G.J.B. ANDREIOMENOS

THE POLITICS OF RECEPTION: KALVOS AND THE GREEK
LEFT*

I

Before World War II several scholars had attempted to associate the
historical context, particularly Swiss and French Philhellenism, with the twenty
odes. Some of them made a link between the social circumstances of Zakynthos
and Livorno, and the poetry of the Zantiot bard. Very few had noted the
democratic and antidespotic characteristics of /Av¥pa and Awvpixd, and their
relation with the ideals of the French Revolution. The majority of scholars
tended merely to describe the events of Kalvos’s life, and to interpret the odes
without suspecting their obvious political character or taking their close
connection with the turbulent European political situation seriously. Kalvos
remained a figure representing an idealistic atmosphere of Hellenism, Romanti-
cism or Neoclassicism. He was primarily seen as the poet of the Idea, the
puritan of Virtue, the fervent Patriot with strange manners, language and
versification, the inspired poet with the amazing imagery heralding the revival
of ancient Greek grandeur, Foscolo’s student, the new Pindar, the liberal
spirit, the lonely and tormented literary figure, as well as the heretic of poetry,
the shy poet with the unacceptable linguistic and metric forms, an opponent
of Solomos and the demotic language, and such like. Of the very few intel-
lectuals who had distinguished the political aspects of Kalvos’s life and poetic
work, Spiridon Sturaitis, Kleon Paraschos, Leon Kukulas, Stratis Tsirkas,
Nikos A. Veis and, from a different point of view, N. B. Tomadakis, are the
most notable.

This is understandable, since the horizon of expectations of readers and
the general tendencies of the critics were orientated towards different aesthetic
and literary principles at different times. It was quite difficult, especially with

* This is a version of a paper delivered in the Conference: Byzantine and Modern Greek
Studies: The Next Wave, Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio, October 12-14, 1990. For
the transliteration of Greek names or words into English, I follow the system of translitera-
tion as given in the Journal of Modern Greek Studies, vol.4,n.1, May 1986, pp. 64-66.



240 G. J. B. Andreiomenos

the rise of Fascism in Greece in the 1930s, to view Kalvos’s life and work
through a dialectical historical perspective. The resistance during the German
occupation of Greece, with its wide popular base, offered an opportunity to
the Greek Left not just to organise systematically but to flex its intellectual and
political power. It is no coincidence that Kukulas’s ode to Kalvos and Tsir-
kas’s review of Seferis’s preface to the edition of Kalvos’s poems both ap-
peared during the occupation. Although both these intellectuals kept very
close contacts with the circles of the Greek Left, the nature of their contribu-
tions to Kalvian Studies does not entirely correspond to the main lines of
post-War left critiques. Kukulas’s ode is distinguished for its highly anti-
fascist and patriotic content whilst Tsirkas’s review is chiefly concerned with
Seferis’s opinions and discusses them from a patriotic and anti-poésie-pure
point of view. Thus, one can say that the most common characteristic of the
pre-War left critiques on Kalvos was their liberal spirit and patriotic enthu-
siasm. The patriotism of the Left manifested itself differently to “bourgeois”
criticism. It was primarily connected with the struggle for political liberalism
and the ideals of Socialism.

The first post-War years were very hard indeed, because of the Civil War
(1946-1949) and its direct political and social consequences. Yet in the 1950s,
which were very difficult years for the Greek Left, its scholars started to
occupy themselves systematically with the poet of the odes. They were vigo-
rously opposed to idealistic interpretations of literary work and particularly
to the artistic view of ’art pcur I’art. They tended to connect Kalvos’s literary
work with the various political and social circumstances of its age. Thus, new
aspects of the personality and the poetry of the Zantiot bard were elaborated
and there was an upsurge of detailed research into his life and work from an
cntirely new perspective. Its chief object was not to establish the unquestion-
able poetic value of the odes but mainly to reconsider and develop other aspects
of them.

Il

Markos Avgeris was a literary critic and intellectual of the Left. Around
the middle of the ’50s, he published a very significant essay on Kalvos, in which
he approached the life and work of the poet in a new light!. Avgeris connects

1. The first publication of the essay is in Zdxwog, 1954, See also, inter alia, Markos
Avgeris, «O KdABog ¥’ n emoxn tov», in Kawovgyia Enoyy, Athens: Difros, Summer
1957, pp. 124-129 [= Yiannis Gudelis, AvBoloyia tng obyxgovns xgurieds. Iloinan -
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the fervent patriotism and the nationalistic enthusiasm of the Heptanesians
with Kalvos’s and Solomos’s poetic texts, according to him the most skilful
and patriotic personal poetry of modern Greece. This poetry was the natural
continuation of Rigas Ferreos’s revolutionary songs and had been obviously
influenced by the revolutionary turmoil which spread all over Europe in the
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, as a consequence of the French
Revolution and the ideas of the Enlightenment.

Avgeris claims that the revolutionary events of 1797 in Zakynthos after
the arrival of the French army, the rebellious patriotism and the liberal tenden-
cies of Italy (particularly Kalvos’s relationship with Ugo Foscolo), the de-
mocratic environment of England, Switzerland and France (where the poet
lived for a long time), and the struggle of the Greeks for their freedom and inde-
pendence, all played a part in forming the literary and political character of the
Zantiot bard. Kalvos’s poetry had been inspired by the principles of the en-
lightened humanism of his time. This is the main reason for the rebellious
patriotism and the continuous praise of Virtue in the twenty odes. The revolu-
tionary democratic ideology was a basic characteristic of many intellectuals of
Kalvos’s period.

Avgeris tends to use modern terminology to describe the historical and
social circumstances of Kalvos’s age. But he also uses established terms albeit
attaching a different meaning to them. His method is definitely a Marxist one
(he directly quotes, for instance, the theoretician of Socialist Realism, Plekha-
nov)Z2 Subsequently, Avgeris insisted on the elucidation of Kalvian Virtue and
the political aspects of Adpa and Avgixd, as well as their classical and romantic
sides (he relates the classicism of the odes to the corresponding beliefs of “bour-
geois” democracy), whilst noting their idiosyncratic form, style, versification,
and their language which tend to follow the linguistic position of Adamandios
Koraes.

Meloyoapia, Athens: Difros 1959, pp. 44-49; Markos Avgeris, 'EAAnpvec Aoyotéyves. Zo-
Awuds - KdiAfoc - Wuydgnc - IMalapds - Kalavilaxnc - Zepéonc, [Athens:] Themelio
[1966], pp. 69-87; 'Eiinve; Aoyotréyves, [Athens:] lkaros [*1971], pp. 51-65; 'EAAnvec
Aoyotéyves, Athens: Buras #1982, pp. 51-65; (the first edition of ‘EAdnvec Aoyotréyvec...,
by Ikaros [Athens, n.d.], pp. 53-65); the essay can be also found in A. Kdlfov 'Anavza,
[Athens:] Mermingas [n.d.], vol. I, pp. 183-193, and in Mdgxov Avyéen, 'Anavra. (Aicbn-
Tind - Koutind, Oewonrind - Koutind, 10codoyied Znriuara Téxyve). Topog npdrog: At-
oOntikd - Kpitikd. [Athens:] «Nea Tehni» [n.d.], pp. 57-69. I shall be quoting from the
publication of Avgeris’s essay by the «(Nea Tehni»].

2. Ibid., p. 63: e xaipods exavactatikovs N TEXVN rivetal naidaywyds tov Aadbv,
napampei o [Miexavooen.
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Concluding his essay, Avgeris analyses the nature of Kalvian Liberty, and
demonstrates its undeniable topicality throughout time:

ISwitepa ofpepa, unpootd otn diya Tng gievlepiag, mov Eeon-
KOVEL TOVG Aaol¢g TNG YNG KAl oTNV TEPLYPOVNON KAl GTNV ANO-
GTpoPN TPog OAlovg Tovg Sovhkovg cupPifacpods, Tov YaPUKTN-
piler tovg Aaikolg ayoveg, i moinon tov KdiPov akovetar p’
eEaipetikf) d0vapn kair mapovoidletal oo PO QOVH CTMUEPLVH KL
orotera emikaipn. Awpalovrag, Adyov yapm, tic ‘Evyég tov,
gival oo v’ akovpe 1N Lovtavi @ovi Tov va vyoveta wépa and
TOvg TaPovg kal va divel oto £Bvog eviorég aywytig, Oyl ma Yo
Eenepacopévoug Kalpovg, tapd yia Tig {81e¢ TIg ONUEPLVEG KATAGTA-
GEelg Kal Yl Tn onpepivi €Bvikn mopeia pag. [...] H moinon tov
KdAiBov axodetar mavta cav eyepriplo caimopa. Eivar 1o odh-
mopa t1¢ Anupoxpartiag, wov diydel mavra elevbepia, 1ooTNTA KOl
Sikatoobvn, oroéva peyaritepn, ohoéva mhatvtepnd.

The echoes from the complicated Greek political situation of the 1950s are
obvious. And it is not without significance that Avgeris chooses the rather
“political” ode “At Evyai” to support his stance more effectively.

These views constitute the main positions of the criticism of the Left in
Greece on Kalvos during this period. In other words, Avgeris’s essay was, for
the scholarly circles of the Greek Left, a kind of aesthetic manifesto, as regards
the interpretation of Kalvos’s life and work?.

M.M. Papaioannu referred to the Zantiot bard in a brief article in the
newspaper H Avys), in which he emphasised the liberal and political character
of the odes, whilst critically reviewing the assessments of other intellectuals on

3. Ibid., pp. 68, 69.

4. For other references to the Zantiot bard by Markos Avgeris, see Markos Avgeris,
‘Ayyelog Zixeiavds. Koitixiy Meiérn, [Athens:] Themelio [21966], pp. 105, 114-115;
'Eldnpec  Aoyotéyves..., op. cit., [1966], pp. 37, 44, 53, 151; Eicaywyr ormy edinvucy
noinen wxar neloypapia, [Athens:] Themelio [21967], pp. 113-114, 138-139; Ewaywyi otnv
EMnvixry Iloinon, [Athens:] Kedros [1971], pp. 111-112, 136-137; Znrijpuara ¢ Aoyo-
teyvias pag, Athens: «Sinhroni Epohi» 1979, pp. 14, 149-150; Mdpxov Avyéen, 'Anavra...,
ap. cit., pp. 244-245, 259-260. Cf. also, Kiriakos Simopulos, «O Mdpxog AvyEpng kpitikdg
¢ Aoyotexviac», in Apiégwua orov Mdgxo Avyéen, [Athens:] Kedros 1976, pp. 325,
326; Kostas Steryiopulos, «H ¢@uoloyveapia xai n toinon tov Avyépn», ibid., p. 360; Yior-
gos A. Panayiotu, «Evlupéopar Adyov. Erayiotn couBorfy otn Biprioypagia Avyépn»,
ibid., p. 381 (n. 40); Yiannis Nikolopulos, Mdgxoc Avyégng. O Avrisrasiaxds. H {wi, 0
égyo xar n enoyrj Tov, [Athens:] Thukididis 1984, pp. 83-84, 126-127.
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the literary value of the “Poet of Virtue™®. According to Papaioannu, Andreas
Kalvos was primarily a poet committed to the purposes and the ideals of the
Greek Revolution; he published his odes in order to propagate the feats of the
fighters, and the Philhellenic Committees undertook the responsibility for their
translation and circulation almost immediately after their first publication.
Subsequently, Papaioannu refuted certain views of Seferis, Elytis, and
Apostolakis on Kalvos, and denounced the practice of K. Paraschos and X.
Lefkoparidis, of quoting only selected excerpts from Kalvos’s work in their
Anthology of Modern Gregk Poetry. Papaioannu was intent on opposing
these well known reprcscntéﬁ\})cé of the “generation of the ’30s” and the entire
“bourgeois” criticism establishment; his assessments, especially of the con-
tributions by Elytis and Paraschos, are unfair. But animosity against poésie
pure and the views of the “bourgeois™ critics is understandable, given the poli-
tical and social context of that period. What Papaioannu called the “conserva-
tive” artistic, philosophical and sociological ideas of the “generation of the
’30s” were the chief targets which had to be opposed®. It is characteristic, that
in the same issue of the newspaper H Avy7, five stanzas from the ode “At

5. M. M. Papaioannu, «I'ia pia @uAerevBepn matpioTikn Aoyoteyvia. Orv apvntég
touv KaApown», in H Avyij, 25 March 1955, p. 2. [An almost identical article, under the title
«Parvopeva axpfs kal napaxpic otn NeoeAinviki IToinon», was reprinted in EniBecdonon
Téyvng, vol. 3, n. 15, March 1956, pp. 215-219].

6. See H Avyij, op. cit.: «And mAatiobg 8popuovg Kal and crevopipia, GALOTE anpo-
Ka@Avnto Kal GAAOTE KPLEQ, Ol YEVIEGC —Kal TEPLEGGOTEPO M AEYOUEVN “YeEvid Tov 30 (Evag
OpPIOHEVOG KUKAOG AOYOTEXVOV)— 1oL and Tnv apyf to0Tov Tov aibva ennpealoviat and
xoopoBempicc avridpaotikéc, Tyav va Bayouvv (| va TNG APaIPEGOLY TNV ENAVACTATIKO-
wta) Tnv noinom tov 1821.[...] H rolepikf mov tpravra téca xpovia acknOnke xatd tng
RATPLOTIKN G MOINoNG, CLVOSELOVIAY TAVIOTE UE UIX TOAEMIKT YEVIKG KATG THG EAANVIKAG
TPOOSELTIKNG AOYOTEXVIAS, KAT® an’ 10 TPOSYNUA TOL ROAEHOL Katd Tn¢ ndoypagias xat
TOL ‘EMAPYLOTIONOD’ KAl CLYYPOVAOG UE X TPOKATON RPOG TOV KOCHONOALTIGUO, TN QU-
A pag xat to anloud pag péoa ot aidreg xopeg. To advvdtiopa Tov TATPLOTICUOD KAl TO
Suvapmua Tov KOGHOTOMTIONOD Eival Yvopicpata Katl ta 300 NG Ypauuns, Tov aKoAov-
Bnoe 1 ‘yevid tov 30° xai tov 1600 kabapa anodeiyTnKe KATAGTPENRTIKA KAl Yia T Aoyo-
texvia kat ya tnv natpida péoa ota xpovia tng katoxnc xat katomy icape ofuepa. Or
KQTAGTPENTIKEG CUVERELEG QUTNG TNG YPAUMNE @aivetal mw¢g dievkoAldvovy pepikog Ao-
Yotéxves va Souvv xaAUTEPE KAl va@ GTPAPOVY TPOG TOV TOMO TOUG KAl TPOG TOLG avlpd-
noug Tov, O6Te¢ Oa aTpEPovrav TPog T alnivég INYES TNG KAAMTEXVIKAG KAl TNG avlph-
nmvng dnuovpyiag. Ag eATicovpe T autod fa eival pia véa apetnpia via xaivodpyia 8n-
Hiovpylka EEXIVANATE Kal TOS auTT TN 9opad ot Sidaxég tov ZoAmuov, tov Kdlpov, tov Ba-
Aawpitn, tov IMakapd, Tov ZikehMavoL kat Tov Bapvain 8¢ Oa Anopovn@olv. Ag eAnicou-
HE axopa ¢ avth TN opa Se Ba Eexaotoby o1 Aaxtdpeg Tov Aao¥ yia Tpdodo kat elev-
Oepia, mov péVOV aUTES uROpPOLY Vo YoViHoROiooLvY KGOE kivnon pésa otnv tExvny.
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Evyxai” and one from “Eig Zauov” are published in order to demonstrate the
political side of Kalvos’s poetry?.

Later, Papaioannu referred again to the Zantiot bard and briefly restated
the main conclusions of his article and Avgeris’s essay. This is also true of his
latest publication on Kalvos, in which Papaioannu connects the central sub-
ject of the ode “A1Evyai” with Alexandros Mavrokordatos’s political efforts
to bring Greece under British protection®.

Speaking about Dionisios Solomos, Kostas Varnalis, the well known poet
and intellectual, maintained that Kalvos knew modern Greek well and that he
belonged to the vanguard of contemporary literary production which was
opposed to intellectual and political reaction®. Varnalis sang Solomos’s “Li-
berty” and Kalvos’s “Virtue” twice in his poetry: in his poems “O Aadg dev
neBaiver” and “To ‘Nav’ tngIotopiag” in hiscollection Eledfepos Kdouog™®.
The titles of the collection and the poems indicate how the towering literary
figures of the Greek Left perceived Solomos and Kalvos as poets who were
leaders, demonstrating the path of national honour and political liberty. In
the second of the two poems, Varnalis adds the examples of Palamas and
Mavilis to those of Solomos and Kalvos. The echoes of the very complicated
social situation of the time, with the Left under political persecution, become
apparent again. In 1960, Varnalis delivered a speech on the poet of the odes,
on the occasion of the transfer of Kalvos’s remains from Louth, England, to
Zakynthosl. Varnalis claimed that the Zantiot bard, together with Solomos

7. Anonymous, «AvBoAioyia Tov Ewkootéva. O peydhor moimtai otnv vrnpecia g
EAevOepiacy», ibid., p. 2.

8. See M. M. Papaioannu, «Axkuf Kol mapakput] oIy moinon», in And rov Wuyden
atov I'2nmvd, Athens: Filippotis 1986 [Kpitikfi - Meketfipata, 28], pp. 78-92; see also, M.
M. Papaioannu, «MeAétn. Ot 1G10piKég TNYég TV epmvevaewv Tov KdAfov n wdn ‘Al
EYXAT'», in Néa Enoyij, n. 196, Limassol, May-June 1989, pp. 13-18.

9. See Kostas Varnalis, «Aiapopa apOpa: I. O Torowuds HEepe eAAnvikad;», in Zodw-
uwed - O Xodwuds ywelc perapuowd - Ot aroyxacuol tov momri) x.1.A. - Adidpopa doboa,
[Athens:] «O Kedros» [1957], p. 125. See also, Kostas Varnalis, «Awdpopa apbpa: X. ITown-
kN avdpayabdia», ibid., pp. 162-163.

10. See Kostas Varnalis, Fled0egos Kdouog, Athens: «Kedros» 21965, pp. 55, 82; cf.
Yiorgos Veludis, «O coloutkdg Bépvaine», in Ilgordoews. Aexanévre yeapparoloyixés
doxiués. Athens: Kedros [1981], pp. 50-51 (cf. To Brjua, 28 December 1974, p. 4).

11. See Kostas Varnalis, «O Kd&ABog Odnyoe», in H Erawia Elijvov Aoyotexvawv
Tipder Tov Kdlfo oto EAdpusd Aaixd Oédarpo (‘Adoog), [Athens 1960], p. [14]. I do not
know whether this speech was ever published or not; I have in mind only the edition of a
passage from this address, in Avdpéa KdAfov 'Anavra.(H Adpa - Avgixd ). Exoayayn Eno-
pov “Mviwvd, Nicosia: «Keryneia» 11988, pp. 153-154.
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and the Folk Song, constituted a kind of progressive intellectual leadership of
the Greek people who were in revolt. At the same time, he took the opportuni-
ty to express his disapproval of one of the chief tendencies of “bourgeois™ criti-
cism, according to which the real poet must not connect his work with the
expression of a particular political line. Once more, the attempt of left wing
criticism to give a political, theoretical and aesthetic answer to the “representa-
tives” of the other side is obvious!2.

In 1959 George Valetas published the ode “Eic Ehaiav "Ypvog”. In agree-
ment with D. Ginis’s view!?, he attributes the poem to Andreas Kalvos; he
finds a resilient, symbolic, and patriotic character in the ode, and he places
it amongst the best Kalvian poems!%. Some later references of Valetas to the
“Poet of Virtue” are of no special interest!S.

ITL

The intellectual of the Greek Left who gave a significant impetus to Kal-
vian Studies and provided the basic elements for an entirely new perspective to
Kalvos’s life and work, is the poet’s compatriot Porfiris Konidis, well known

12. See the opinions of Kostas Vamalis in Avdgéa Kdiflov 'Anavra..., op. cit., p. 154:
«O1 oTavpPoPOPOL TNG ‘arOALTNG OHOPPLAS’, TOov AfyovTal kU ‘aveldptnta mveduata’, 1GYL-
pifovtal rw¢ N aebnTikn dnuiovpyia dev npénel va mapacvpetat an’ tnv el pon Tng
TPaYHATIKOTNTAG KU ENONEVOS 88 oTéKEL otV aflonpéneld TnG va kavel ToAittikt. Na pnv
avakatevETal UE Tov Aad, 0tav aywviletat ya 6,TL TOALTIUATEPO EYoLV OX’ o1 avBpwrot:
Y Aevtepild, dikatoobvn ki’ alfBela. AvoTux®G Ot EBVIKOL TOINTEC KAVOUVE “TOALTIKT .
Kat xapn otny ToATikn Toug eivat peydrot ket {wvtavoi 6° 6Aovg Toug katpovs. To Kakod
gival g T° ‘avedptnta Avedpate’ sival nodd eEaptnuéva katl KGVOULVE KL QUTE TOALTIKT,
Ho TN XELPOTEPN: WOALTIKT apvnTikT... [evikd Sev vmapyer Téxvn eEonolitikn, onwg Sev
vrdpyetl kat Aikatootvn kat HOikf xat ©pnokeia ki° Emothun. To mpoéBAinpa eival ndg
moltevETal 0 KA0e TOUEAS TOV TVELUATIKOU Ha¢ TOATICHOV: OeTikd f) apvnTiKd, Tpoo-
Sevtikd ©| avactaitikd, viép Tov Zuvolov \ vrép TV ohiyov. O KaiBog, o Torwpdg, T0
dnpoTikd pag Tpayovdt KAVOLVE T GWGTH TOALTIKN: LAEP TOL TUVOLOV —aYOVICTIKT KU
ARG [

13. D. Ginis, «Mia éyvootn @dn tov KaiBov», in Néa Eotia, vol. 23, n. 269, 1 March
1938, pp. 347-349.

14. See G. Valetas, «KdaABog, Eic Ehaiav “Ypvoo», in To Ilegiodixd uac, vol. 2, n.
17-18, November - December 1959, p. 95.

15. See G. Valetas, Eniroun Iorooia tng NeocAdnwixijs Aoyoreyvias, Athens: Ekdo-
tis Petros K. Ranos 1966, pp. 83-84; To ITpodouévo Ewociéva. H mviyuévy avayévinen.
H enavaoratixn xAnpovouud, Athens: Filippotis 21979, pp. 127, 143, 162-163, 173; Tn¢
Popoctvg. doxipma. A’ Kpatikd Bpafeio Aoxipiov 1977, Athens: Filippotis 21982, pp.
55, 104, 105, 201. Cf. Dionisis Serras, O I'idpyos Balérac =ar n Zdxvvbos. 50 ypovia
mpoopopde, Zakynthos 1983, pp. 21, 44, 57,
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by his philological nom de plume K. Porfiris. Porfiris was one of the most rc-
markable scholarly figures of the Left in Greece; he was the editor-in-chief of
the notable periodical Enfecvonon Téxvns for several years, and he provided
us with a considerable number of articles, essays and studies on Heptanesian
history, literature, theatre, and thought. He also published many books, com-
prehensive papers and reviews on Kalvos’s life and poetry.

Porfiris was involved in the activities of the outlawed Communist Party
of Greece (K.K.E.) from the early ’30s, and he was repeatedly imprisoned
and banished for his political beliefs. His theoretical and ideological positions,
and the tribulations which they brought him, helped him to identify some
characteristics of Kalvos’s personality and ideology which had been proble-
matic for historical researchers, philologists and the critics of “bourgeois” criti-
cism. Porfiris was helped in his investigations by a thorough knowledge of the
history of Europe, the Ionian Islands, and particularly of Zakynthos, and also
by the love he felt for his native island.

Thus, where other Kalvicists concentrated on the profuse virtue and
jdealism of the twenty odes or merely described the biographical events of the
bard’s life, Porfiris spent time and effort on writing an “ideological biography”
(“1deoroyikf Proypagia™) of his compatriot based on the circumstances and
social conventions of Kalvos’s age, and on a very careful interpretation of
specific aspects of the odes. By participating in the outlawed acts of the Com-
munist Party and fighting his own struggle for the ideals and principles of
Socialism, as he saw them, he was able to consider and to analyse the Zantiot
bard primarily as a revolutionary spirit and a fervent fighter of revolutionary
ideas.

In this lies the chief difference between Porfiris and other researchers. His
close friend who was also an intellectual of the Left, Kostas Kulufakos, ob-
served in this connection:

Avto emiong, Eexopiler Tov TTopeupn 1660 and Toug PLAdAOYOLC
600 ka1 and Tovg 1GTOPIKOLG EPEVVIITEG, YId TOVG ONoiovg 1 ELPEST)
(avakdioyn 1 eEaxpifwoT ELAOLOYLIKOV 1] 1GTOPLKOV TAT| POPOPLDV)
Kdl T) TEKUNPLOOoT anoTehobY TOV TEALKO aTdX0 TNG EpyAciag Tovg.
I tov Hopeupn 0 oT1dyog avtdg eivar povaya éva péco. Xpnot-
HOTOLEL TIG EVPECELS KOl TEKUNPLDGELS Yid VO AVATAAGEL TO TPS-
cwono, TNV avlpdnrivn euoloyvopia. Kal ntpoywpdviag axoun mio
TEPA, Y PNCLUONOLEL TO TPOCMNO Y10. VA ETICVPEL TNV TPOCOYN OTIg
18€0L0YIKEC GUVIGTOGES TNG Quoloyvwpiag Tov. Me dvo Adyia o
HopeLpne @aivetar va @lrodofei pe tnv €peuvd touv va Ppel ta
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otolyeia exeiva mov Oa tov emMTPEYOLV VA TAPOLGLACEL Tovg Pro-
YPAPOVHEVOLG KUPI®G ®¢ ROAiTEG, ¢ mapadeiypata av kar Oy
avaykaoTikd kal ©g vrodeiypata. Nopilm 611 Tov tpocavatoMaud
Tov auToV Tov Tov kaBopilel To0 kKoopoBEWPNTIKS TOL MLOTEDW. Mix
£701 TPOCUVATOALONEVT) OLYYPAQLKT] SpacTnpldTNTA EYKULUOVEL
tov kivéuvo va mapouvsiicel acOvelda o Bloypdpog tn Sikn TOL
15eoloyia gav oToixelo GLOTATIKG TNG TVELHATIKTG PUCLOYVEORIAG
0V Bloypa(pouuavoo Kl €701 va dikaidvel —abéAnta icog— tnv
TPOCMNLKT TOV TOALTIKT kail 18eoroyikn tomobétnomn. O IMoped-
pNG €ixe enlyvGT avTod TOL KIVSHVOL Kdl UTOPECE VA TOV ATOPVYEL
Xapn oto 6Tl MPOTA-TPDOTE £KAVE TIG EPELVEG TOL KAl YPNOLLO-
TOINGCE TIC EVPECELS TOL pE TVEDHA vriedilag evtipotntag. Ilovle-
v dev mapanolel 1o otovyeia mov Pphke, movbeva dev ypnoipo-
notel “picéc aAnBeiec’, movbeva dev eEwpailer mpocwna N xata-
otdoeiglé,

An earlier notable reference by Porfiris to Andreas Kalvos is found in his
lengthy biography of Dionisios Solomos!’. In less than two pages Porfiris
compares the main characteristics of the personality and the poetic work of
these two great Heptanesian literary figures and establishes the basic similari-
ties and differences between them. Soon afterwards he returns to the same
topic and expounds his opinions in detail. Porfiris had already made the con-
nection between an opinion of Solomos on the meaning of virtue, as had been
expressed by the latter in his Elogio sul Ugo Foscolo, and some verses of the
first two stanzas from Kalvos’s ode “Eig A6&av” and he concluded that both
bards expressed ideas of European Romanticism which were wide-sprea d at
that time?!®.

In 1959, Porfiris published his first paper on the poet, in which he examined
three loosely related topics: the usage of uncontracted (acvvaipera) verbs in

16. Kostas Kulufakos, «To evdiagépov tov K. ITopeipn yia tov KaABo», in [Tepiniovs,
n. 5-6, Zakynthos, Spring-Summer 1985, p. 41. Furthermore, see the review by N.[ikos]
G.[riparis] of an interesting lecture of K. Kulufakos, delivered in Zakynthos, in 1964:
«TIvevpatikn xivaoic. K. Koviovedkog: ‘O Avdpéag KaiBog npddpopog tng povrépvag
roinong’. Awahe€ig oto ITvevpartikd Kévipo», in Tayvdgduos tne Zaxivvbov, Zakynthos,
22 December 1964, p. 2.

17. K. Porfiris, diovdoiog Todwpuds. 'Evag nomrijs, &vag dvbpwmog, pia enoyr), Athens:
Minoas 1958, pp. 261-262.

18. K. Porfiris, «To Eykduio tov Zolopod otov Ovyo ddokoro», in Emibedonon
Téxvne, vol. 6, n. 35-36, November - December 1957, p. 353 [=Yiannis Gudelis, Avfoloyla
16 vy xoovns xpttixtic. Iloinon - ITeloygapia, Athens: Difros 1959, p. 586).
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Adpa and Avgixd, the year of Kalvos’s visit to Samos and the impact of the po-
litical and natural environment of this island on him, and thirdly the “Ode
agli Ionii”, which he rendered into Greek!®. Porfiris finds that the poetical
sensibility of the bard forced him to make use of either contracted (cuvnen-
uéva) or uncontracted (agvvaigera) verbs, according to his aesthetic needs; to
prove this, the author examined thirty excerpts from the odes. Porfiris believes
that Kalvos’s trip and stay in Samos must be dated around 1806-1807, and
then he connects the rebellious society of the island at that time with the sub-
sequently rebellious character of the poet and he rightly correlates natural ima-
ges from the ode “Ei¢ Xdpov” with parallel ones from the ode “O ®1Ao6naTPIC”.
In presenting the contents of the “Ode agli Ionii”, Porfiris established the
stylistic and ideological relationship between the poem and the Greek odes
(for instance, Kalvos’s view on the pedagogic role of a poet, on liberalism, and
the praise of Virtue), and, for the first time, he provided a literary translation
of this ode, in which he imitates the versification, the language and the style
of Kalvos. Lastly, Porfiris perceptively maintains that the omission of Kalvos’s
enlightening notes to the text of the “Ode agli Ionii” in the edition by Zoras
should be attributed to the fact that the Greek and Italian Fascist censorship
of the late *30s could not have passed the hints of anti-despoticism made by
the “Poet of Virtue”.

The following year, Porfiris published three further articles on Kalvos’s
life and work. In the first he elucidated the poetic techniques Kalvos used to
give effective expression to his psychological world, the relationship between
Kalvos and Solomos, and the political activity of the Zantiot bard?®. Porfiris
maintained that the rhythmical diversities, the internal rhyme, the peculiar
syntactic structure, the musicality, the chasmodies (yaocuwdiec), the idiosyn-
cratic usage of participles and adjectives, constitute some of the main stylistic
characteristics of the odes. Moreover, Porfiris showed that there is a distant
affinity between the two greatest Zantiot bards and he noted the fact that both
of them knew the Heptanesian scholar Yeoryios De-Rossi well. He demonstrat-
ed that Kalvos’s poetry was primarily an obvious political act. In analysing
the most important political landmarks in his life, he assumed that the “Poet
of Virtue” had been involved in the revolutionary movement of the Carbonari.
He acutely distinguished Kalvos’s rebellious political activities prior to the
twenty odes from his ideological compromise after his arrival on Corfu.

19. K. Porfiris, «Ztoxaopoi néve ctov KaiBo», in Embedonon Téxvne, vol. 9, n. 5C-
51, February - March 1959, pp. 106-114.

20. K. Porfiris, «KaApixd Inpeidpata», in Exravoiaxy IHpwroyeovid, vol. 1, Athens:
«Pirforos» 1960, pp. 99-107.
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The second paper by Porfiris in this year again examines Kalvos’s rela-
tionship with Solomos and his political ideology?!. As regards the first of these
topics, he claims that the different social position, education and literary in-
fluences of the two compatriots explain why they followed completely different
poetic traditions. But Porfiris also maintains that as products of their age
Kalvos and Solomos were both reared in the same social conventions and phi-
losophical tendencies. They were both inspired by the Greek Revolution, which
Porfiris sees from a “progressive” democratic point of view; they both be-
lieved in the pedagogic.and instructive role of a poet and condemned the ne-
gative sides of the struggle; both had been influenced by Romanticism; they
had almost identical views on moral liberty; and their revolutionary enthusiasm
had clearly diminished after the Revolution had ended. On the other hand,
Porfiris systematically investigated the impact of the events of 1797 in Za-
kynthos, the teachings and the liberal verses of Andonios Martelaos, the “En-
lightened” environment of Livorno, the mutinuous situation in Samos, the
apprenticeship to Ugo Foscolo, the labour disturbances in England, the Italian
Carbonar ism, European Philhellenism, and the philosophical thought of the
French Revolution, in the formation of Kalvos’s political ideology. The philo-
sophical principles of the French Enlightenment and the political preachings
of the most important leaders of the Revolution of 1789 can easily be seen
underlying Kalvos’s position regarding death, tyranny, and even Virtue and
God?2,

Lastly, Porfiris’s third paper of this year (1960), which was first delivered
as a lecture at the festival of the Erawia EAlrjpwr Aoyoteyvdv®, examines
Kalvos’s short stay in the rebellious Greek regions at the end of 1826%. As
regards the date of Kalvos’s arrival in Nauplion, Porfiris bases his arguments
on the relevant studies of Enepekidis and Zoras. He seems to believe that the

21. K. Porfiris, «'0pw ctov KaiBo», in EnBedgnon Téxvng, vol. 11, n. 63-64, March-
April 1960, pp. 191-199.

22. K. Porfiris, KaAfuxd didpoga, Athens 1960. See with reference to this publication
Anonymous, «KaABikd Siadpopa», in Ilgoodevtixs}, Zakynthos, 3 June 1960, p. 3; Marietta
Yiannopulu, «[Ivevpatikil avackénneis. And ta Bipria mov ekdOOnkav ™n xpovid mov
népace: [...] K. TTopevpn: ‘KeApike Aidgopa™, in Tayvdeduos tns Zaxivvbov, Zakyn-
thos, 10 January 1961, p. 1.

23. Cf. also note 11 of this paper.

24. K. Porfiris, «O KéABog otnv enavactatnuévn EAAada», in Evfoixds Adyos, vol.
3, n. 29-30, Halkida, July-August 1960, pp. 36-37 [= K. Porfiris, O Avdpéas KdAfos Kap-
umovdgos. H pvotwe] dixn twv Kagunovdgwy tne Tooxdvns, [Athens:] Themelio [1975],
pp. 141-150].
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“Poet of Virtue” was disappointed by the situation which he found in Greece,
a situation which did not correspond with his democratic and revolutionary
beliefs at all; Porfiris also assumes that the extreme political ideals of Kalvos
may have been the chief hindrance to any co-operation with the Greek govern-
ment. Of course, nowadays it is accepted that Kalvos arrived in Greece to
teach in the Ionian Academy of Lord Guilford?.

In 1961, Porfiris published two reviews of five publications on Kalvos’s
life and literary work?S. Porfiris’s observations and proposals are significant
and refer to a great variety of specific topics concerning the Zantiot bard. To
these writings one can add a later review of the edition of the twenty odes by
M. G. Meraklis¥, as well as a successful translation of an essay on Kalvos by
Mario Vitti%,

The following year Porfiris published an extensive biography of the poet,
written in an outstanding literary style, more reminiscent of a novel than a
philological-historical treatise?®. Porfiris’s desire was to describe the life of
Andreas Kalvos in a comprehensive and uncomplicated way. The subtitle of
the book (Mvbiotopnuatikf Bioypagia) underlines this. Porfiris of course
makes use of the available biographical information about Kalvos and at the
end of the book he cites his scholarly sources. Porfiris connects the social and
political environment of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries
with the particular events of Kalvos’s life. It is characteristic of his uncannily
accurate instict, that before he even knew of the bard’s active participation in
the Carbonari movement, he portrayed him involved in a vivid dialogue with
the secret police of Florence! In short, this is a book addressed to the general
public, but based on actual facts. Porfiris was following a general principle of
the Greek Left that important scholarly and literary subjects should be po-
pularised so that they are understood by as many people as possible. Porfiris

25. Cf. Vasiliki Bombu-Stamati, «Ané v aAAnioypaeia tov I'kikgopvt pe tov Kai-
Po xat o Zorwpéd», in dedrio Ty Joviov Axadnuiag, vol. II [Afieroma sti mnimi tu Linu
Politi], Corfu 1986, pp. 197-198 and 203-204.

26. K. Porfiris, «[ewp. ©. Zopa: 1) Avépéag KdABogs. 2) Q61 &g Ioviovg xar GAla pe-
Aethpata. Adfva 1960», in Embewdgnon Téxvne, vol. 14, July 1961, pp. 87-89, and K. Por-
firis, «Kaipika: Kov. Zolddtov ‘Avéptag KarBog’. . A. Zogpoviov ‘Avdpéag Kaipog™.
Ex8. Tahakiag: ‘A. KaAiBou: Qai’», ibid., n. 82, October 1961, pp. 351-352.

27. K. Porfiris, «M. I". MepakAf, Avdpéa KarBov Q8éc», in Embedonon Téxrne, vol.
23, n. 133-134, January - February 1966, p. 140.

28. See Mario Vitti, «O K aABo¢ avipeca 6TiC aviivopies Tov katpov Tov <Metdppaon
K. Hopedpn>», in Embedonon Téxvng, vol. 20, n. 115-116, July - August 1964, pp. 8-27.

29. K. Porfiris, Avdgéas KdAfog o Ayélaoros. Mubiorognuarixi) Bioyoapia, Athens:
«200s Eonas» 1962,
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had followed a very similar method in his biography of Dionisios Solomos?°,
This attempt by Porfiris to construct fictional biographies of great literary fi-
gures found few imitators®.

In fact, Porfiris gives priority to the investigation of Kalvos’s life and he
does this within the general framework of left wing criticism, which places arti-

30. Cf. note 17 of this paper.

31. It is important to cite Vasos Varikas’s critical views on Porfiris’s book, in order
to show an opposite method, followed by the «bourgeois» critics, of interpreting literary
and scholarly phenor'ﬁ"en/a: «Megt@ tov Xohoud, o k. K. ITopedpng katamidvetat pe tov
Kd&rBo. To veéo Ttov Bifrio “Avéhactog’ emyeipei tnv pubictopnuatikf Bioypdenen tov
ronth 1oV ‘Qédv’. IIpoconikd, auElBailo av o xapakinplouds, mov opdd édwoe otnv
roinon tov KdiBov o Méapxog Avyépng, taipialel kat yia tov idio Tov moinTh, akdéun Kat
onw¢ pag tov Proypaeei o x. ITopedpng. ApeIail® axdun Kal yia TNV CKORIUOTNTA TOV
Aeyouévov ‘nudictopnuatikdv Broypagidv’, 660 kU’ av eivar TG pddag ta TEAgvtaia
xpovia. ®ofapat 6T1 avti va tAnoiafovv, pe v ‘exhaikevon’ oL enLXELPOVY, TO ELPU-
TEPO KOLVO TPOG TNV SNULovpYia TOV TOLNTN, TO ATOPAKPUVOLY OptoTika. [TAnpopopodusvo
1a eVILTOolaka xabékacta tng Lwng Tovg, vopiler 6T eEdvrince xal 10 épyo toug. H te-
Aevtaie @uth) Tapatipnon, ®cTOc0 Sev avapepeTal Tapd enelcodiakd oto Bifrio mov pag
anacyokei. Tati ta ‘pubiotopnpatik@” otolgeia mov ovvaviapue otov  Ayéhacto’
eival ehdylota xat 6a urnopovoav icwg va mapaiewpdoiyv, ympic to Piprio va xdocer tnv
6mola TPOCOMIKOTNTA Tov. O HELETNTAC TPOMYEITAL KAl PIYVEL CLUYVE EVIEAQC GTNV OKLA
oV HUOIGTOPLOYPAPO, HOAOVOTL O TEAELTAIOG SiVEL KATOTE QYO PUT] GTOV TPOTO VO ENEKTA-
Oei oTNV £PELVE KOIVOVIKDV KATAGTACEMV KUl GALVOREVAV, TOV ATAGDS EQATTOVTAL HE TNV
{wn xal To Epyo Tov mowntn. Eival 1o onueio, mov Slepevvd pe AeRTOPEPEGTEPO KL JLE HEYQ-
Aotepo nabog, Ba Eleya, o x. ITopeopng. MNa va pag 8dcel ToAréc Kar EVELaQEPOVCEG TTAN-
POPOPIES Y1Q TO KOLVOVIKO, TO TOATIKO Kat TO 186010Y1KO KAiNa, TO EVPORAIKO KAl TO EA-
ANVIKO, TOV TPOTOV SEKCETUDV TOV TEPACHEVOL QLOVA” PLGIKO, GAAMGTE, APOV AVAKEL GTNV
oyoAf, mov BAénel Tov mownTn dnuiovpyNua, mpwv an’ OAa, Tov nepfariovtdg tov. Me
v idle GveoTn, ®CTOC0, KIVEITAL O cLuYYpapéas Kal ota PLoypapixd Tov tonth. Mropei
Kk@note va S1apoveic oTIg EpuNVEies mov divel N va Slakpivelg pla vroovveidnTn icwg ta-
on, N cvunddeia tpog tov Proypagoduevo f N avdykn tng Sikaiwong wag and Ta TPV
oxNHATICREVNG avTiAnyns mov odnyel o6& KpiGEIS Kal GLAAOYIONOVE, TOV avTdikobv He
NV RPAYHATIKOTNTA, SEV PUMOPEIC OH®G va Tov auelePnticels obte TNV yvdon olTE TNV
@uAépevvn S1aBeon. Ano tov "Ayéracto’ Tou k. ITopelpn o avayvactng Ba TAnpogopn-
Bei moArd yia T Lon) Tov TONTA, TIC cLVANKES péca GTIS OMOiES LIOYPEDINKE Vo Epya-
cbei, y1a To mepiParlov kal TNV enoxf tov. Movayxa yia TNV Toinct) Tov KAl TNV KPLTIKN
aroTipnon NG, K1 ag un TO AYVOEL Katl To Kediaio avtd o k. Ilopeupnc, dev EEpw av Oa
ByeL to 810 mAovolog ot yvacels. Kal mpocomikd, miotedo 6T To didfacua xatl 1 xata-
voneon 8éka otiyev Tov tont, akifovv replocoTepo and Sekddeg TOpoLS Yia TNV L®T Kat
™mv eroxn tov...» (See To Brjua, 22 July 1962, p. 2). For other reviews on the same book,
see Anonymous, «O Ayéhactog», in ITgoodevtin, Zakynthos, 31 July 1962, p. 2; Anony-
mous, «K. IToppopn: ‘O Avélactoc», in Hyd tn¢ Zaxivvfov, Zakynthos, 8 August 1962,
p- 2; Anonymous, «ITvevpatikfy kivinon tov 1962», in H AAjfeia, Zakynthos, 9 February
1963, p. 1.
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stic phenomena within their historical context and correlates political, econo-
mical and social circumstances with their literary and scholarly products.

The most significant contribution of Porfiris to the development of Kal-
vian Studies and, unquestionably, the most important paper on Kalvos’s life
in the last twenty-five years, is concerned with the active involvement and parti-
cipation of the “Poet of Virtue” in the revolutionary movement of the Carbo-
nari. As already pointed out, Porfiris had already imagined and assumed such
actions on the part of Kalvos. In the summer of 1963 Veatriki Spiliadi carried
out a search in the Archivio di Stato di Firenze on the request of her close
friend Porfiris, and with the assistance of Anioletti, the deputy mayor of Flo-
rence, photocopied a great number of the documents relating to the subject
(it is now clear that for a long period of time, the Greek authorities did not
provide Porfiris with a passport because of his political activities)®2. The
impressive outcome of this research, which proved the participation of the
Zantiot bard in the activities of the Secret Carboneria of Tuscany and explained
Kalvos’s deportation from the Austrian kingdom, were first published in the
periodical Endeidonon Téxvne in the same year3d. The friendship of Kalvos
with the scholar Silvio Pellico, who was well known for his revolutionary be-
liefs, the evidence of Querinna Mocceni Magiotti that Kalvos had moved away
from Florence because of his political position and the fervent jacobeanism of
the odes which developed within the environment of the Italian nationalistic
and democratic movements provided the main evidence for Porfiris’s hypothe-
sis. Kalvos’s relationships with some Italian political fugitives in London merely
underpinned Porfiris’s first thoughts.

In his introduction to the Greek translation of some very important do-
cuments relating to Kalvos’s involvement with the Secret Carboneria of Tuscany,
Porfiris sketched the European historical context of the second decade of
the nineteenth century, as well as the significant role of the organisation of the
Carbonari in the struggle for liberation from the Napoleontian and Austrian

32, See Veatriki Spiliadi, «'Eva vroxeipeviko keipevo yia tov K. Tlopeopny», in Ilegi-
nAovg, n. 5-6, Zakynthos, Spring-Summer 1985, pp. 42-43. Cf. K. Porfiris, «O Av3péag
KaiBog otérexoc tov Kapunovapov (ayvoota éyypaea)», in EnBedonon Téxvng, vol.
18, n. 106-107, October - November 1963, pp. 372-373, 385 (notes 3-4). See particularly note
3 on page 385: «O1 xwAvolEpYieg, o1 duokoAieg, Ta Eunodia, O1 APVAGELS KL OL ATAYOPED~
OELC TOL Guvavrousay oL dnuokpatikoi moAitec yia Tnv €kdoon tov daPatnpiov, Ntav n
Bacikf aitia». See also, K. Porfiris, O Avdgéac Kdifoc Kapumovdgos. H pvorixi} dixn
tov Kagurnovdpwy tnc Tooxdvns..., op. cit., pp. 8-9.

33. K. Porfiris, «O Av8péag KdAPoc o1éheyog twv Kapurovapov (Gyvecta éyypaga)»,
op. cit., pp. 372-385,
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occupation of Italy. Subsequently, Porfiris cited several reports of the Secret
Police of Florence, and excerpts from testimonies to the Secret Trial of the
Tuscanian Carboneria (amongst them one by Kalvos), from which it emerges
that the poet was a notable member of the Carbonari. Porfiris also elucidated
some specific questions about Kalvos’s life. In his conclusion Porfiris made
some brief comments on the revolutionary nature of Kalvos’s personality and
poetry. Thus, he considers that the twenty odes primarily express the demo-
cratic, anti-tyrannic, and anti-royalist spirit of the Italian Carbonarism and he
maintains that the ppposition of most of the Greek leaders to the democratic
ideology of the “Secret Societies” had forced the bard to leave the rebel Greek
areas and depart in haste to Corfu in 1826.

It is not without significance that Porfiris makes use of the contemporary
terminology of the Left, when describing quite old historical phenomena; in
my opinion, expressions such as énuoxoarixd, avrirvoavvixd, avrifaciiind mvev-
pa indicate the deepest strategic aims and political ambitions of the Greek Left
during this period: the fervent anti-monaichism, the systematic attempt to
connect the Royal Family of Greece with tyranny as well as the desire of the
Greek Left to establish a democratic socialist régime are obvious.

Around the mid-"60s, Porfiris went to Italy for further detailed research
in the Florentine archives. The outcome was to be printed in 1967, but the
dictatorship of the colonels prevented its circulation; it was finally published
eight years after the death of Porfiris Konidis3* with a preface by Kostas Ku-
Iufakos.

Kulufakos describes the various tribulations of this publication, and he
notes the concern of Porfiris for the life and work of Kalvos. In his introduc-
tion Porfiris briefly analyses the way he arrived at his conclusion that the Zan-
tiot bard had participated in the revolutionary movement of the Carbonari.
Then, he writes at length about the Secret Societies in Europe, particularly in
Italy, during the first fifteen years of the nineteenth century, and he correlates
parts of the Kalvian poetry with the ethical teachings of the masonic lodges:
«H apetoroyia, n Opnokevtiky ehevBepdTnTa kat o opBoroyiopde Tov Kaa-
Bou npénel va eEeTooTOOY KO KAT® OO TO TPioHa TOV HUNTIKOV GTOLYEILV
TOV pooTikov eTalplopov»®®, Then Porfiris reviews the relationship of the poet
with his father and he presumes that the latter had beeninvolved in the activities
of the Freemasons of Alexandria. He notes the importance of Kalvos’s re-

34, See K. Porfiris, O Avépéac KdAfoc Kagunovdgos. H pvorie dixny twv Kagumovd-
pwy ¢ Tooxdwg..., op. cit.
35. Ibid., p. 18, note 2.
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lations with Ugo Foscolo and Silvio Pellico and his contacts with Italian de-
mocrats in London. Porfiris then discusses the origins and the development
of Carbonarism, the revolts of the Italians against Austrian domination in
1820-1821, the organisation of the Tuscanian Secret Police and the political
action of the Secret Carboneria of Tuscany. The later part of the book investi-
gates the Trial of the Tuscanian Carbonari and the participation of the “Poet
of Virtue” in their conspiratorial activities. The testimonies of the suspects
provide much valuable detail about Kalvos’s life and also the structure of
Carbonarism in Tuscany.

This work by Porfiris must be considered as a very important contribu-
tion to the history of European and in particular Italian revolutionary move-
ments in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. At the end, Porfi-
ris links the rebellious spirit of the Carbonari with the progressive philhellenic
climate. The book also contains an appendix on Kalvos’s short stay in Naup-
lion3.

Undeniably, these studies by Porfiris Konidis approach the life and the
literary texts of the poet of the odes from an entirely new perspective. At the
same time, they provide a well-documented introduction to the world of the
European masonic lodges, they elucidate wide-ranging and unclear aspects of
Kalvos’s life and they present several new problems which must be resolved
by future historical and philological research®.

Before I close this paper which has mainly covered the way in which
Andreas Kalvos was seen by the critics of the Greek Left up to 1960, let me
mention an indirect allusion to the Zantiot bard, by the well known communist
leader (later executed) Nikos Beloyiannis:

Tovg kalapapddeg Toug dLdyvovy and Kovid tovg morhoi aywvi-
otég kat o Lorwuds toug Bater dinha otovg Tovpkovg. (Xto did-
Aoy0;). To 21 ocpupnratoboe KAl TNV Tvevpatikn évoon tov E-

36. Cf. note 24 of this paper.

37. On Porfiris’s particular interest in Kalvos’s life and work, see further, Titos Pa-
trikios, «O pudikog kar 0 aAnOivog IMopevpne», in Iegindovs, n. 5-6, Zakynthos, Spring-
Summer 1985, p. 19; Tasos Vurnas, «O a&vOponog Kat TO0 TVELHATIKO TOL Epyon, ibid., p.
23; Dionisis Serras, «Ta ZakvvOuwva (kai aAia Entavnoweka) keipeve tov K. ITopeopn otnv
‘Embedpnon Téxvng'», ibid., pp. 50-52; Anonymous, «Biphoypagia K. ITopeOpn»,
ibid., p. 52; Yiorgos Andreiomenos, «H cuppetoxn tov Avdpéa KdApov 61e EnavactaTikd
Kat giielAnvikd xivipata tng Evpdnng», in Teredunra, n. 30, Amphissa, Spring 1986,
pp. 2000-2001. K. Porfiris dealt with Kalvos in an anthology which he assembled in 1964:
K. Porfiris, ITomriniy Avloioyia 1650-1964. Ilgdloyos Nuxngdgov Boerrdxov, [Athens:]
Takis Drakopoulos 1964, pp. 222-237, 256-257.
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otaviioev pe Tnv aiin EALada. Ma avti va tovg dextolv oav Ta
xeMdOVIa piag "AvoiEng, toug ayvonoav i toug arnorfipav. Ti Aéet
0 ZoUtoog yia To Xohopd xat Kaipo; O Karfog kat o ZoAwuode,
wdornotoi peydror kAn.38,

It is a direct criticism of the spirit of the Phanariots which strove to exclude the
literary products of the Heptanesian poets, basically because of their different
scholarly tradition, and their linguistic and metrical forms.

After an analytical examination of these critiques on Kalvos, some basic
features of the Left’s literary criticism in Greece become apparent.

First, the reception of Kalvos’s poetry by circles of the Greek Left was,
perhaps surprisingly, very.positive. Why so? One has to bear in mind the
complicated political and social conventions in the 1950s, in order to understand
the artistic positions of the left wing. Since the Left was then under political
persecution, it was normal for it to attempt to encompass and appropriate
leading figures or radical ideas from the past and compare them to present
intellectual or social phenomena. Under this premise, Andreas Kalvos was
considered as a “progressive” poet who not only sang the feats of the Greek
revolutionaries but also fought against any type of political oppression. In their
eyes Kalvos became a poet-leader, who showed to the Greek leftists the road
of uncompromising struggle. Dionisios Solomos constituted another brilliant
example in this direction. And it is no mere coincidence that Varnalis, a kind
of poetical idol to the Greek leftists of that period, claimed in this connection:
«XT0Ug OMHEPLVOVG HdAlaTa Kalpovg, Tov 1 EAevbepia Sidyvetal and mavrod
K™ 1 TUpavvia 6Ao KU’ arA@VETAL TEPLOGOTEPO, TO KAAEOHD TV 800 pEYdAwV
nowntdv [Solomos and Kalvos] axobyetal mio Ppovtepd péoa otnv Yoy Tov
£0voug»?®,

Kalvos was seen as a fervent patriot, who believed in an optimistic future
for the world, a future which was to come after complete self-denial by the
individual on behalf of society. And that of course was also one of the most
wide-spread tenets of Socialism. The examples of Kalvos and Solomos served
to demonstrate this position*?. Their poetical output was distinguished by
their obvious political character.

38. Nikos Beloyiannis, Keiueva and tnv amopudvwen, Athens: «Sinhroni Epohi» 21983,
p. 142,

39. Kostas Varnalis, «ZoAopog - To peyého pédnpa», op. cit., p. 192.

40. On Solomos see Yioryis Valtinos, «O natprioTionds Tov ZoA®@pov kat ot vfprotés
touv», in Emibeddgnon Téyvng, vol. 2, n. 10, October 1955, pp. 325-327; Anonymous, «Oi co-
Aopikéc yioptég», ibid., vol. 5, n. 27, March 1957, p. 272.
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However, if Rigas Ferreos!!, Dionisios Solomos and Andreas Kalvos at-
tracted the interest of the Greek Left for their magnanimous patriotism and
the political aspects of their poetry, other poets and intellectuals, such as Ca-
vafy, Kariotakis and subsequently Seferis and the literary “generation of the
1930s”, were commented upon differently. Cavafy and Kariotakis were pri-
marily seen as typical examples of a world in decline; this world was identified
for a long period with the world of the western societies?2. Seferis was seen as
the chief representative of contemporary “bourgeois” poetry*®. Underlying
these literary positions was a suppressed political view fighting back against
representatives of the opposing camp.

The interpretation of the literary products of these intellectuals was based
-on Marxist methodology, which contrasted with the artistic credos of the other
side — “bourgeois” criticism. These artistic credos had a lot to do with the well
known dogma I’art pour I’art. The intelligentsia of the Greek Left was openly
and strongly opposed to this dogma. They supported their position by intro-
ducing an analysis of literary phenomena which primarily related artistic
works with historical events. Some points of Kalvos’s poems were obviously
seen in a narrow perspective but, at the same time, other, previously unidenti-
fied sides of Kalvos’s work, were unearthed and commented upon. The same
critical stance was taken towards the other poets mentioned above.

41. On Rigas and Solomos see Emifecbpnon Téxvng, vol. 6, n. 35-36, November - De-
cember 1957.

42. On Cavafy and Kariotakis see M. M. Papaioannu, «®aivopeve axpic xat Tapakunig
o1 NeoeAAnvikq IMoinony, ibid., vol. 1, n. 2, February 1955, pp. 85, 87, 88, 89, 92; cf.
ibid., vol. 3, n. 15, March 1956, pp. 209-219; Manolis Lambridis, «Il gran rifiuto’ (Kapa-
on¢ - Bapvaing - Kapuvotakng xar i rapaxun)», ibid., vol. 2, n. 7, July 1955, pp. 29-42;
Tasos Vurnas, «@aivopevae tov “Siahekticol’ exkAektikiopol. O k. Mavoing Aapnpidng
Kal N wapakun», ikid.,vol. 2, n. 8, August 1955, pp. 120-125; Manolis Lambridis, «Kat ndit
nepi Bapvain, KaBaoen k. Any, ibid., vol. 6, n. 31, July 1957, pp. 50-51. See also two articles
by Stratis Tsirkas: «Ou neplotdoels Tov peydrov oy, ibid., vol. 2, n. 12, December 1955,
pp. 450-463 and «H Ko6Laon tng mOANGY, ibid., vol. 8, n. 43, July 1958, pp. 5-18. On Cavafy
and Tsirkas see the interesting point made by X. A. Kokolis in «To épyo tov Xepépn kat
n aplotepf xpirikfy 1931-1950. EmAoyf KEWEVOV Kol TPATOG ooMacndc», in Lepept-
xd, 1. Athens: Ikaros 1982, p. 79: «[...] 1958 10 Pifrio O KaBdgne xat n emox? Tov 10UL
Itp. Toipka apyiler va cuuPifaler Tovg apiotepovg e tov “mapakpia’ AreEavdpivod-
[...]». See also, M. M. Papaioannu, «Oxt@fplavi exavictacn kat eEAANVIKN Loyotexviar,
in Néa Enoy1j, n. 194, Limassol, January-February 1989, pp. 11-12.

43. On Seferis and the other representatives of the generation of the 1930s see M. M.
Papaioannu, «®aivopeve akpfig kat aapoxunc otn Neoedinvikf Iloinon», op. cit., p.
88. On the reception of Seferis by left wing criticism see X. A. Kokolis, «To épyo tov Ze-
Pépn xal ' aplotepn kprtikd 1931-1950. EmAoyh) xewévov kar Tparoc oxoMacuocy,
op. cit., pp. 717-93 [=Avvi, 5.2.77, pp. 30-33].
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In short, the criticism of the Greek Left gave an important impetus to the
investigation of Kalvos’s life and work from a new point of view. After the
critical intervention of the Left on Kalvos, the poet of the odes was confirmed
on the highest pedestal of modern Greek Parnassus.
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