. It had become a ‘Greek’ cultural
product that could be and was exported abroad promoting the ‘Greek’ way of performing

tragedies and consequently ‘Greek’ theatre in the major European cultural cities.

The 1965 Théatro Technis production of Persae was Koun’s third production of tragedy.
It was, however, his first serious and mature attempt. Persae manifested Koun’s
approach to tragedy, which was integrally linked with his interpretation of the ideologem
of hellenikotita, and completed, crowned, and consecrated his opposition to the National
Theatre and Dimitris Rondiris. This opposition had raised a wide range of issues in
theatrical production, because Koun had proposed a different approach to theatre in
general that explicitly disputed the National Theatre’s practice as well as that of the ‘sub-
field of large scale production’ in Bourdieu’s terms. In fact, in terms of ancient drama,
the dynamic presence of Koun and the Théatro Technis in the ‘sub-field of restricted
production’ led the ‘sub-field’ to include productions of ancient comedy as well as
tragedy. By the time Persae was produced, Koun already held a ‘consecrated avant-garde

position-taking’ in the ‘sub-field’ in Bourdieu’s terms.

Karolos Koun’s presence in the theatrical affairs of Greece completed the structure and

development of the Greek ‘sub-field of theatrical restricted production’ during the period

5

I discuss.” His work in ancient drama was the last phase in the articulation of the

* The other two productions of tragedy were the 1934 one of Euripides’ Alcestis and the 1945 one of
Aeschylus’ Choephorae.

3 Karolos Koun was born in Bursa in 1908 of a Greek Christian Orthodox mother and a father who was half
Greek Christian Orthodox and half Polish-German-Jew. He was brought up in Constantinople. Graduating
in 1928 from the American-sponsored school Robert College, he came to Greece and immediately
afterwards he went to Paris where studied aesthetics in the Sorbonne for one year. He then returned to
Greece and in 1930 he was employed as an English teacher in the American College where he worked until
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discourse on tragedy that, as I have argued, had started in 1919 and had mainly been
constituted until Koun’s presence through the work of the Sikelianoi, Fotos Politis, and
Dimitris Rondiris. Koun’s contribution to this discourse consisted of the introduction of
the concepts of Greek modernism on hellenikdtita and art, which were linked with the
literary generation of the 1930s. It has to be noted that the principles of the literary
generation of the 1930s in regard to hellenikdtita and art were also expressed in painting,
music, and, as I will argue, theatre to the point that we may speak of a cultural or artistic

generation of the 1930s.°

The approach to tragedy in the Modernist movement in Greece shifted the basis of the
aesthetic quests both in what could be recognised as a ‘Greek’ style of performance and
in the way such a style could be conceived. The reason for this shift is to be found in the
renegotiation of hellenikotita within the framework of “the autonomy of the aesthetic
experience” of modernism, using Kotidis® words.” Hellenikétita was conceived, as
Tziovas argues, as a “style” rather than a “rule” which could be traced in all the cultural

production that was recognised as ‘Greek’ from antiquity to modern times. ® In this sense

1938. During this period he produced plays with his students, among them Aristophanes’ comedies. In
1934 he founded the Laiki Skené which was forced to close in 1936 with the exception of the production of
Chechov’s The Cherry Orchard in 1938. He then worked as a theatre director in privately owned
companies, like Katerina’s and Kotopouli’s. In 1942 he founded the Théatro Technis where he mainly
worked from then on with the exception of three years, 1950-1953, when he worked in the National
Theatre.

% On painting see Katidng, Avidvng, Moviepviauds kai «wapddoon» atnv eAAnvixi téxvy T0v Hesomodéuon
(Modernism and “Tradition” in the Greek Art of the Interwar Period). On music see Popavod, Kairn,
E6vixig Moveoixric Hepitynons 1901-1912 (A Journey into National Music), vol. 1 and 11, and Jotopia tng
évieyvne veoelnvixrc povaixic (History of the Artistic Modern Greek Music).

7 Karridne, Aviavng, Movrepviaud xat «mapddoony atnv eAdnvixij téyvn tov peaomodéuov (Modernism and
“Tradition” in the Greek Art of the Interwar Period), p. 89.

¥ TQ6Pog, Anprtpng, Or petauoppwagis tov eBviauod kai To 10e0kdynua s eMnvikémrag ato uegomdAepo
(The Transformations of Nationalism and the Ideologem of Hellenikotita in the Interwar Period), p.p. 137-
8.
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the modernist concept of hellenikotita presupposed a shift of importance from the
‘Greekness’ of historical and cultural references in a ‘Greek’ work of art to the
‘Greekness’ of the artist who produced it. The ‘Greek’ artist did not feel any more the
‘need’ to prove in an ‘objective’ way the ‘Greekness’ of his/her work. On the contrary,
the aim of Greek artists should be, using Giorgos Seferis’ words, “to seek the truth, [...]
not asking how to be Greeks, but believing that since they are Greeks, the works that their
soul will truthfully create cannot be but Greek”.’ In this sense the new concept of
hellenikotita was constructed on the acceptance that ‘Greekness’ comprised in a sense an
‘innate’ characteristic feature of the personality itself of the artist, or, in Bourdieu’s terms,
a characteristic feature of the artist’s habitus more explicitly expressed than that of the

previous generations.

It is precisely the re-conception of hellenikotita within the framework of “the autonomy
of the aesthetic experience” of modernism that denoted and allowed a sense of freedom in
the quest for the ‘Greekness’ in a work of art and consequently of ‘Greek’ styles. At the
same time Greek modernism as an artistic movement, on the one hand, placed emphasis
on the ‘Greek’ popular culture and primitive art and, on the other, it re-textualized the
‘Greek’ cultural tradition and artistic past. It is precisely this fusion of the

personal/individual with the collective experience of hellenikdtita that characterised

® Kai dg tovic ovpPovievioovue vd yvpevovv tiv dAiifewa [...] Sy pwtdviag mdg vd eivas "EAAnves,
GALG motevovrag mdsc ot glvar “EAANves, 1d Eoya mov moayuatixd 0d yevviioer 1) Yyuxr tovs O
UmoEET vd uijv elvan EAAnvixd. Tepépngs, Ndpyog and Todtoog, Kavotavtivog, Evag diddoyog yia tqv
moinon (A Dialogue on Poetry), Koboovlag, Aovkdg (ed.), Athens: Eppng, 1975, p.30. (Seferis’
underlining) Giorgos Seferis, poet and Nobelist, was the main representative of the literary generation of
the 1930s. On Seferis and hellenikotita see Kiovptodkng, MNévwmg, EMAnviouds kar Abon oo oroyasuo tov
Zepépn (Hellenism and the West in Seferis’ Thought); Bayevég, Naoog, O mwommig kau o yopevtrig. Mia
eéétaon g momTikhc kai g moinong tov epépn (The poet and the Dancer: A Study of Seferis’ Poetics and
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Greek modernism. I will argue that Koun’s work in tragedy moved within the frame of
Greek modemism. It drew on the ‘Greek’ popular culture and primitive art and it
reflected the history of the ‘sub-field” more openly and integrally than Rondiris’ did,
pressing also for the creation of a ‘Greek’ theatrical tradition.'® Most of all, however, it
was based on the new concept of hellenikctita, which was also the pivotal issue of Koun’s

opposition to Rondiris and the National Theatre’ style.

Koun challenged the theatrical affairs existing in his time twice, initially in 1934 with the
foundation of the Laiki Skené and later on, in 1942, with the foundation of the Théatro
Technis.!! In fact, the dynamism, force and form of Koun’s theatrical challenge placed

him in what Raymond Williams defines as the ‘avant-garde’.'> As Williams argues, the

Poetry); and Anpnpoding, Anuftpng, O mommis wg é0vog. Aiednrirs kau 16eodoyia avo I'. Sepépn (The Poet
as Nation: Aesthetics and Ideology in G. Seferis).

19 See Karrépyng, Avkovpyog, «To modto Eexivnuo» (“The First Beginning”), in: Kapodog Kovv, 25
xpovia Béazpo (Karolos Koun, 25 Years of Theatre Work), Athens: ®éatpo Téxwng, 1959, p. 21.

' The aesthetic aims of the Laiki Skené were stated in the programmes of the company’s first two
productions, Hortatsis’ Erophili, and Euripides’ Alcestis. The aesthetic aims of the Théatro Technis were
presented in Koun’s speech to the “friends of Théatro Technis” a year after the foundation of the company.
His speech was entitled, «H xotvovixi 8éon xai ) aloOntixi yoapuui tot Oedtoov Téxvne» (“The
Social Position and the Aesthetic Quests of the Théatro Technis”).

> Williams, Raymond, The Politics of Modernism: Against the New Conformists, London and New York:
Verso, 1996. Tziovas distinguishes the modernists from the avant-gardists in Greek literature. He argues
that modernists such as Seferis and Elytis, for example, were attached to Greek tradition and the past which
“shaped and restrained to some extent their experimental impulses”. Moreover modernists “celebrated the
Greek light and landscape, creating the impression that life was more important than art”. The avant-
gardists, on the other hand, such as Costas Cavafy and the surrealists, for example, “though socially non-
conformists [...] preferred the closed space, making only rare references to nature and looking at poetry as a
kind of personal remedy”. They ignored Greek tradition “or adopted a critical attitude toward it by
referring to marginal historical events and figures”. Tziovas, Dimitris, “Introduction”, in: Dimitris Tziovas
(ed.), Greek Modernism and Beyond, Lanham, New York, Boulder, Oxford: Rowman & Littlefield
Publishers, Inc., 1997, p.p. 6-7. Tziovas bases this distinction on Russell’s observation that the work of
modernists “deny the possibility of discerning within the flow of modern history anything but the record of
meaningless chaos or evident cultural decline”. The avant-garde, on the other hand, “attempts to sustain a
belief in the progressive union of writer and society acting within history [...] they are little more able than
the modernists [...] to find in modern, bourgeois society hope for either art or humanity”. Russell, Charles,
Poets, Prophets, and Revolutionaries: The Literary Avant-garde from Rimbaud through Postmodernism,
New York: Oxford University Press, 1985, p. 7. (Quotation taken from Tziovas, Dimitris, “Introduction”, in
Greek Modernism and Beyond, p. 6.) It is interesting to note that Koun’s work, as I will explain later,
combined the Greek modernists’ attachment to Greek tradition “celebrating” the Greek light and the
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‘avant-garde’ “as a fully oppositional formation” was “determined not only to promote
their own work but to attack its enemies in cultural establishments”.!> With the
foundation of the Laiki Skené, Koun proposed a completely new aesthetic theatrical style
named Laikés Expressionismds (Popular Epressionism). With the foundation of the

Théatro Technis he proposed a new concept of theatre and theatre practice. The

production of both companies became linked with the issue of hellenikdtita.

The issue of hellenikotita and performance was first expressed as a founding principle of
the Laiki Skené productions.'* As stated in the programmes of the two first productions
of the company, its aim was to create “a theatre with Greek tradition” because “each
People can create and produce only when it feels itself rooted in tradition”.'"> Under the
influence of the aesthetic ideology of the painter and writer Fotis Koéntoglou, who

preached against the influence of Western European culture and in favor of a return to

Byzantine and popular Greek tradition, Koun and the co-founders of the company,

landscape with the avant-garde’s “belief in the progressive union of writer and society acting within
history”.

" Williams, Raymond, The Politics of Modernism: Against the New Conformists, p. 51.

" Laiki Skené was founded in 1934. It was not an entirely professional theatre company in the sense that its
members did not perform during a full season nor they did perform in regular periods. Usually they hired a
theatre space for a few days to perform their new production and then they stopped until their next one was
ready. From 1934 to 1936 the company produced five plays. Finally it was forced to close in 1936 for
financial and political reasons, since the fascist government of Ioannis Metaxas was not only censoring
political plays but considered plays such as Aristophanes’ Ploutos and Moliére’s Le Malade Imaginaire to
be communist plays. On Laiki Skené see Kovv, Képorog, «Zapdvia xodévie 0éatoo» (“Forty Years in
Theatre”), in: Kapolog Kovv: Kavovue 6éazpo yia ™y woxr pag (Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our
Soul’s Sake), p.p. 85-90, (originally published in T¢ Bijua 12-12-1971); Kapoldog Kovv, 25 ypoévia Géazpo
(Karolos Koun, 25 Years of Theatre Work); and Kovv, Képolog, «Mio6g aidyvag 8éatoo» (“Half a
Century of Theatre”), in: Mapiog IThwpitng (intro), Kdpodog Kovv yia o Béatpo: Keiueva xar Zvveviedéeis
(Karolos Koun [speaking] about Theatre: Texts and Interviews), Athens: 186xm, 1981, p.p. 107-18
(originally published in To Bfjua, 4-10-1981).

' Erophili’s programme, 23" April 1934. A fragment of this programme can be found in KaA\£pyng,
Avkovpyog, «T6 modto Eexivnuar (“The First Beginning”), in: Kapodog Kovv, 25 xpévia Géazpo (Karolos
Koun, 25 Years of Theatre Work), p. 21, and Alcestis’ programme, 19™ December 1934. A fragment of this
programme can be found in TAvt{ovpng, Avtawe, H oxnvobetixi téyvy otnv EAA&da (The Art of Theatre
Direction in Greece), p. 542.
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Dionissios Devaris and Giannis Tsarouhis, proposed a completely new aesthetic style of
performance named Laikés Expressionismés.'® Laikds Expressionismds, as it was stated,
drew on the “material of our own land, [...] the Cretan Renaissance drama [...],
Karagiozis [...], other representative art forms, dances, naive painting, songs, music — and

» 17 Besides these, Koun also referred to “the customs and the human types

[...] poetry.
that can still be found in Greece as symbols of the soul and the life of our days” as a
source to draw from.'® In that sense Laikos Expressionismés was an aesthetic style that
moved ideologically within the framework of modernist quests in Greece since it placed

emphasis on the ‘Greek’ popular culture and re-textualized the ‘Greek’ theatrical and

cultural past.'®

' Fotis Kéntoglou was a writer, a painter and the most important hagiographer of the 20® century. His
approach to hagiography has deeply influenced hagiographers even today. Kotidis argues that Kéntoglou in
painting “selects and mingles typological elements from different periods of the artistic tradition of
Héllenism.” The ideological axis of Kéntoglou’s painting aimed at the demonstration of the diachronic
character of Greek civilization. He used Byzantine morphology as the central axis of his style introducing
within it elements that go as far back as the Hellenistic and Roman period and as forward as the late
Byzantine and popular art. As Kotidis notes the aesthetic references to the styles of different periods are
characterized “by Kontoglou’s interpretation of these styles”. See Kwtidng, A viavng, Moviepviouos kai
«mopadoon» oty eMdnviky téxvn tov uesomoréuov, (Modernism and “Tradition” in the Greek Art of the
Interwar Period), p.p. 106-7. Generally on Kdntoglou see, ITaravicordov, Mktiédng, M., Ia'ropza e
wyvne omv EAAdda Zwypogu kar ylomrikn tov 200v aidva (History of Art in Greece: 20’ Century
Painting and Sculpture); Kapaxatodvn, Ayamm and Koyidng, PaAdng, «@dtg Koévioyhougy, in: Aydmm
Kapaxarodvn and Avdaxkng Ztéhog (eds.), Or EMnves Zwypdgpor (The Greek Painters), vol. 11, 20o¢
Aidvag (Twentieth Century); and Mot816novhog, Evyéviog (ed.), Aeéiké EAMxvawv Kalliteyvav. Zcoypo«po:—
r. lvmeg—Xapameg, 160c-200¢ aidvac (A Dictionary of Greek Artists; Painters-Sculptors- Engravers, 16"-
20‘ century).

' Qa kvtaovue pévo va Soviéwovue pe vAIKS Tov TéTOD MO, zap;zevo pdTa o6 10 Meoouwvixo Kpntiké
Béazpo mov eivau mio kovid uag, and tov Kapaykidly, mov 600 ki av ueve mopayvwpiouévos eivar duws wold
mhobaa mpyr, ard dAdeg tyves avumpoocwmeTiKSg, Yopols, Aaikh {wypapiKkt, Tpayoddia, povoiky — ki an’
mv woinon. Alcestis’ programme, 19" December 1934. (Quotation taken from I'\vtlovprig, Avidvng, H
am]voeanxn téyvn oy EAAada (The Art of Theatre Direction in Greece), p. 542.)

"® Mad u’ avté Ga pag odnyrficovve or ooviibeie ki o1 Tomor wov Ppioket xavazg axoue otnv EAdda oo
obpufola e woyrc kar m¢ {whc Twv uepdv pog. Alcestis’ programme, 19" December 1934. (Quotation
taken from I'Avtlovpric, Avravng, H axnvoletiki téxvny omv EAAGda (The Art of Theatre Direction in
Greece) p. 542.)

' It is interesting to note that Fotos Politis first attempted the re-textualization of a Greek theatrical past. As
I have already mentioned in Chapter I, Politis recognized the need to recover an idea of historicity, to
construct even a historicity, of Greek theatre from the nineteenth century onwards, especially in regard to
performance. In a number of articles he referred and commented on the work of actors and directors prior
to his time. See Chapter I, p. p. 62-3, and footnote 63, p. 63.
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Photo 42 Set model for Euripides’ Alcestis, the Laiki Skene 1934
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Photo 43 Euripides’ Alcestis, the Laiki Skene 1934
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In practice L aikés Expressionismés consisted of a style, which can be described as an
amalgam of Greek cultural popular elements where Byzantine hagiography stood, for
example, next to the traditional figures of Karagiozis. The 1934 production of Euripides’
Alcestis, Koun’s first production of tragedy, was characteristic of this style. The set of the
production was based on popular Greek woodwork of the 16™ and 17™ century and
followed the stage/set arrangement o f the K aragiogis s hadow theatre.”’ (See p hoto 42)
Death was presented as a Byzantine angel wearing tsarouchia (traditional folklore Greek
shoes) whilst Hercules as a drunkard, bawler Uncle-Giorgos, a traditional figure of
Karagiozis.?' (See photo 43) Greek folklore songs were used to supply the music of the

performance.”

The use of the term Expressionismos in regard to Koun’s aesthetic style during the Laiki
Skené period might imply an intention to counter-propose a Greek Expressionism versus
the German one. However, he never stated this and it is quite difficult to draw significant
analogies between German expressionism and Laikés Expressionismés. Laikos
Expressionismods seems to work in an iconoclastic way where stage images are almost
superimposed on the text, an aesthetic element which is reminiscent of some of the
tendencies of German Expressionism as well as the emphasis on primitive art. Besides
these e lements, however, itis very difficult to trace o ther similarities e xcept the more

general emphasis on the expression of the artist’s soul and experience, which is

%0 The stageVset arrangement of the Karagiozis shadow theatre consists of two ‘buildings’ placed on the left
and the right of the stage leaving the stage centre free for the puppets’ acting.

2! See Mttovpiic, Aviovng, H oxnvolenxi; téxvy oty EAdda (The Art of Theatre Direction in Greece),

p. 589.

2 See dutomoviog, Awoviong, «Kdgohog Kovv» (“Kéarolos Koun”), in: Awovieng ®Pwtémovdog,
ITapauibia mépav g dyews (Fairy Tales beyond the Performance), Athens: Exd6ceig Kaotavidm, 1990,
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characteristic also of modernism in general. On the whole Laikds Expressionismds aimed
at creating on stage the mood of Greek popular Festivals as an actual manifestation of the
Greek people’s ‘soul’ which is, of course, very different from what German

Expressionism aimed at expressing.

In regard to the basis o f Laikds E xpressionismos’ o pposition to other Greek theatrical
aesthetic styles or approaches at that time this lies in three principles which also consisted
of fundamental principles of Greek modemism. The first one concerned the application
of a ‘Greek’ aesthetic approach in all kinds of theatre. Thus its aim was the quest for a
‘Greek’ style of performance, regardless of the genre or the national origin of the play
performed. The second one consisted of an emphasis placed on popular ‘Greek’ theatre,
like, for example, Karagiozis, art and life.* Finally both these principles were combined
and simultaneously promoted a third ideological principle, the notion of a ‘Greek’ Greece
that emphasized the eastern qualities of the ‘Greek’ culture through the ages. As I
explained in the first chapter, the notion of a ‘Greek’ Greece stressed the ideological
importance of the geographical position of the constitution of all the phases of ‘Greek’
culture from antiquity to contemporary times, that is the Balkan Peninsula, Asia Minor
and the Middle East. This ideological importance placed all phases of what was

considered to be ‘Greek’ culture within the ideological borders of a geographical

p. 53. One can easily observe the similarity of principles between Koun’s work and Kéntoglou’s opinions
on Greek art.

2 On German Expressionism see Patteson, Michael,The Revolutionin German Thatre: 1900-1933; and
Styan, J.L., Modern Drama in Theory and Practice 3: Expressionism and Epic Theatre.

% The reference to Karagiozis, besides its aesthetic dimension as a popular ‘Greek’ theatre, served also as a
reference that enabled Koun to express in a theatrical way his left political ideas, because, as Hatzipantazis
points out, in the helenized form of Karagiozis one could find “a picture of the popular life in its entirety, a
picture that did not hide the basic class differences”. [ pix eixéva Tiig Aaiixfis Lofig 010 0UVOAGS Tng, uix
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crossroads between the West and the East, implicitly and explicitly denoting a notion of a
‘Greek’ East identified with ‘Greek’ culture. In that sense it explicitly connoted its

ideological difference from the notion of ‘Europe’s Greece’.

Although the closure of the Laiki Skené signified also Koun’s abandonment of the style
of Laikés Expressionismds, these three principles can be still traced as an basis of his
work with the Théatro Technis combined, however, and expressed within the frame of a
new concept of theatre that characterised the Théatro Technis productions.” Founding
the Théatro Technis in 1942, in the midst of the German occupation, Koun expressed a
more general conception of theatre and art as a ‘mission’ that presupposed the “absolute
faith” and the “absolute sacrifice of ourselves to a higher idea”.® This higher idea
involved creating “theatre to enrich ourselves, the audience that attends our performances
and all together to contribute in the creation of a wide, psychologically rich and integral
culture in our land”.?’ Right from its beginning the Théatro Technis set itself in the place
of opposition to the National Theatre. Although privately owned, in a few years’ time it
reached the point of competing and being compared with the National Theatre

supplementing also the National’s insufficient policy in modern Greek drama.”®

elxdvo mob dtv dmoolwwotoe Tic ooixig takineg avubéoeis] Xatinravralng, @6dwpog, H eigBforn
100 Kapayxid{n oy ABhva tov 1890 (Karagiozis’ invasion in Athens in 1890), p.p. 100-1.
25 It has to be noted, however, that the aesthetic style of Laikés Expressionismés formed the basis of Koun’s
later productions of ancient comedy.
% Kovv, Képorog, «H xowvwvixi 8éon xai ) aiodnuxii yoappn 1ob @edroov Téxvne» (“The Social
Position and the Aesthetic Quests of the Théatro Technis”), in: Kdpodog Kovv: Kdvovue Géatpo yio v
woyr uag (Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 11.
7 Kdvoupe 0éa100 yid vd ThovTioovue ToVg avToTs pag, 6 x0Lvd wov pas mapaxoAovlel xi Siot
uali va Pondrioovue vd SnurovoynOel Evac mhats, Yuyixd wAovotog xai drEpatog TOATIONSS OTOY
16mo pag. Kovv, Képohog, «H xowvaovixt B6on xai i) aio®ntixn yoouunh 100 Gedtoov Téxvne» (“The
Social Position and the Aesthetic Quests of the Théatro Technis™), in: Kdpodog Kovv: Kavovue Oéazpo yia
v woyr pag (Karolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 12.

The issue of the unwillingness of the National Theatre to promote Modern Greek contemporary
playwrights had been frequently discussed in the periodical @¢azpo (Theatre), Nitoog, Kootag (ed.).
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The Théatro Technis was promoted from its foundation as a ‘progressive’ theatre
company both artistically and politically. It was founded as an ensemble theatre where all
the members of the company were treated as equal and were paid almost the same
salary.” The idea of an ensemble theatre aimed at the creation of a group that would
learn to think and work in unity; a group especially trained and “subdued” to a new
approach to theatrical expression.’® It is important to note that simultaneously with the
Théatro Technis, Koun founded a Drama School from which he recruited actors for the
company. The result was a company whose members had no other theatrical reference

than their training with Koun, a fact which contributed to the company’s unity. *'

Regardless, however, of Koun’s and the company’s declaration that the Théatro Technis’

was structured as an ensemble theatre, the artistic leadership of Karolos Koun was

Among the many articles written about this issue see Nitocog, Kotag, «Eni téhovg, £0yo EAANVIKG!» (“At
Last, [Do Produce a] Modern Greek play!”), «H &voyn owy#» (“The Guilty Silence”), «AEwa xahvtegng
potpag» (“Worthy of a Better Fate”), in: Kootag Nitoog, Aorepionor (The Editor’s Opinions), Athens:
Exdéceig Kaotaviar, 1996, p.p. 67-9, 78-9, 157-8 respectively (originally published in the periodical
BOéarpo edited by Kaotag Nitoog). See also Kovv, Képolog, « Yrdoyer ®pion 016 Béatoo;» (“Is There
a Crisis in Theatre?), in: Kapodog Kovv: Kavovue Géatpo yio v woxn pog (Karolos Koun: We Create
Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p.p. 37-9 (originally published in Tayvéoduog, 29-4-1961). Between 1942
and 1967 the National Theatre produced 198 plays of which only 38 were Modern Greek, including plays
that belong to the Cretan Renaissance drama. The majority of these plays were written at the beginning of
the twentieth century. Data from 60 Xpévia EOviké @éazpo, 1932-1992 (60 Years National Theatre, 1932-
1992).

# See Kovv, Képorog, «H xowvavixi 8éon xai 1) aiodnmxy yooupy 1ot Gedroov Téxvne» (“The
Social Position and the Aesthetic Quests of the Théatro Technis”), in: Kdpodog Kovv: Kavovue Géazpo yia
mv woxh uag (Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p.p. 17-8. Although the idea of an
ensemble theatre is reminiscent of Bertolt Brecht, it is not certain whether Koun knew Brecht’s ideas on
theatre as early as 1942. Within that framework the idea of an ensemble theatre might more broadly be
referred to leftist ideas on art.

30 Kovv, Kaporog, «Towg v’ &vijrm 016 nateotuévo, dAAG ovyvd Aertovpyw évavtiov tou» (“ I May
Belong to the Status Quo, but I Frequently Work Against It”), in: Kdpolog Kovv yia 1o Géatpo: Keiugva xa
Zvveviedéerg (Karolos Koun [speaking] about Theatre: Texts and Interviews), p.p. 49-60 (originally
published in Td Néa, 4-10-1973). Within that framework the organisation of the new company, at least in
the way the company itself proclaimed it, differed both from the hierarchical structure of the National
Theatre and the structure of other privately owned theatre companies which revolved around their leading
star/s.
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unquestionable. Koun’s theatrical policy was the Théatro Technis’ theatrical policy. In
fact, the Théatro Technis was the first privately owned theatre company in Greece that
was structured around the name and the importance of a theatre director whose artistic

conception was the value of the company’s productions in the theatre market.

In regard to its artistic profile the Théatro Technis proposed a repertoire that promoted
modern classics, especially Ibsen, Chekhov, Shaw, and contemporary playwrights like
Pirandello and introduced new aesthetic trends, like the Theatre of the Absurd. Moreover
from the beginning of the 1950s onwards it produced systematically Modern Greek plays
contributing essentially in the production of Modern Greek drama. From 1945 onwards
and especially from 1959 it became involved in productions of Ancient Greek drama

proposing a new aesthetic approach and style.

The ‘progressive’ repertoire signified also the company’s addressing to a ‘progressive’
audience that during this period, especially after World War II, was identified with a
politically ‘progressive’ audience belonging mostly to the left.*> In a sense the Théatro
Technis came to represent the ‘highbrow’ theatre of the then ‘progressive’ portion of the
Greek theatre audience and became linked with the ideology of leftist artists and

audiences that had comprised a vital section of intellectuals and artists in Greece since the

*! The recruitment of actors originating from the Théatro Technis Drama School may explain the degree to
which Koun was unwilling to compromise his aesthetic ideals and quests by working in his company with
actors and actresses that may have been trained in seeking different aesthetic quests.

*2 The political opposition between the pre-capitalist and the capitalist class which, was prominent from the
beginning of the century to the middle of the interwar period, gave its position to a political opposition
between capitalists and communists.
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1920s.>® Within that framework the aesthetic opposition of the Théatro Technis to the

National Theatre reflected also a political opposition.

The Théatro Technis never officially promoted itself as a politically left communist
theatre. It rather referred to itself as a politically ‘progressive’, democratic theatre
although at times it used a leftist vocabulary when it referred for example to its members
as ‘workers’ of art.>* Many of its members, however, belonged to the communist or other
parties of the left, in a historical period when actors and actresses could not find work at
the National Theatre if they did not belong to right wing political parties or at least had no
connection with the left.>> Nevertheless the Théatro Technis never became artistically a
politically ‘recruited’ theatre company. Itstiesto the left were mostly defined by the
company’s adoption of more broad left-originated and oriented ideas the most prominent

of which was the political interpretation of the plays performed.*®

3 See Kokopng, Anuiitpne, Owers twv ayéoewv e aplatepds ye m Aoyotexvia ato Mesomdiepo. 1927-
1936 (Aspects of the Relations of the Left with Literature during the Interwar Period: 1927-1936), Patras:
Ayaikég Exd6oeig, 1999.

** Although the expression “workers of theatre” was used before Koun, the context in which Koun used it
echoed a communist or at least a politically left ideology. See Kovv, Képokog, «Td dvoxora xodvian
(“The Hard Years”) (originally published in Ta Néa, 21-9-1976) and «H »owvwvixi 86om nal 1
aioBnTnt yoaupuq 1ob Gedtoov Téxvne» (“The Social Position and the Aesthetic Quests of the Théatro
Technis™), in: Kapodog Kovv: Kdavovue 6éatpo yia v woxn uoc (Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our
Soul’s Sake), p.p. 119-21 and 11- 28 respectively.

35 Characteristic is the case of Aimilios Veakis who, despite his brilliant career, was in a sense forced to
leave the National Theatre in 1941 (with the exception of one production in 1950 that proved to be his last).
He was also expelled from the position of drama teacher in the Hellenic Odium because of his political
beliefs, and he died poor and neglected. On Veakis see Kvnopioong, Ilavog, Bedrrs, yia v ifayéveia oty
vroxpitiky] (Veakis, about Indigenity in Acting), Athens: Péntpov, 1991; Ilatpixiog, Titog, «"Evag
‘AvBpamog (Aipihiog Bedxnne) (“A Human Being (Aimilios Veakis)”), Em&éwpnon Téxvrg, vol. 6, No 33,
September 1957, p.p. 179-81; KotGiag, Kdotag, «O Bedxng #al 10 6€atoo» (“Veakis and the Theatre”),
Embéwpnon Téxvng, vol. 6, No 33, September 1957, p.p. 177-8; and IThwpitng, Mépiog, «Awidiog Bedxmg,
O averavéAnmrogy, in: Mapiog MMAwpitng, Tne axnvic kai g téxvne (About the Stage and Art) Athens:
Ex860e1 Kaotavid, 1990, p.p. 235-40 (originally published in To Brjua, 31-5-1981).

% One has to note, however, that given the political situation in Greece the promotion of a theatre company
as a straight forward communist company would have simply resulted in its closure.
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This political interpretation involved the interpretation of the message/meaning of the
play in contemporary political terms and context.’’” A most notable example of this
practice was Koun’s political interpretation of Aeschylus’ Persae. Although, as I will
explain, he claimed that the play conveyed ‘human truths’ thus accepting its eternal and
universal value, Koun approached the play within the context of the political issues of
that time. Actually it may well have been the pressing political situation of that time, as
well as his broader preference for Aeschylus as a playwright, that led K oun to choose
Aeschylus’ Persae. Persae is characterised by an anti-war message that Koun felt
represented this period both in terms of what was happening in Greece as well as

globally.

In 1965 in the midst of the cold war peace movements were being organised all around
the world. In Greece the peace movement was politically supported by EAA (EDA,
United Democratic Left), the legal fraction of the left. In 1963, two years before the
Persae production, one of the pioneers of the Greek peace movement, Grigoris
Lambrakis, an EAA member of the Greek Parliament, was assassinated in a peace
demonstration in Thessaloniki.*® It was a political assassination that shook the Greek
people, especially the progressive portion of the population drawing emphasis on the

unmistakably political dimensions of the peace movement, since EAA was supporting

37 The emphasis on the political dimensions of a play was based on Koun’s more general concept that every
work of art is necessarily political and linked to the reality of each given time. He believed that the artist
cannot disregard the socio-political environment within which he lives and works in the same way that he
cannot disregard himself. Kovv, Kapolog, «{II4vta moltini xal Umaggiaxi f) Exgeaon tov
ROAMLTEYYY %L dSAuTo depévn ué 11 Ewn tob dvBodmou» (The Artist’s Expression is Always Political
and Existential and Inseparably Linked with the Life of Man”), in: K&podog Kovv: Kdavovue Géatpo yia v
woxn uac (Karolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p.p. 123-4 (originally published in
Axpdnrolig, 17-12-1978).

% See Clogg, Richard, 4 concise History of Greece.

269



these kinds of movements.”® Within that context the anti-war message of Persae could
express the strong political tendencies and feelings in Greece, alluding at the same time to
the more universal social and political tendencies of the peace movements all over Europe

where the play was first performed.

In fact, as Nelli Aggelidou, who acted the role of Atossa, noted, it was the universality of
the anti-war message of the play that was stressed in the performance. She wrote that the
impression she had formed was that “Koun had evaded the archaic framework of Persae
and had replaced it with the essence of the anti-war feelings and ideology [characteristic)
of the period in which we gave our performance”.*® Koun directed the play so that its
message could address any cultural group and nation. As Koun himself stated, the central
theme that was promoted in the production was that of “the violence of conquerors”. The
notion of this violence and its outcome “is not limited to the destruction of the Persians,
but it extends itself in every land, even in Athens warning that the Greeks ‘are not slaves,
they do not have a master’, a warning against any possible tendency towards dominance

and conquering [that the Athenians themselves may have]”.*! Within this framework the

*® Communism as such was declared politically illegal in Greece during that period. EAA as the legal
fraction of the left did not openly support communist beliefs and ideas, but supported movements which
originated from the politically left and in a broad way were opposed to capitalism without, however, openly
promoting communism. One of the most notable examples of this policy was the peace movement.

® Mapauévw axdua ué tijv aiodnon 6w 6 Kooy elye napaxduye 16 doyaixd mAaioto 1dv
«JIego®v» xai 10 elxe AvTxaTaoTioeL ué TV TEURTOVOIN Ti)G AVTLIOAEURSTNTAS, TiiG émOXTIS
éxotfag mov Sivaue v napdoraot] uag. Ayyekidov, NéAAN, «EAGyiotes pvijpes dmd peydin
®hnoovoud» (“Few Memories from a Great Inheritance”), H A¢&y, issue no 62, February-March 1987, p.
119.

! Kdvovrag doxn ué 1ov Aloyivto, Exovue otoyo otovs «ITégoes» Tijv xataxtnuxii fic, mov Oy
mepLopitetal udvo otiiv xataotooen 1dv Iegodv, GAAd énextelvetal o€ xdbe ydoa, dxdua xai
onjv ABiiva, mpogidomoiiviag mac of “EAAnves «5év elvar oTAoL GvBpdsmov, 6€v Exovve dpéviny,
mooeLdomoinon yid xdle Svvaorevting xai xataxInTixky TUYov Taon tovs. Kovv, Kaporog, «Ildva
mohtund} xal DapElaxt ) Expoeaon Tol xarhitéxvy x drélvta depévn pé 1 Lwi Tod dvBpdmouv»
(The Artist’s Expression is Always Political and Existential and Inseparably Linked with the Life of Man™),
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interpretation of the play might well have denoted an even stronger political message
against capitalism, its leaders and the power exercised by them, both in Greece as well as
globally, warning against any excess in the use of their power. Thus one may speculate
that the contemporary Persians and Athenians could well have been in 1965 the

imperialist capitalist states.

Despite, however, this explicit manifestation of leftist ideas, the Théatro Technis did not
break its ties with the capitalist aesthetic ideology. Besides the fact that the company was
subsidised by the Ford Foundation in a period when Anti-American feelings were quite
intense amongst the left, Koun’s notion of hellenikétita and performance continued to
move within the framework of Greek modernism as this was expressed by the literary

generation of the 1930s, which was a capitalist aesthetic ideology.

The issue of hellenikotita was pivotal in Koun’s Théatro Technis productions. It is
interesting to note, however, that Koun raised and discussed this issue, the most
representative of his artistic generation, almost exclusively in relation to ancient drama
and especially tragedy.*? This alludes to the importance tragedy had acquired within the
‘sub-field of restricted production’ in Bourdieu’s terms and supports my argument that
the stakes in the ‘sub-field’ involved the performances of tragedy. In fact, Koun expanded
the limits of that production to include also Ancient Greek comedy. It should be noted
that Koun’s work in ancient drama is more generally linked by theoreticians as well as

artists with ancient comedy rather than tragedy, especially in what regards the aesthetic

in: Képodog Kovv: Kavovue 0éatpo yia mv woyi uas (Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s
Sake), p.p. 123-4.
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style of the performance.” His work, however, in tragedy, as I will argue, consists of an

aesthetic proposition equally important to the one in comedy.*

I have maintained in the previous chapter, that Koun’s opposition to Rondiris’ and the
National Theatre’s style of performances of tragedy was structured precisely on the issue
of hellenikdtita. He ‘accused’ the National Theatre and especially Rondiris of promoting
a style that “moved within the German school of sprechchor”. He repeatedly opposed
this style which, as he argued, was characterised “by an austere, geometrical movement of
the chorus” and the ‘reciting of Dramatic Speech” using the “crescendo-diminuendo of

voices” all modes of style that Koun considered alien to Greeks.*

*2 1 refer mostly to the period of the Théatro Technis.

* Koun’s productions of ancient comedy were considered to propose a solution to the way these plays
should be performed in contemporary times. However, I think that we have to take into consideration the
fact that the systematic production of comedies by the Théatro Technis coincided with the opening of the
National Theatre’s repertoire including ancient comedy. Productions of ancient comedy are included
systematically in the National Theatre’s repertoire from 1956 onwards. Prior to that date there was only
one production, Aristophanes’ Clouds in 1951. It is worth noting, however, that the next artistic
generation’s opposition was in comedy. One of the principal representatives of this generation was Alexis
Solomés, his student when Koun was teaching in the American College.

* For the sake of my argument I have to state that the two productions that established the Théatro Technis
in ancient drama during the period I discuss were Aristophanes’ Birds and Aeschylus’ Persae. The total
number of productions of ancient drama that the Théatro Technis produced up to 1967 was five, two
tragedies and three comedies: Aeschylus’ Choephorae, 1945, Aristophanes’ Ploutos, 1957, Aristophanes’
Birds, 1959, Aeschylus’ Persae, 1965, Aristophanes’ Frogs, 1966. From 1967 onwards Koun’s
productions of tragedy augmented in number and surpassed that of comedies. Through his texts and
interviews Koun does not seem to prefer one genre to the other; on the contrary it seems he chose plays
rather than genres. Furthermore he discussed both comedy and tragedy on a common aesthetic cultural
basis. One has to take into account, however, that Koun seemed to be more concerned with the issue of the
production of tragedy because his references to this issue surpassed the number of references to comedy in
his interviews and texts. This of course may be explained by the fact that the issue at stake in the ‘sub-field
of restricted production’ was traditionally the production of tragedy.

s «OA6xINpN 1 Lomy Tov Kaporov Kovv oto Béatpo 6mag o idiog Tnv apnyibnke Aiyo npiv nebavew (“The
Entire Life of Karolos Koun in Theatre as he Narrated it himself Shortly Before his Death™), an interview
with George Pilichés published in the newspaper Ta. Néa. from the 16 to the 27" of February 1987. The
reference to Rondiris is from the 24™ of February 1987 issue. Characteristic of the central position that
tragedy and ancient drama held in the artistic opposition of the two directors is the fact that Koun when
asked his opinion about Rondiris he immediately referred to the latter’s style in productions of tragedy
expressing his opposition. The same opinion he also expressed on other occasions. See, for example, Kovv,
Kdporog, «AioBavopar mé életBepog xai mo edTuyLopévog §tav prood va Exw émagi pé tovg
avBpdmougy (“I Feel More Free and More Happy when I Can Be in Contact with Human Beings”), (from a
research of the German television), «I'\é v doxaia teaymdia» (“About Ancient Tragedy™), and «H
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The focus of Koun’s opposition to Rondiris and the National Theatre over the European
references in the style of their productions denoted the difference of concept in regard to
the issue of European artistic influences on Greek art within the framework of Greek
modernism. As I have explained in the first chapter, Greek modernism openly accepted
the European artistic and intellectual hegemony.* European artistic movements,
however, were approached and used within the “the autonomy of the aesthetic
experience” of modernism. Furthermore the ‘Greekness’ of the artist presupposed their
renegotiation within ‘Greek’ cultural terms in the process itself of seeking “the truth” in
the production of a work of art. It is in this context that I understand the way Greek
modernists did not hesitate to accept openly European artistic hegemony whilst at the
same time facing, as I explained in the first chapter, Europe as a rival by searching for

originality in works of art that would make them recognized as ‘purely Greek’.

I have argued all through this thesis that the Greek directors of the ‘sub-field of restricted
theatrical production’ were forced to accept the European artistic hegemony and to search
for a ‘Greek’ originality in works slightly earlier than the Greek literary field did. This
development was due to the specific conditions of Greek theatre, namely the lack of a
‘Greek’ tradition of performance from which contemporary ‘Greek’ theatre could draw.

They could not, therefore, but refer to European artistic movements renegotiating them

tooywdio &maltel avalftnon ®ral eidunn Exmaidevon» (“Tragedy Requires Exploration and Special
Training”) (originally published in Tayvdpduog, 2-10-1975), in: Kapodog Kovv: Kavovue Béazpo yio v
woyn uag (Kdarolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p.p. 92-9, 155-6 and 103-9 respectively.
Although the name of Rondiris is not always mentioned, the reference to the latter’s style is unmistakable.
In fact, his opposition to Rondiris was first expressed in the inauguration speech of the Théatro Téchnis
where Koun mainly explained the aesthetic position and aims of the Théatro Technis as a kind of aesthetic
manifesto of the company. See Kovv, Képohog, «H xorvwwini} 0éon xai f) aioBntixi yoappr 1ot
Oedrpov Téxvne» (“The Social Position and the Aesthetic Quests of the Théatro Technis™), in: Képolog
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within ‘Greek’ cultural terms and using them as theatrical tradition. What differentiated
Koun’s attitude in regard to that of the Sikelianoi, Politis, and Rondiris was, on the one
hand, the explicitness with which he referred to the European artistic movements that
influenced him, and, on the other, the elusiveness in the way these references were
reflected in his work. Koun considered himself an empirical director in the sense of
working on ideas as these appeared in the process of rehearsals. He said “besides a
general instinctive concept of form and rhythms, every detail reveals itself in the process

of work.”"’

During the first period of his work from 1938, when he produced Chekhov’s The Cherry
Orchard, to the 1950s, Koun worked within the artistic framework of the naturalistic
theatre of Stanislavsky and the ‘imaginary realism’ of Vachtanghov.*® Although Koun
never entirely abandoned naturalistic theatre, in the course of his career he did turn to
other foreign theatrical movements especially in relation to the plays he was producing
each time. In regard to his Théatro Technis productions of ancient drama, from 1959
onwards, Koun referred to the use of the Epic theatre of Bertolt Brecht and the Theatre of

the Absurd as a means to understand and approach ancient drama in contemporary terms.

Kovv: Kavooue Géazpo yia v woxh uoag (Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p.p. 11-
28.

% See Chapter I, p. 40.

T Extéc 6o pid yevixn Evonixtidixn ovAANYn pooiic xai oubudv, 1 xdOe Aertoufoeta
aroxalvnretal xatd v Sidoxeia tis Sovdeds. Kovv, Kaporog, < Towg v’ aviixw o016 nateotnpévo,
aAMd ovyvé Aertovgy® Evavtiov Tou» (“I May Belong to the Status Quo, but I Frequently Work Against
It"), in: Kdpodog Kovv yia 1o Géarpo: Keiueva kau Zoveviedéers (Karolos Koun [speaking] about Theatre:
Texts and Interviews), p. 59. An elaborated account of the mode Koun directed is given by Magia
Lymperopoulou. See Avpnepornovrov, Mayw, «Agavtog xal mdvra pehhovinds» (“Unseen and
Always in the Future”), H Aé¢n, issue no 62, February-March 1987, p.p. 109-14.

“ On Stanislavsky and Vachtanghov see Brockett, Oscar G. and Finlay, Robert R., Century of Innovation:
A History of European and American Theatre and Drama since 1870; Magarshack, David, “Stanislavsky”
and Bentley, Erick, “Emotional Memory”, in: The Theory of the Modern Stage, p.p. 219-274 and 275-8
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In fact, through his work Koun bridged the gap between the theatrical European
movements of the beginning of the twentieth century and the interwar period and those

proposed after World War I1.

The Epic Theatre, through the theory and practice of ‘alienation’, gave Koun insight in
regard to chorus, because “the direct contact with the audience and the critical opinion”,
that Brecht’s theatre creates through the ‘alienation’ effect was achieved in antiquity, in
Koun’s opinion, through the chorus.*® Furthermore Brecht and the Theatre of the Absurd
“have replaced man in the open space and the unfenced time, face to face with the great
questions of his existence: life, death, love, hatred, passion, war and conquest, fate and
predestination, happiness, grief, justice, injustice, the few, the masses, I and thou, all that

disconcerts humanity as a whole now and then”.*

The Theatre of the Absurd provided Koun with an understanding and use of time and

space different from that of the naturalistic theatre within the framework of which he had

1

worked until then. >'  This understanding of time and space was more compatible with

the non-realistic style of the genre of tragedy. At the same time Koun probably

respectively, and Carlson, Malvin, Theories of the Theatre: A Historical and Critical Survey, from the
Greeks to the Present.

* Kovv, Kéapolog, dMayeia, tdbog xai ovyrivnon xvpiagya otolxeia tiig Toaywdiag» (“Magic,
Passion and Emotion, [the] Dominant Elements of Tragedy”), in: Képodog Kovv: Kavovue Géatpo yia v
woxh pag (Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 110-8 (Koun’s speech in the
International Conference on Theatre held in Athens in 6-7-1976, originally published in &éazpo, issue no
51-52, May-August 1976).

0 Quotation taken from Bakopoulou-Halls, Aliki, “Greece”, in: Living Greek Theatre: A Handbook of
Classical Performance and Modern Production, p. 284 (the quotation is translated by Aliki Bakopoulou-
Halls).

5! On Theatre of the Absurd see Esslin, Martin, The Theatre of the Absurd, London, Penguin Books, 1980
(third edition); Hinchliffe, Arnold P., The Absurd, London: Methuen, The Critical Idiom, 1969; Jacquart,
Emmanuel C., Le Théitre de dérision: Beckett, Ionesco, Adamov, Paris: Editions Gallimard, 1974; Ionesco,
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perceived a kinship in the way both the Theatre of the Absurd and Ancient Greek tragedy

place at their thematic center Man and his/her relation and place in the world.

In the Epic Theatre, on the other hand, Koun found a contemporary theatrical way to
understand and approach the issue of collectivity.>> The issue of collectivity in relation to
the chorﬁs and its place in Ancient Greek drama comprised, as I will discuss later in this
chapter, the core of his approach to tragedy. At the same time the issue of collectivity was
understood within the more general concept that every work of art is necessarily political
and linked to the reality of each given time, a concept common also to the Epic Theatre.
The stress on the political dimensions of a play, which also characterised Koun’s
approach to Persae, was, as I have explained, an essential characteristic of the Théatro

Technis productions.

However, despite these concepts that refer to the Epic Theatre and the Theatre of the
Absurd, it is very difficult to trace in Koun’s work on tragedy specific stylistic references
to European artistic movements. Even these concepts drawn from the Epic Theatre and
the Theatre of the Absurd are renegotiated in Persae within his notion of hellenikotita and
performance. Thus they comprise an integral part of an aesthetic whole organically
linked and interpreted through Koun’s ‘Greek’ way of seeing and understanding the

world.

Eugene, Notes and Counternotes, Watson, Donald (trans.), London: John Calder, 1964; and Fletcher, John
and Spurling, John, Beckett: A Study of his Plays, London: Methuen, 1978 (expanded and revised edition).
52 On Brecht see Willet, John (ed. and trans.), Brecht on Theatre: The Development of an Aesthetic,
London: Methuen, 1978; Esslin, Martin, Brecht: A Choice of Evils, London: Methuen, 1984; Bryant-
Bertail, Sarah, Space and Time in Epic Theatre: The Brechtian Legacy, New York, Camden House, 2000;
Patterson, Michael, The Revolution in German Theatre: 1900-1933; and Styan, J.L., Modern Drama in
Theory and Practice 3: Expressionism and Epic Theatre.
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Koun conceived hellenikctita within the framework of Greek modernism as a defining
feature of his own experience of the world and his art. It is not therefore coincidental that
it is the first time in all this discourse on hellenikdtita and tragedy that we meet in one of
Koun’s texts the phrase “I as a Greek” as a defining criterion of understanding what
should or should not be done in ancient tragedy.” Furthermore again expressing the
tendencies of Greek modernism in theatre Koun, without disregarding the different
historical phases of what is regarded as ‘Greek’ culture, drew primarily from popular
Greek culture as this was experienced in everyday life, especially life in the village and
on the islands, in order to understand tragedy and to form his aesthetic style.®* This
culture, as he argued, was never influenced by the West and thus it best expressed the
particularity of ‘Greek’ culture stemming from the notion of Greece being at the
crossroads between the East and the West.> Within this framework Koun was convinced
that in order “to know and perform our ancient poets” “we have to know first the Greek

b

person of today”.”® He explained that by referring to the Greek landscape which did not

53 Kovv, Képorog, «[id tiiv doxaio toaywdia» (“About Ancient Tragedy”™), in: Képoloc Kovv: Kavovue
Béatpo yio v woxn uas (Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake). For the full quotation see
above, p. 245 and footnote 1 in the same page.

34 Koun’s notion of hellenikétita was much influenced by Kéntoglou in the period of Laiki Skené. I will
not, however, elaborate on this first phase of his notion of hellenikdtita since he had abandoned this notion
and the aesthetic style of Laik6s Expressionismés which represented it by the time he founded the Théatro
Technis. There were elements that had remained from this first notion of hellenikotita like, for example, the
emphasis on popular ‘Greek’ culture, but even these moved in a freer and more flexible framework than
that of Laikds Expressionismos.

5 Kovv, Kdapolrog, «AioBavopar mé éheibegog xai md evtuyionévos Stav propd® va Exw emagpn pé
tovg dvBpbmovg» (“I Feel more Free and more Happy when I Can Be in Contact with Human Beings”),
in: Kapodog Kovv.: Kdavooue Géazpo yia v woxi uag (Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s
Sake), p.p. 92-9.

%8 Eiuaote neneiopévol mosc moémes vd yvwoioovue modta 16v EAiiva 100 orjuspa, &v OéAovue vd
yvwpioovue xai vd mapaotiioovue 105 doyaiovs pag mointés. Kovv, Képohog, « AloBdvopar mé
¢LevBepoc xai mé evtuopévog Stav pnopd va Exw émagn pé rovs dvBowmovg » (“I Feel more Free
and more Happy when I Can Be in Contact with Human Beings”), in: Kdpodoc Kovv: Kdavovue Géatpo yia
™mv woyn pag (Karolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 95. And elsewhere he writes, “It
is today’s Greece that we Greeks have to close inside us in order to know our ancient poets”. [Tijv
‘EAAGSa mov vmdpyet onjucoa, moéner vd xAeioovue uéoa pag éuets ol EAAnves, yid vd yvwpioouvue
10V¢ doyaiove uac wointés.] Kouv, Kaporog, «T6 dpyato 8éatoo» (“Ancient Theatre™) (Koun’s
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change through the centuries. Thus the everyday day life of the people who lived in the
Greek countryside presented “an astonishing similarity” in terms of “rhythms, shapes and
sounds” with the e veryday life in Ancient Greece.’” I t wasthe Greek landscape that
constituted the core of Greekness for Koun and the connecting ‘tissue’ between Ancient
and Modern Greece. Furthermore it was he “as a Greek” living in the Greek landscape
and experiencing a ‘Greek’ way of life who could understand and define the measure of

what could or could not be done aesthetically in the productions of tragedy.”®

Koun’s phraseology in regard to hellenikotita and performance of tragedy as well as the
‘Greekness’ of the artist as a defining criterion for the ‘Greekness’ of his/her (the artist’s)
work echoes that of Seferis, who was the main representative of Greek modernism.
Furthermore the issue of Greek landscape as a parameter that lay behind the ‘Greekness’
of Greeks and connected in a ‘live’ way Ancient with Modern Greece was also a central

theme in Seferis’s thought.”® Moreover Koun begun his aesthetic quest for a style in the

speech in the International Meeting of Theatre in the Herod Atticus Theatre, 4-7-1957), in: Kdpolog Kovv:
Kavovue Géarpo yia v woxn pog (Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 36.

57 Kovv, Képorog, «T6 aoyaio Béatoo» (“Ancient Theatre™), in: Képoloc Kovv: Kavovue Oéatpo yia tqv
woxn uag (Karolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 34

*8 Kovv, Kapohog, «Tié tiiv doxaia toaywmdia» (“About Ancient Tragedy”), in: Képolog Kovv: Kavovue
Géazpo yia v woxn uag (Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 155.

% Seferis referred to the Greek light as a defining principle of ‘Greekness’. This concept of Greek nature
and Greek light first appeared in Periklis Gianndpoulos’ thought as a defining principle of the superiority of
the Greek race. See Tovvonoviog, [lepuckiic, H EAnvin ypauur kot to EAAnvicdv ypoua (The Greek Line
and the Greek Light). Aggelos Sikelianés adopted Gianndpoulos’ ideas in the first phase of his work, as I
have already discussed in Chapter III. Seferis’ approach referred to Giannépoulos without, however,
placing emphasis on the superiority of the race. He used it to explain the particularity of the race. Within
this framework Seferis understood Greek nature as a connecting ‘tissue’ that kept Ancient Greece alive
within Modern Greece. He wrote, “none of our traditions has really died. Frequently, when I go to the
Good Friday mass, it is difficult for me to decide whether the God who is buried is Christ or Adonis. Is it
the climate, is it the race, I do not know. Deep down I think it is the light. Something must be within this
light, that makes us like that.” [Kaui& &nd tig 7apaddoeis pag, xoLoTiavixes fj mpoxpLoTIaVIXRES S8V
&xer moayuatind mebdver. Svyvd, Stav anyaive othv axolovlia tiic MeydAns Iapaoxevig, pot
elvail dvoxodo v amopaciow &v é @cdc mob xndeverar elvar 6 Xpuotds f} 6 Adwvng. Elvai 1o
xAiua, elvau 1) uAl, 8&v 10 Eéow. Kata Bdbog vouitw mag elvar 10 pog. Kdt moérew va Umdoxet
péoa ovd phc, mov uds xdvel £ror.] Tepépng, Ndpyog, «Todupa o’€vav Eévo gido», in: doriués
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Photo 44 Darius, Atossa, and the Chorus, Aeschylus’ Persae, the Theatro Technis 1965

(Dokimes), vol. II, p. 14. Some of Seferis’ texts m AoKiysq were published in English, Warner, Rex and
Frangopoulos, Th. D., (eds. and trans.), On the Greek Style, Athens: Denise Harvey, 1982.
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Photo 45 Messenger and the Chorus, Aeschylus’ Persae, the Theatro Technis 1965
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production of tragedy from a point also observed by Seferis “if we want really to

understand the Ancient [Greeks] we must always explore the soul of our people”.6°

Koun conceived the dimensions of the message of tragic plays also within the framework
of Greek modernism. This message, the truths that a tragic play denotes, and the image
of man it depicts were understood and conveyed within human limits and measures,
rather than b eing p ositioned within the framework o fa high ideal, a conceptualisation
characteristic of all the three directors before Koun. Tragedy for Koun depicted “man

within the universe”. ©

This universe, however, was understood through human
dimensions. As he argued, the core of ancient drama w as «man facing life and d eath,
power and the gods”.®* This approach referred directly to the literary generation of the
1930s’ notion of “man within the height of man”. This notion expressed for Seferis an
idea basically ‘Greek’ that of “man as a scale of life” and thus it was inseparably linked
with the issue of hellenikdtita.5® This idea, again according to Seferis, was born at the

dawn of Greek thought and it was expressed in all the major, live, moments of ‘Greek’

literature.

% Toi Goyaiove, &v éovue moayuanxd vi tods xataddpovuc, O mEéneL Tdvia vir 0evvodue
v Yoyl 100 Aaot pac. Tepépng, Mibpyos, «'Evag “EAAMvag - 6 Maxguyidvvngy, in: dokxiuéc
(Dokimés), vol. 1, p. 257.

*! Kovv, Képohog, «Oidimodac» (“Oedipus”), in: Kdpolog Kovv: Kavovue 6éatpo yia tv yoxn pag
(Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 79 (originally published in T¢ Bjua, 17-10-
1967).

62 Ba)omdg 10V 0T6%0¢ [10D Goyaiov Bedtoov] elvar 6 GvBpwmog. O &vBowmog révavt o Lwif
xai 016 Bdvaro, otijv éEovaia xai atovs Ocovs. Kovv, Kaporog, «Entd éni Offas: 'H aviidoaon
100 EAeUBegov dvOpDIOUN (“Seven Against Thebes: The Reaction of the Free Man”), in: Képoldog Kovv:
Kévooue Géatpo yia mv woyii pag (Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 100
(originally published in T Bfjua 27-7-1975).

% Zepépng, Tdpyoc, « Evag “EAMnvag - 6 Maxouyldvvney, in: doxiués (Dokimés), vol. 1, p.256.
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It is probably this understanding of the human dimensions of tragedy that led Koun to a
different stage arrangement from the ones used by the previous directors, because Koun
abandoned the hierarchical arrangement of the stage and transferred all the action of the
play into the orchestra. The chorus and the protagonists acted in the orchestra, denoting,
in my opinion, the common human level on which the action of the play takes place. The
only exception was the appearance of Darius’ ghost in front of his ‘tomb’ which was
slightly elevated.®* (See photo 44) A difference of hierarchy was signified by the
arrangement of the chorus in regard to the protagonist. For example, the chorus moved
around the protagonist leaving a wider empty space around Atossa, which could adhere to
a signification of respect, in contrast to the Messenger and Xerxes. (See photo 45) The
distance between the chorus members and the Messenger was shorter than that in
Atossa’s case. This may be understood as an expression, on the one hand, of a feeling of
‘familiarity’ between the Messenger and the chorus since they all belonged to the Persian
people and, on the other, of the desire of the chorus to learn about the outcome of war. In
the case of Xerxes, the short distance kept between him and the chorus may to some
degree indicate the loss of respect after his hubris. The only protagonist positioned in a
clearly distinct way from the others was Darius’ ghost, who was supposed to come from

the world of the dead.

The core of Koun’s aesthetic style in tragedy consisted of the positioning of the chorus at

the aesthetic centre of the performance, emphasising the element of collectivity, and of

% It has to be noted that Koun designed his productions to be performed mainly in ancient open-air theatres.
In none of his texts and interviews does he discuss the idea of designing a production exclusively for an
indoor theatre even in a negative way. In that sense he never questioned aesthetically the performance of
ancient drama in open-air theatres, an idea that Rondiris had systematically put in practice.
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the stylistic importance he attributed to the movement of the body in space. These two
elements are also constitutive of the main differences between Koun’s style and that of
Rondiris and the National Theatre. The positioning of the chorus at the aesthetic centre of
the performance and the emphasis on the collective stemmed from the emphasis on the
ritualistic, Dionysiac element of tragedy. Koun’s approach began from the basis that
ancient drama originated from “rituals, festivities and fairs”.®> Thus “tragic poetry and
the whole sensual Dionysiac spell that [tragedy] transmits and has to enrapture the
spectator, is inseparably linked with the ritualistic form of theatre”.®® Within the
“ritualistic spell” of tragedy the chorus “forms the atmosphere of the play, illuminates the

heroes, and brings out through its passion the messages of the poet”.?’

Koun’s understanding of the religiousness of tragedy within the framework of “rituals,
festivities and fairs” allowed him to draw from the ritualistic and festive remainings of
contemporary popular ‘Greek’ tradition, which reflected a collective character.®® And
from this point he proceeded in understanding ritual in such a way that it was not
necessarily related to religiousness since it referred to modes of expression of the Greek

people in particular situations, like lamenting, mourning or bidding farewell.

% Kovv, Képorog, dMayeio, mG0og xai cuyxivnon xvpiaoyo otolsia Tig Teaymndiag (“Magic,
Passion and Emotion, [the] Dominant Elements of Tragedy™), in: Kapodog Kovv: Kavovue Géazpo yio tnv
yoxn pag (Karolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 117.

¢ Kovv, Kaporog, Mayeia, tdbog xail ovyrivnon xvpiagyo otowxela 11 Toayndiasy (“Magic,
Passion and Emotion, [the] Dominant Elements of Tragedy”), in: Kdpoiog Kovv: Kavovue 8éazpo yio tnv
woxn uag (Karolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 117.

7 Kowv, Kaporog, Moayeia, mdbog ol ovyrivnon xveiagya otouxgia The Toaymdiag» (“Magic,
Passion and Emotion, [the] Dominant Elements of Tragedy”), in: Képodog Kovv: Kavovue 6éatpo yia v
woxr pag (Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 117. The aesthetic dominance of the
chorus might be another reason for Koun’s preference of Aeschylus as well as his choice to produce Persae.
Persae is considered to be among the oldest plays of Aeschylus. The structure of the play is based on the
dominance of the chorus and the use of only two actors.
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In these ‘Greek’ modes of expression Koun found the expression of the individual within
the context of collectivity because they preserved “the margins of a spontaneous
movement within the framework of ritual”. In that sense he noted that one could observe
next to the expression of the particular situation, the shape of a more general expression,
“uncertain still, yet collective that does not release its individual and particularized
elements”.® Within that context Koun’s understanding of collectivity allowed in its
expression the d epiction o f i ndividual d ifferences. T hus in his productions the c horus
never acquired the formalistic shape of the group that it did in Rondiris’. The chorus
members did not express a unity of soul and body. They were individuals who shared the

same cultural modes of expression and understanding; these placed them in the

framework of collectivity.

The aesthetic presentation of the chorus in the 1965 Théatro Technis production was
characteristic of Koun’s approach. Aesthetically the chorus dominated the whole style of
the performance, as the old Persians acted and suffered as a protagonist. To this
contributed also the fact that the action of the play took place on one level, the level of the
orchestra. As I explained earlier, the presence and action of the protagonists took place

among the members of the chorus. This physical proximity between the members of the

% Kovv, Képoroc, Maysia, té0og xai cvyxivnon ®ugiagya otoxeia Tig toayndiag» (“Magic,
Passion and Emotion, [the] Dominant Elements of Tragedy”), in: Kapodog Kovv.: Kavovue Géazpo yia tnpv
woxr pag (Kdarolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 115.

o Stic xbnAdoets 100 Ao uag, 16 poLeoAdi xai 16 xEvBog dtaTnEoly ouxvd Ué TOV TE0TO Tils
Siatimwons Tovg, 1d meELBGoLa Tiig avldpunne xivnong ufoa otd mhaioia 100 TEAETOVEYIXOT Xai
81av xaTeEVodBdVOUY XdTOoLoV TOU QEVYEL TaE(dL, DdoyetL OTig %LVijOELs ToT amoyaioeTionod, pati
U€ v ovvaiofnon il xaTaoTAoEwS, T6 Oxfjua pLas Yevixotepns diatinwaong, &péPains dxdua
GAAG doTd00 Suadixiic, movy 6év dredevbepdiver Td dropuxd xal 1¢ ESeLdixevpuévea g oToLElQ.
Kovv, Képorog, «H EAAGSa xau f) Toaywdia (M’ agoout 10 avéBaopa twv ITegodv) (“Greece and
Tragedy: On the Occasion of the Production of Persae), in: Képodog Kovv.: Kdvovue Géatpo yia tnv woyr
uag (Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 66.
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chorus and the actors denoted, in my opinion, the positioning of the chorus as one of the

protagonists.

The chorus members created a strong group feeling while its members retained, however,
individual characteristics. (See photo 46) K oun’s comments on the chorus of Persae
clearly underlined this point, relating it to hellenikdtita itself. He used the image of the
statue of Heniochus “where each fold of [his dress] is different, his feet are differently
shaped”, juxtaposing it to Rondiris’ more formalist approach to the chorus moving and
speaking simultaneously, which Koun considered to be alien to Greeks.”® Koun’s chorus
stood together or broke into smaller groups, in two halves, or in groups of five, but not in
the formalized way Rondiris used. The chorus broke into smaller groups in an almost
‘casual’, everyday way, as Greek people do when something important has occurred.
This kind of breaking into smaller groups was used especially during the episodes and it
is probably one o fthe best examples ofthe use of ‘Greek’ modes o f e xpression t hat
Koun spoke about. In this way the chorus denoted the feeling of a group through the
common/similar reaction of the members in the action without, however, losing the
element of their individuality, especially when they broke into smaller groups. The
element of individuality was also enhanced by the costumes and the masks of the chorus,
which were designed by Tsarouhis, whose work in theatre was linked, especially in the

beginning, with Koun’s productions and the quest for a ‘Greek’ style of performance. The

7 Aoxet vd otiue 1év ‘Hvioxo, mov xdbe tov wruyi elvar Siapopetixii, Td xébia Tov oY elvat
SLapogeTind oynuatiouéva, yid vd meoosEovue 8t Eva mapdpoto povoAlOixd mvetua, 6€v 16
Boioxer xaveis ofite ord md mowtdyova EAAnvind Eoya Tijs doyaidtnras. Kovv, Kaporog, «H
‘EAMLGSa nai 1) Toaywdio (M’ dgpoppti 16 dvéBaopa 10V ITego@v)» (“Greece and Tragedy: On the
Occasion of the Production of Persae”), in: Kapodog Kovv: Kavovue 6éatpo yia v oy pas (Kdrolos
Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 66.
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chorus members wore half masks whilst the rest of their faces was covered by beards of
different colors, white, brown, black and blond. The same principle was followed in the
costumes. The style and the dominating color of the costume were the same but the

sleeves were of various colors, blue, red or dark brown, and designs. (See photo 47 and

48)

In the ‘Greek’ modes of expression which functioned as a framework for ritual and
enhanced the notion of collectivity, Koun sought the rendering of the size, the volume, of
tragedy, attempting to express the situation the play presents through the body, “its
freedom, its unity, its homogeneity”.”' The movement of the body for Koun was “the
connecting link with ancient tragedy” because it allowed him to render a ‘primitive’,
‘zoic’, character in the style of the performance of a genre whose basic element, the tragic
element, is, using Koun’s word, “savage”.”> The body and the entirety of its expressive
movements, as he argued, brought back “on the surface the zoic element as first
expression, as contact of one person with the ‘other’, as an element of communication”.””

For this reason Koun’s quest for the style of a performance of tragedy, or ancient drama

in general, began with the movement of the body in space.

7' Koy, Képorog, «H EAAGSo xai 1) Toaymdic (M’ dgoour 6 avéBaopa t@v ITegodv)» (“Greece
and Tragedy: On the Occasion of the Production of Persae”), in: Kapodog Kovv: Kavovue Géatpo yia v
wox uag (Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 65.

2 Kowv, Kdpolog, «@éatpo, ITardeio xal Zuvdinaropde» (“Theatre, Education and Syndicalism”)
(originally published in H Ka@nuepivij, 8-2-1981) and «Extd éni ©@1fags: H aviidpaon tod éhetibegov
avBodmov» (Seven Against Thebes: The Reaction of the Free Man”), in: Kapoldog Kovv: Kavovue Géarpo
yia v woxh pag (Kdarolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p.p. 141 and 102 respectively.
" Méoa and 16 odpa xai Tiv OASTNTA Ti)g Ex@oaoic Tov énavéoxetar oTiiv émpdveia 16 {wixd
oTOoLYETO (D¢ TP TN Enpoaon, ¢ énapr 10T AvBPBROV UE TV «dALo», Mg OTOLXETO EmKxoLvwving.
Kovv, Képorog, «H ‘EAAGSa xai 1) oayndic (M’ dgoopn 16 avéBaopno 1iv ITegodv) (“Greece and
Tragedy: On the Occasion of the Production of Persae), in: Kapolog Kovv: Kavovue Géatpo yio tqv woyr
uag (Karolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 67.
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Photo 46 Chorus, Aeschylus’ Persae, the Theatro Technis 1965
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Photo 47 Chorus, Aeschylus’ Persae, the Theatro Technis 1965
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Photo 48 Chorus, Aeschylus’ Persae, the Theatro Technis 1965
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The movement of the body in space was aesthetically the most striking characteristic of
the chorus in the 1965 production of Persae. Maria Kinigou was responsible for the
training of the chorus, but it seems that Koun himself was decisively involved in it.”* He
taught the movement insisting on referring to situations of the body in the space and not
the meaning the text expressed at that point. M4gia Limperopoulou gives an example
saying that Koun impelled the members of the chorus to move as if they were walking on
the bottom of the sea, to feel the resistance of the body in the water. He did not use to
explain the reason for this kind of movement. It was the actor’s job to find the reasons.”
Thus the feelings and the meaning the text expressed were translated in a code of
movement based on the movement of the body in the space, every space. Each body,
however, was quite free to express in its own way the situation in which it supposedly
was. The only criterion was the ‘truth’ expressed in the movement; a truth that had to be
felt within the body, literally the guts of the actor. It is my contention that the emphasis
on the movement of the body to express the ‘truth’ of the play and the particular way he
‘searched’ for that ‘truth’ in the movement convey Koun’s interpretation of the
“autonomy of the aesthetic experience” of Greek modernism in theatre. The result was a
movement that denoted a sense of freedom, which, however, expressed the situation and
the m eaning o f the p lay. W ithin that c ontext t he m ovement o f the c horus rendered i ts

collectivity as a group without loosing the elements of the individuality of the members.

7 In a discussion with Christos Kelantonis, who participated in the 1965 production of Persae as a chorus
member, he told me that it was Koun who devised and taught the movement of the chorus in the process of
the rehearsals not agreeing with Kynigou’s initial conception of movement.

5 Avpmepomovrov, Méyia, «Agavtog xai mdvra peAlovinée» (“Unseen and Always in the Future”), H
Aé&y, issue no 62, February-March 1987.
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The most prominent example of chorus movement in the 1965 production of Persae,
which best expressed what Koun understood as the ‘zoic’ element of tragedy and
portrayed in its most complete form Koun’s aesthetic perception of the chorus, was the
chorus song of the evocation of Darius’ ghost. The movement of the chorus members
was reminiscent of a Dervish dance, adhering at the same time to something which was
more primitive and savage. Without moving in a continuous circular way as the
Dervishes do, the movement of the chorus created the impression of a circular movement
as the body performed one full or a half circle at a time. (See photo 49) This circular
movement was combined with movements towards the earth, which the members of the
chorus hit with their hands. This last movement adhered to the action of the chorus song,
which was the calling of the dead Darius. Although the movement was the same for all
the members of the chorus, it seemed as if each member performed it in its own time and
mode. (See photo 50) The result was the impression of an ancient, in the sense of

primitive, ritual that could be performed even today.”®

The “savage” character of tragedy was also expressed by the use of screams, the
inarticulate human voice before it became articulate speech. Koun believed that the
screams should be rendered “in zoic tones, which are primitive”.”” These screams in

combination with movement provided the basis for the dramatic speech of the play.’®

76 These observations are based on the revival of the production in 2000 that I attended in the Epidaurus
theatre.

T Kovv, Kaporog, «Entd éni @rifag: H avtidoaon 1ot éheviBegov avBodmov» (“Seven Against
Thebes: The Reaction of the Free Man”), in: Képolog Kovv: Kavovue Géatpo yio mv woxrj uas (Kdrolos
Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p.102.

® Movement and sound were for Koun the basis of theatre. Kovv, Kapolog, «Hyog »ai x{vnon» (“Sound
and Movement”), in: K&podog Kovv: Kavovue Géatpo yia mv woxri pag (Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre
for Our Soul’s Sake), p.162-7 (originally published in the periodical H Aé{n, issue no 46, July — August
1985). In this interview Koun referred to the sounds that make up speech. The purest expression of these
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Dramatic speech, for Koun, emerged from this aesthetic basis when the inarticulate
human voice became articulate and was united with the movement of the body. This is
why Koun argued that in tragedy and in ancient comedy the utterance of speech and
sound were inseparably linked with the expression of the body’s movement within the
space.” 1In this inseparable link Koun sought the rendering of the Dionysiac ritual
element of tragedy and thus proposed a style which aesthetically referred to the origins of
tragedy themselves as he understood them: the emergence of the poet’s speech, his vision,

his philosophy his political and social position within the Dionysiac rituals and festivals.*

Decisive for the artistic expression of this approach in the 1965 production of Persae was
Koun’s collaboration with the composer Giannis Christou. In fact, Christou’s conception
of the music comprised the base upon which Koun ‘built’ the aesthetic style of the entire

production.®!

Christou composed music for the play that did not function as an
accompaniment but was a fundamental element in the aesthetic style of the play. He

focused on the chorus songs and he wanted to use the chorus “as a means to re-produce

sounds was for Koun “the sounds that animals make [...]. They have the range of a rich [...] vocabulary
where the primary components of our desires, our aspirations, our ‘will” and our ‘being’ are imprinted.” [H
md yviowa Exgpoaon, yid uéva, elvar oi fyor mov Bydlovv td Eda [..]. "Exovv tiv yxdua évoc
mAovoiov [..] Ae&idoyiov, Grov armotvadvoviar 1d Goxixd ovoratixd TOV EmOVUIGY pag, TOV
EmibidEewv pog, 100 «BéAw» pag xat 1ot «eipai».] Kovv, Képohog, «Hyog »ai xivnon» (“Sound and
Movement”), in: Kdpolog Kovv: Kavovue Géatpo yio v woysi uag (Karolos Koun: We Create Theatre for
Our Soul’s Sake), p. 163.

 Kovv, Képorog, «Mayeia, nGBog xal ovyxivnon xvplagyo otouxeio Tig Toaymdiag» (“Magic,
Passion and Emotion, [the] Dominant Elements of Tragedy”), in: KdpoAog Kovv: Kavovue Géatpo yio tnv
woxn pag (Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 116.

%0 Kovv, Kéaporog, <Mayeia, mdBoc xal ovyrivnon xvelagya otouxeio tiig Toaywdiag» (“Magic,
Passion and Emotion, [the] Dominant Elements of Tragedy”), in: Kapolog Kovv: Kavovue 8éarpo yio tqv
;,uvxri uag (Karolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p.p. 110-8.

! In an article that Christou wrote about the music in Persae it becomes apparent that Koun’s aesthetic
starting point in Persae was the former’s concept of the chorus music. Xptjotov, I'dvvng, «ZvvBétoviag
Y1 0 x0p6» (“Composing Music for the Chorus™), in the programme of the revival of the 1965 production
of Persae, July 2000, p. 29. Christos Kelantonis also confirmed that Koun had not a definite idea of how to
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the first material of tragedy — the primitive, basic emotions”.®? To achieve this he used
words and phrases in such a way that they created “shapes of absolute, self-sufficient
vocal sound”. “ ‘Psalmody’ [...] was just one of the many acoustic events in the play.
For example, there are frequently parts in the ‘accompaniment’ that require some of the
members of the chorus to pronounce different parts of the text —simultaneously— and
with a different dynamic.”®® Thus the text was divided and shared in an uneven way
between the nineteen members of the chorus.* Rarely was the text uttered by one person
alone or by all the chorus members together. “And when [...] the silence is too much to

hold the voice of a single person then it is shared by the rest of them, [...] as if they

approach the play aesthetically and especially the chorus before he listened to Christou’s music. It was
Christou’s music that inspired in him the way he would present the chorus.

82 Exeivo mov ue 1pdfnée frav n ovvardnra va xproiuoromow 10 Xopé aav uéeo avamapaywyns e mpiTms
0An¢ s Tpaywdiag ~ Twv mpwtdyovwy, Pacikdy cvykivicewy. Xprietov, INdvvng, «ZuvBétovtag yia To
xop6» (“Composing Music for the Chorus™), in the programme of the revival of the 1965 production of
Persae, p. 29.

8 H xafavté «yaduwdiar [...] anotelei éva uévo amé ta réoa axovetiké ovupavra oto épyo. INa
TOPAOEIYHA, DIGPYOVV TVXVA UEPH OTHY «DTCKPOLON» TOD AIAITODY aIs 0PIGUEVA UEAN TOV YX0pOoD va.
TPOYPEPOLY O10POPETIKG. KOUUBTIO OO TO KEIUEVO — TAVTEYPOVA — Kou ue Siapopetikti Svvauiks. XpRotov,
IMévvng, «XvvBétovrag yua 1o xopd» (“Composing Music for the Chorus™), in the programme of the revival
of the 1965 production of Persae, p. 29.

% Koun did not give an exact number of the chorus members, he noted they were fifteen to twenty. In the
periodical @éazpo, 1965, edited by @6dwpog Kpitag and Avtévng BovsPoidvig , where the translation of
the play was published, the cast of the chorus comprises nineteen members, including the chorus leaders.
The creative team of the production was: Panos Moullas: translator; Karolos Koun: direction; Giannis
Tsarouhis: set and costume design; Giannis Chistou: composition of music; Maria Kinigou: Chorus
movement. The cast was: Stelios Kafkaridis: Xerxes; Neli Aggelidou: Atossa; Dimitris Chatzimarkos:
Darius; Giorgos Lazanis: Messenger; Spyros Kalogirou: First Chorus Leader; Nikos Charalambous: Second
Chorus Leader. Chorus members: Kostas Aristopoulos, Nektarios Vouteris, Giorgos Dialegmenos, Nikos
Kouros, Mimis Kougioumtzis, Giannis Mortzos, Timos Perlegas, Kostas Styliaris, Christos Tsagas, Antonis
Antypas, Antonis Antoniou, Nikos Bousdoukos, Giannis Degaitis, Antonis Katsaridis, Elias Logothetis,
Polykarpos Polykarpou and Antonis Theodorakopoulos. In a booklet published on the occasion of a
symposium on Koun and his work on ancient drama the cast comprises fourteen members of the chorus,
including the chorus leaders. (Stelios Kafkaridis: Xerxes; Neli Aggelidou: Atossa; Dimitris Chatzimarkos:
Darius; Giorgos Lazanis: Messenger; Spyros Kalogirou: First Chorus Leader; Nikos Charalambous: Second
Chorus Leader; Nektarios Vouteris: Third Chorus Leader; G. Mortzos, K. Styliaris, D. Asteriadis: Chorus
Leaders; and Chorus members: N. Bousdoukos, E. Logothetis, A. Antypas, Ch. Papakostas, G. Degaitis, A.
Katsaridis, Ch. Kelantonis and B. Kyritsis). Mavpopovotakog, [TAatov (ed.), H oxnvoBetiky) mpoctyyion
700 apyaiov eAdnvikod tov apyaiov eAAnvikod dpduarog and tov Kéapodo Kovv (Karolos Koun’s Approach of
Ancient Greek Drama), Athens: Kévipo Epguvag kat TpoKTIKOV EQAPROYAV TOV apXaiov EAANVIKOD
dpaparog «Asopoi» in collaboration with the ®¢atpo Téxvng Kaporog Kovv, 2000, p.p. 34-5. The
difference in the number of chorus members might suggest a difference between the cast in the
performances in London and Paris and those in Greece.
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support it with songs or with whispers or with broken sounds.”® The result was a style

where music and text was one solid aesthetic ‘body’.

Koun did not disregard the importance of dramatic speech and its utterance. On the
contrary he believed that dramatic speech was the most important element in theatre
direction because it constituted the myth of the play.*® He used everyday speech as the
basis of the utterance of dramatic speech. The coloring in the elocution and the tone of
voice was drawn from the way Greek people spoke in their everyday life. This mode of
elocution “in combination with the poetic speech preserved the gist of reality”.®’” He
applied this concept in an empirical way that provided him with he notion of the way
dramatic speech should be uttered.® Contrary, however, to Koun’s innovative conception

of the chorus, the style of the protagonists’ elocution and presence was not as innovative.

8 Ki tav [..] fi owwmii elvar moAv ueydAn, yid vd xpatioe. 16 Pdooc Tiic pwviic §vic xai uévo
mpoodmov, THv poitpdbovrail téte oi vnslowrol [...] odv vd tijv dmwofonboiv eite ué toayovdia,
eite ué YyiBvpionarta, eite ué onaouéves xpavyés. Kovv, Kaporog, «H EALGda xon 1) Toaywdio (M’
agoppi 16 dvéBaopa Tdv Ilegodv» (“Greece and Tragedy: On the Occasion of the Production of
Persae™), in: Kapolog Kovv: Kavovue Géazpo yio v woyi uag (Karolos Koun: We Create Theatre for OQur
Soul’s Sake), p.p. 65-6.

% Kovv, Kaporog, «Hyog xai xivnon» (“Sound and Movement”), in: Kdpodog Koov: Kévovue Géatpo yia
™mv woxn uag (Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p.162-7.

87 Kovv, Kaporog, «Oidimodoc» (“Oedipus™), in: Képolog Kovv: Kavovue Géatpo yia v woxr pog
(Kdrolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 79.

%¥Mimis K ougioumtzis notes some of Koun’s ‘tips’ in regard to the utterance of speech and acting in
tragedy. “*Poetic speech should not be spoken as prose. You have to be full inside you and have
alternating rthythms. *A person who is in deep thought does not make a lot of movements. When you
move you lose the continuity [of your thoughts]. *The great truths are understood by the pure popular
audience and by those who are cultivated in a right way. *Do not take care the phrase only but also over its
meaning. *Intellectualism deprives the actor sensitivity. *Tragic does not want many transitions in the
voice because it becomes dramatic. *Do not surrender yourself to the feeling only. It is too small for
tragedy. *Reciting is bad because it beautifies feelings. [*O motnTixSs ASyos 66v moémer vd elvan we€ds
otjv duiAia. TToéner vd Exeig yéuwoua uéoa oov xai pvBuovis wov vd évalldooovrar. *O &vBpwmos
oY ExerL oners 6€v ndver ToAAEG nivijoels. “Otav xiveioar ydvews tiv ovvéxewa. *Oi ueydies
GA1ieie mdvovrar Gnd 16 dyvo Aaixd xouwvd xal dnd Tovs 0wotd xaliieoynuévovs. *Nd uijv
megunoleioar T podon GAAd xai 16 vonud mg. *O Siavovueviouds otdv nBomoid 1o oTeQeveL Ty
ebaiolnoia. *Td toayixd 56v O6her moAAES petantdoes ot pwvi} yiati yivetar doapatixd. *Miv
aoriveoar pévo ovd ovvaioOnua. Elval Aiyo yud tiv toaywdia. *H drayyedia elvar xaxn yiati
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Photo 49 Chorus, The evocation to Darius, Aeschylus’ Persae, the Theatro Technis 1965

ibgaiojioiel ra ovvaiodrjpara.] Kouyioupi*fiq, Mtpriq, «Ayaji:Tilifve jxou cpCXe» (“My Dear Friend”), H
Ae”rj, issue no 62, February-March 1987, p. 156.
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Photo 50 Chorus, The evocation to Darius, Aeschylus’ Persae, the Theatro Technis 1965
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Koun’s direction came quite close to the existing practice of a more solemn, formalized
utterance of speech without reaching Rondiris’ level, but still not fundamentally different.
Manthos Krispis, reviewing the production in the London performance, focused primarily
on the Messenger who reminded him of “the worst moments of conventional acting” with
his “explicit and fake colorings of the voice”. “In some scenes of the play”, Krispis
continues, “the protagonists descended to the level of a correct realistic rendering” which
did not agree with the text or the style of the direction as this was represented in the

chorus.®’

On the whole Koun’s approach to tragedy moved within the aesthetic framework of
‘revival’ as this is discussed in Chapter IL°° Not only did he respect the form of the genre
but he also believed that it would be an “alien” action to tamper with the play’s poetic
form “because the play finds in this form its completion”.”! It is my contention, however,
that he did open the limits of the ‘revival’ by shifting the emphasis from the elocution of
dramatic speech to the movement of the body in space and its combination with the
utterance of speech. Furthermore he introduced a different concept of the form of
‘revival’ itself. He argued, “if the clear and frugal manifestation of thought is one of the
many virtues of the Ancient Greeks, that does not mean that there is only one single shape

for this expression [the expression of the manifestation of this thought]”.”> Thus he was

¥ Kpiomne, Mavloc, «O Kovv 8év 16Aunoe otovg ITépoes» (“Koun Was Not Brave Enough in Persae”),
Oéazpo, Nitoog, Khotag (ed.), issue no 20, March-April 1965, p. 70.

% See Chapter II, p.p. 86-8.

*' Kouv, Képohog, «Hyog xai xivnon» (“Sound and Movement”), in: Kdpodog Kovv: Kavovue Géazpo yia
v woyr uag (Kdarolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 164.

2 Av 1) xabapn xai At ExdiAwon tiic oxéyng elva pio &rd Tis moAAEs dOETES THY doyainwy
EAAivov, avtd Sév onuaiver mdg vrdoyet Eva xai pdvo oxfjua yid tiiv Exgoaon avti. Kooy,
Ké&porog, «T6 doxato Béatoo» (“Ancient Theatre”), in: Kdpodog Kovv: Kdvovue Béazpo yio v woxr pag
(Karolos Koun: We Create Theatre for Our Soul’s Sake), p. 35.
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opposed to the concept existing until then that was geared towards the assumption that
there is more or less one single most appropriate aesthetic approach in regard to

performances of tragedy.”

Koun’s approach and aesthetic style in tragedy reflected the history of the ‘sub-field’.
Besides his opposition to Rondiris’ and the National Theatre’s style, which can be
understood within the framework of the development of the ‘sub-field’ as a ‘field of
forces and struggles’ in Bourdieu’s terms, Koun’s aesthetic style in tragedy referred
aesthetically to both the Sikelianoi’s and Politis’ work. In fact, it is my contention that
Koun referred to the Sikelianoi’s and Politis’ work as a ‘Greek’ theatrical tradition in a
more complete and integral way than Rondiris did. Within that context his work reflected
ideas that w ere first expressed in the earlier history of the ‘ sub-field’. H owever, these

ideas were developed and taken aesthetically further.

Koun’s emphasis on the ritualistic, Dionysiac element of tragedy reflected the
Sikelianoi’s approach to tragedy. This emphasis led Koun, as it had led the Sikelianoi, to
place the chorus at the aesthetic centre of the performance and to use masks in order to
erase the small movements and the details of the face and preserve the volume and the
impersonal character of ’tragedy.94 Koun, however, approached and expressed these

principles in a different way from the Sikelianoi. In terms of the emphasis on the

% This approach is reflected in Koun’s broader approach to theatre and it is implied in many of his
discussions on ancient drama. See Kovv, Képorog, Miade Alwvag Béoteon (“Half a Century of
Theatre”) (originally published in To Brjua, 4-10-1981), in: Kapolog Kovv yia 1o Géatpo: Keiueva kou
Zvvevievéeis (Karolos Koun [speaking] about Theatre: Texts and Interviews), p.p. 107-18.

% Kovv, Kapohog, «H ‘EAAGSa nal i Toaywdio (M’ dpogpij 16 &véBaopa tov ITegodv» (“Greece and
Tragedy: On the Occasion of the Production of Persae”) and «Hyog xai ®ivnon» (“Sound and
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ritualistic character of tragedy, Koun was not interested in relating it with religiousness
and thus to approach it and aesthetically express it through the principles of Christianity
or another religion, as the Sikelianoi did. Although he based the chorus dance especially
in the evocation of Darius’ ghost in the Dervishes’ dance, it is important to note that this
aesthetic reference did not in any way denote in the performance a reference to the
Muslim religion. On the contrary, it created the impression of a paganistic and primitive
ritual, which was not confined in time. Within that framework the reference to the
Dervishes’ dance was used as an aesthetic basis of the movement of the body in ritual

and, in fact, an eastern ritual.

In the same way the aesthetic dominance of the chorus in the productions of the
Sikelianoi and Koun also differs both aesthetically and in terms of principle. In the
Sikelianoi’s production of Prometheus Bound the chorus of the Oceanids created the
atmosphere of the ritual by singing and dancing, but the meaning/message of the play was
transmitted and conveyed through the action of the protagonists. In Koun’s production of
Persae, on the contrary, the interpretation of the meaning/message of the play was
aesthetically transmitted and conveyed trough the movement of the body of the chorus. It
was not the action of the play, as it was unfolded through the episodes, that transmitted
the meaning, but the way the body of the chorus received and expressed in movement the
action of the play that transmitted the meaning in the performance. It is probably this
difference o f principles that accounts for the difference in the use o f masks. Although

both the Sikelianoi and Koun used masks in order to convey the volume and the

Movement”), in: Kdpodog Kovv: Kdvovue Géatpo yia v woyij pos (Kdarolos Koun: We Create Theatre for
Our Soul’s Sake).
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impersonal character of tragedy, in the Sikelianoi’s production it is the protagonists who

wore masks whilst in Koun it is the chorus members.”

The emphasis on the preservation of individual characteristics in the presentation of the
chorus is reminiscent of Politis’ approach to the tragic chorus.”® This approach was
expressed in its most complete form in the 1927 production of Hecuba where Politis used
seven chorus leaders. Koun did not attend that performance since at that time he was still
a pupil at Robert College in Constantinople. In Persae, however, he used seven chorus
leaders, as Politis had done in Hecuba. Also similarly to Politis, Tsarouhis, with Koun’s
consent, used slight differences in the costumes of the chorus members to denote
individual characteristics within the group of the chorus. This idea first appeared in the
1927 Hecuba production, but Politis also used it in his productions of tragedy in the
National Theatre, especially in the 1933 production of Oedipus Tyrannus. We know that
Koun had attended these performances. In fact, he confessed that he owed the decision to
become professionally engaged in theatre directing to Politis’ 1932 production of

Aeschylus’ Agamemnon and the 1933 production of Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus.”

% It is interesting to note that in the photograph no 44 which depicts Darius’ ghost, it is shown that Dimitris
Chatzimarkos, who acted the part, also wore a mask similar to the one the chorus wore. In that sense Koun
preserved the distance of Darius but created an aesthetic unity between Darius and the chorus which
enhanced the way the chorus feels and talks about him.

%It is interesting to note the difference of Politis’ position in the field of literature and in the field of theatre.
In literature the literary generation of the 1930s was strongly opposed to Politis’ views on literature. See
Katibng, Aviwvng, Moviepviauds kai «mapadoon» atny eEAAnvikn téxvn Tov uecomodépov (Modernism and
“Tradition” in the Greek Art of the InterwarPeriod). However, in theatre Koun referred to Politis in a
positive way. The difference has to be sought in a different categorization of generations. For the literary
generation of the 1930s Politis belonged to the immediately previous artistic generation. In theatre the
presence of Rondiris between Politis and Koun placed Politis in the position of the artistic ‘grandfather’ of
the latter. On the relations between artistic generations see Bourdieu, Pierre, The Field of Cultural
Production, p. 58.

*7 See IInkyog, Tdpyoc, «OAGKANPN N {on Tov Képokov Kovv 610 B£atpo émmg o idtog thv apnynénke
Aiyo npwv ne@aver» (“The Entire Life of Karolos Koun in Theatre as he Narrated it himself Shortly Before is
Death”), Ta Néa, February, 24rth, 1987.
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Finally, also reminiscent of Politis’ ideas, is Koun’s drawing from Karagiozis both during
the period of the Laiki Skené as well as in his Théatro Technis productions of ancient
comedy. As I discussed in Chapter IV, Politis argued for the use of the popular shadow

8 In that sense Koun

theatre of Karagiozis as a basis for a ‘Greek’ style of theatre.’
materialised Politis’ cultural suggestion using as the basis of his productions of ancient

comedy the shadow theatre of Karagiozis.

Within that framework Koun’s work in tragedy completed the development of the ‘sub-
field of restricted theatrical production’ in Greece during the period I discuss. Koun’s
aesthetic references to Politis and the Sikelianoi as well as Rondiris’ less explicit
references to them denote, in my opinion, the function of the first phase of the
development of the ‘sub-field’ as a ‘Greek’ theatrical tradition to draw from. Within that
context it is my contention that, during the second phase of the development of the ‘sub-
field’ and especially with Koun’s presence, the ‘sub-field’s’ history became “more and
more linked to the field’s specific history and to it alone”.”® This development, that
reached its most dynamic moment in the 1960s, ceased abruptly with the 1967 coup d’
état that forced theatre directors to change their aims in theatre. Instead of aesthetic
quests they sought ways to express theatrically their political opposition to the

dictatorship.

%8 1 have to note, however, that Politis referred to the use of Karagiozis as a source to draw from in drama
rather than in performance.
% Bourdieu, Pierre, The field of cultural production, p. 266.
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Conclusions

The making of a ‘Greek’ aesthetic style of performance: Schools and
tendencies

The first half of the twentieth century was a period during which the constitution of Greek
culture revolved around the concept of ‘Greekness’ and ‘Greek’ art. Cultural production
became concerned with the recovery and reclamation of an indigenous culture that would
serve as a tradition from w hich c ontemporary ‘Greek’ c ulture ¢ ould d raw. W ithin t hat

framework the ‘Greekness’ of an artistic product consisted of its symbolic capital.

The issue of ‘Greekness’ and the production of ‘Greek’ art has been thoroughly discussed
in literature and painting. In contrast the analogous discussion in theatre has not until
now touched seriously on this issue. Firstly, because research in Greece until recently
placed weight on the dramatic texts rather than performance. However, dramatic texts
during the period I discuss in this thesis had not reached the point of presenting works of
art rich in symbolic capital. Secondly, because the production of ancient tragedy that was
linked with the issue of ‘Greekness and ‘Greek’ theatre was also charged with a suspected
relationship to the ‘worship of antiquity’ which expressed the nineteenth-century pre-
capitalist aesthetic ideology. Thus, although the notion of the inseparable link between
performances of ancient tragedy and the ideologem of hellenikdtita in the twentieth
century had been at times pointed out or implied both by theorists and artists, it had not
been thoroughly discussed and explained in relation to particular styles of production.

Nor had there been a study that brought together in discussion and examined the
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interrelations between the issues of performances of tragedy, Greek national identity and
the constitution of Greek culture. It is precisely those issues that this thesis has discussed
and it has maintained that the performances of ancient tragedy during this period
constituted a ‘Greek’ aesthetic style of performance and participated equally with works

of art in other cultural fields in the production of ‘Greek’ culture.

In order to explain the development of the phenomenon of producing ancient tragedy in
Greece during the period 1919-1967, I used Bourdieu’s model of analysis in the field of
cultural production. However, I revised this model in view of more recent theoretical
approaches to theatre that, besides drama, shifted the attention of their study to include
the subject of performance. Within that framework I understood theatre as consisting of
an independent field which is essentially a double field since it comprises both fields the
field of drama and the field of performance. Each of the two fields consists of its own
‘positions’ and ‘position-takings’. The structuring of a dynamic field of theatrical
production is characterised by the co-existence of equally dynamic fields of drama and
performance and the evolution of a strong relationship, or rather of a positive

interdependence, between them.

Using Bourdieu’s model of analysis within the framework of its revision in terms of the
particularity of the field of theatrical production, I have explained that, due to the inability
of the field of drama to produce new works rich in symbolic capital, Greek theatre used
the symbolic capital of ancient tragedy as dramatic text. Thus I argued that during the

period 1919 to 1967 tragedy acquired the ‘position of consecrated Greek drama’ in
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Bourdieu’s terms. This was combined with the appearance of the theatre director in
Greece and the recognition of performance as an art form per se, which denoted the
comprehension of performance in contemporary aesthetic terms. In their turn these
developments enabled the structuring and development of a ‘sub-field of theatrical
restricted production’ that, as I have argued, in Greece became linked with productions of

tragedy.

The promotion of tragedy in the position of ‘consecrated Greek drama’ and the
subsequent structuring of a ‘sub-field of restricted production’ on the axis of productions
of tragedy presupposed the cultural appropriation of tragedy within the framework of the
aesthetic ideology of the capitalist class. This aesthetic ideology, which was first
expressed by the literary generation of the 1880s and reached its most mature expression
in the literary generation of the 1930s, was based on the claim of the continuity of the
Greek nation through the ages. It adhered to the constitution of a Greek cultural
production that was shaped around the demand for the creation of cultural products that
could be characterised as ‘purely Greek’. Furthermore in its most mature expression it
promoted the idea of ‘Greek uniqueness’ and ‘Greek Héllenism’ facing Europe as a rival
and expressing a positive, dynamic and explicit notion of the Greek national identity.
Thus cultural production in Greece became inseparably linked with the issue of
hellenikotita. However, as the concept of hellenikotita was not fixed or static, a discourse
on hellenikotita and Greek art was articulated and developed in the field of Greek cultural

production during this period.
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The cultural appropriation of tragedy within the contemporary cultural and aesthetic
terms was a sine qua non condition in order that the productions of tragedy could
participate in the constitution of Greek culture during that period. It involved the
approach and understanding of tragedy through the Byzantine and the more recent period
of what was regarded as ‘Greek’ culture. The process of cultural appropriation of tragedy
within contemporary cultural and aesthetic Greek terms was accomplished initially in the
literary field via the literary translation of tragic plays in demotiki. 1 have argued that the
cultural importance of this literary appropriation was that it introduced ancient tragedy
and made it a part in the aesthetic linguistic quests and the linguistic and literary
‘tradition’ that the progressive capitalist artists invoked. The process of tragedy’s cultural
appropriation was completed in the field of performance through the productions of
tragedy, where, in fact, the cultural appropriation of Ancient Greece and the renegotiation
of tragedy within contemporary cultural and aesthetic terms constituted the base of the
aesthetic style/s of the performances of tragic plays that were proposed from 1919

onwards.

The primary issue of the proposed aesthetic styles of performances of tragedy was their
claim to hellenikdtita, since their ‘Greekness’ consisted of their symbolic capital. It is not
surprising, therefore, that the issue of hellenikétita was pivotal in the structuring of the
‘sub-field of theatrical restricted production’ and the stakes in the ‘sub-field’ involved
precisely the question of which could be characterised as a ‘purely Greek’ aesthetic style
of performance. The lack, however, of an existing ‘Greek’ theatrical tradition to draw
from forced the constitution of aesthetic style/s from scratch. Thus the constitution of

aesthetic style/s was based on the use, on the one hand, of the entirety of what was
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regarded as ‘Greek’ culture and, on the other, of European theatrical movements and
tendencies, which, as I have argued, were renegotiated within Greek cultural terms.
Within that framework the production of tragedy met the two challenges that the
constitution of ‘Greek’ culture faced during that period. The first one consisted of the
particular way in which Ancient Greek tragedy would be creatively incorporated in
Modemn Greek theatre. The second consisted of the unavoidable reference to the
European theatrical tradition in such a way that it would lead to styles of performances
that could claim an originality which would be characterised as ‘purely Greek’ and thus
they would face Europe as a rival. It is my contention that it is precisely the constitution
of aesthetic style/s within these terms that allows us to speak of the constitution of

‘Greek’ style/s of performance.

The aesthetic styles of performances during the period I discuss moved within an
aesthetic form which became known as the ‘revival of ancient tragedy’. This consisted of
a set of aesthetic principles that were based on and promoted the claim of the unity of the
Greek nation through the ages. In that sense this form was considered to be the ‘Greek’
way of performing tragedies and it ascertained the ‘Greekness’ of a style of a
performance. The form of ‘revival’ functioned during this period as ‘a structural law’, in
Bourdieu’s terms that imposed the limits and rules of the legitimisation of a style of
performance. The claim on the ‘Greekness’ of an aesthetic style of performance involved
also the dispute over the orthodoxy of the understanding and expression of the form of
‘revival’. Both claims were inseparably linked to the way each director conceived and
expressed his notion of hellenikotita, which led to the approach to and re-negotiation of

tragedy through specific ‘Greek’ cultural references each time, the constitution of
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aesthetic style/s based on the drawing of particular aesthetic elements from the entirety of
what was considered to be ‘Greek’ culture and finally the re-negotiation and use of
particular European theatrical movements. Within this context we may speak of the
articulation and development of a discourse on hellenikotita and performances of tragedy
equivalent to similar discourses articulated in the other cultural fields, especially that of
literature, during this period. It would be interesting in a future study to discuss whether
this discourse on hellenikotita and performances of tragedy and the ‘Greek’ aesthetic
styles of these productions influenced the style of productions of other theatrical genres in
Greece during this p eriod and especially p roductions o f ¢ lassic theatre and o f M odern

Greek Renaissance theatre.

Central to the development of the ‘sub-field’ was the aesthetic interrelation of the work of
the directors that acquired ‘position-takings’ in the ‘sub-field’. Although part of the
habitus of these directors was the denial of such aesthetic interrelations as a means to
underline the uniqueness of their approach and thus to support their claim over its
orthodoxy, a closer study of their work proved otherwise. I have argued, discussing the
work of the five directors most representative of the tendencies in the ‘sub-field’ that
from Politis onwards the aesthetic proposition/s of each artist evolved in dialogue in the
work of others. In that sense the work of each director in the ‘sub-field’ consisted of a
‘Greek’ theatrical reference and functioned within the framework of a ‘Greek’ theatrical
tradition. Thus it is my contention that during this period the history of the ‘sub-field’

became “more and more linked to the field’s specific history and to it alone”.!

! Bourdieu, Pierre, The field of cultural production, p. 266
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It is a common acceptance that in the course of this history, especially in the second phase
of the development of the ‘sub-field’, we may speak of two Schools in regard to styles of
performances of tragedy: the School of the National Theatre and the School of Théatro
Technis. It is my contention, however, that studying the entirety of the development of
the field and taking into consideration the cohesion of its structuring and development we
can distinguish two main artistic tendencies that were prominent from the beginning of
the constitution of the ‘sub-field’. These tendencies adhere to two different conceptions of
artistic creation; that of ‘objective art’ shaped initially around Goethe’s ideas on art and
that of aesthetic experience that refer to Wagner and modernism. Each of these two
tendencies signified a different approach to the genre of tragedy and led consequently to a
primary difference of aesthetic styles. Moreover these tendencies formed the basis of the

creation of the two Schools in the second phase of the development of the ‘sub-field’.

The tendency of ‘objective art’ was expressed in the work of Fotos Politis and Dimitris
Rondiris and formed the basis of the School of the National Theatre. The styles that
moved within the framework of this tendency focused on the concept that the eternal and
diachronic truths that tragedy expressed had to be presented in an aesthetic way that
would bring forward the idea of tragic man as the individual that creates freely and
responsibly his or her own life. In that sense they placed emphasis on the secular
character of tragedy claiming that the emotional impact of tragedy was in its essence
dramatic since its religiousness was expressed through the dramatic form. Thus the
pivotal issue in the proposition of these styles was the quest for the ‘aesthetic truth’ of a

performance of tragedy that characterised not only the creation of a style, but also its
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reception.  Performance was conceived as an ‘aesthetic event’. This approach
characterised also R ondiris’ w ork d espite his reference to the religiousness o f tragedy.
This reference, as I have argued, was conceived and rendered in an aesthetic way that did
not question the comprehension of performance as an aesthetic secular event. The main
principle of these styles was the emphasis on the individual, thus no masks were used.
The emphasis on the individual stylistically led to the creation of a ‘Greek’ style of acting

that focused primarily on the elocution of the Greek language.

The tendency of aesthetic e xperience w as e xpressed in the work o f the S ikelianoi and
Karolos Koun and consisted of the basis of the School of the Théatro Technis. The
aesthetic styles that moved within this tendency placed emphasis on the religious,
ritualistic character of tragedy. They aimed at rendering this character in contemporary
times either by approaching tragedy through Christianity and the Orthodox Mass, as the
Sikelianoi did, or through the Greek popular festivities and rituals, as Koun did. Within
this context the creation and reception of the aesthetic styles was geared towards the
conception of the performances of tragedy as a collective experience. This was expressed,
on the one hand, in the aesthetic dominance of the chorus, since its presentation consisted
of the core of these aesthetic styles, and, on the other, in the use of masks which were
considered to erase the small movements and the details of the face and to preserve the

volume and the impersonal character of tragedy.

These two aesthetic tendencies represented by the Schools of the National Theatre and of
the Théatro Technis created two blocks of a ‘Greek’ performance tradition whose

influence may be seen even today. Within that framework it is my contention that Greek
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theatre during the period 1919-1967 succeeded in creating a ‘Greek’ style of performance
in regard to productions o f tragedy. T hese styles drew from the entirety of what was
regarded as ‘Greek’ culture and used European theatre as their theatrical tradition, re-
negotiating it, however, in ‘Greek’ cultural terms. In that sense the Greek performances
of tragedy during the period I have discussed moved within the aesthetic frame of
European theatrical movements and tendencies from the end of the eighteenth century to

the second half of the twentieth and consist of the Greek part of European theatre history.
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