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DIANA HAAS

THE POETIC RESPONSE TO THE ASIA MINOR DISASTER

«'H pikpaoiatikn kotactpon) 6a cuvtapdrtn éni pokpdtatov tag Abpag
@V ToNTAV, Kai 1 moinoig Ba draPrénn npdogopov DAkOV dveEdvtintov
elg td padpa onpeio teo». Thus wrote Kostis Palamas in March 1929, in a
report recommending that the Lambiki Prize in Poetry be awarded to the
Smyrniot poet Apostolos Mammelis'. The Asia Minor Disaster did, indeed,
inspire a plethora of poetic compositions and, if we may judge by Nikos
Milioris’ studies « ‘H Mikpaocwatikry Tpaywdia ot Aoyoteyvia kai oriv
éyvny» and ‘Amdnyot To0 Mikpaciatikod dAéBpov arijv moinon, in which
some 110 poets who have dealt with the Disaster theme are named?, as well as
by the recent, voluminous anthology by Apostolos and Katie Manganaris
entitled @pfjvor kai IMawvépara yia tic Xeuéveg Iatpideg, which includes
some 260 poets®, we may conlude that Palamas’ prediction was fulfilled.

It is also true, however, that much of this poetic production, in qualitative
terms, does not go beyond sentimentality and rhetoric. In fact, the very title of
the anthology just mentioned —@pfjvor xai ITarvépara— not only reflects
these two characteristic features, but also demonstrates to what degree the
poetry of the Asia Minor Disaster is still associated, in the collective con-
sciousness, with its most exaggerated — I would dare to say its most romantic
— manifestations.

This is not to say that «lament» and «praise» as forms of expression are
necessarily absent from genuine poetry, nor to deny the sincerity of emotion of
the many who, having experienced personally the tragedy and its aftermath,
sought to give voice to their grief and their nostalgia through the medium of

1. Kostis Palamas, “Armavra, vol. 16, Athens, n.d., p. 455.

2. Nikos E. Milioris, «'H Mikpaciatiki Tpaywdia ot Loyoteyvia kai otiv téyvny, Mi-
kpaciatika Xpovikd, vol. 13 (1967), pp. 338-400; and "Andnyot 1o Mikpaciatikod 6Aé6pov
otrjv moinon, Athens, 1980.

3. Apostolos and Katie Manganaris, ed., @prjvot kai [Tawvépara yia tic Xapéveg Hazpideg,
Athens, 1988.
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verse. However, as we now mark its seventieth anniversary, the time has per-
haps come for a more sober assessment of the poetic response to the Asia
Minor Disaster. An assessment which must, in its first phase, impose certain
criteria on the selection of poets to be considered —to what degree they have
withstood the test of time and of critical evaluation, and whether they were
simply poets «of the moment» or had a broader involvement in poetic crea-
tion*— and, in its second phase, seek to discover and analyze the nature of the
response of the poets selected in all of its richness and subtleties. This is, in very
broad terms, the research I am currently engaged in, and which, from a metho-
dological point of view, follows the evolution of the Asia Minor theme through
time, taking into consideration at what point in their development, and under
what historical, political, and cultural circumstances, these poets received and
absorbed the events of the Disaster.

Even after completing our task of selection, we are left with an abundance
of material which I could not hope to discuss in its totality here. To give some
idea of its extent and make-up, however, I may list the names of poets who
must be included in this study, following more or less chronological order but
without distinguishing between «major» and «minor» poets, between mediocre
works and masterpieces, or between incidental and sustained involvement with
the theme: (1) generation of 1880: Kostis Palamas, Georgios Drosinis, Ioannis
Polemis, Alexandros Pallis, and Argyris Eftaliotis; (2) C. P. Cavafy (3) des-
cendants of the generation of 1880: Sotiris Skipis, Miltiadis Malakasis, and
Georgios Athanas, and the Asia Minor poets Michail Argyropoulos, Angelos
Simiriotis, Apostolos Mammelis, and Omiros Bekes; (4) poets of the inter-war
period: Angelos Sikelianos, Romos Philyras, and Kostas Karyotakis; (5)
generation of 1930: the Smyrniot George Seferis, George Themelis, Nikiphoros
Vrettakos and Tatiana Stavrou; (6) first post-war generation: the Smyrniot
George Geralis, Aris Diktaios, Dimitris Doukaris, and the Cypriot Kypros
Chrysanthis; (7) second post-war generation: K. Ch. Myris [Kostas Georgou-
sopoulos].

Of these twenty-five poets who have dealt with the Disaster, this paper will
focus on only three, each of whom has given us a particularly significant

4. Neither Milioris nor the Manganarises appear to apply any critical criteria to their choice of
poets. Moreover, the Manganaris anthology has been compiled with no concern for bibliographi-
cal accuracy — suffice it to say that a poem («Xpuvodotopogy, p. 402) is attributed to Seferis which
is not his — making the volume, unfortunately, far less useful for the serious student than its
compilers had believed («"Ola adtd ta StacwBévta keipeva, ppovticape kol Td cuyKeVTIpOOapE,
Sy pévo pt v kabapd otk Evvora, GALG pE 10 okenTIKO TG cLpPdAlovy ot peré. [...]
Aivovrag orjpepa ot dnpooiétnta adtn v "AvBoroyia, eipacte BEPatol mag dvoiyovpe Eva
Spdpo o106 ydpo tig perétnoy [p. 9]).
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response to the events of the Disaster as they occurred’: Kostis Palamas, C. P.
Cavafy, and Kostas Karyotakis.

At the time of the Asia Minor Disaster, Kostis Palamas, aged sixty-three,
was already in his late poetic maturity. His was the reaction of someone for
whom the Disaster meant the destruction of an ideal that had nourished him
since his earliest childhood: that, of course, of the «MeydAn "I8éax». This is
how, in 1901, he had described his early attachment to that ideal:

‘H Meydhn °I8éa. To mouvedopat. *And 16 npdta gpdvia pov, pali
PE TV TPATN pov Gydnmn, 16 npdTo Ekotatikd Edgvicpa pod evonte.
210 onitt péoa v dxovoa va yiBupiletar yopw pov oav Eva tpavo
pooTikd, oav Eva «pehdodong ‘Avactdosogy kaptépnua. Kai v
nioteyo p’ edAdBero Bpnokevtiki®.

This was the ideal behind all of Palamas’ patriotic poetry’, and to identify
its presence in his work preceding the Disaster would be beyond the scope of
this paper. We may, however, remember the first two stanzas of the well-
known poem «’AvatoAti», from 1907, with its specific reference to Smyrna and
Constantinople. The poet’s purpose is to bring to light the common bond —a
«mother»: the «lascivious Orient»— that links together the Greeks of the as yet
unliberated regions of Asia Minor and Epirus, and that the poet also feels
within himself:

Tovvidtika, opupvidtika, molitika,
pokpdovpta Tpayoddia dvatoritika,
AumnTepd,

ndg 1 wouyn pov oépvetar pali oag!
Eivat yopévn dno ) povoikn cag
kol mdel p& td Sikd oag 10 QTEPG.

Zdg yévvnoe kai péca oag pihdet

kol Boyyder xai Bapid pookoPordet

pd pdva kaiet 0 AGyvo g @A,

K1 elvar tfic Moipag AdTpioca kai tpépet,
yuyn 6An odpxa, oxAdpa ot yopéut,

1 Aayyepévn Avatolry.

5. Naturally, in a study of the impact of the Disaster on modern Greek poetry the question of
the Disaster as @theme» is only one part. In another part, the study must address questions
concerning the changes brought to poetry as a consequence of the event.

6. Palamas, “Arnavra, vol. 6, Athens, p. 285.

7. As Aimilios Hourmouzios has written, it was this ideal «mod otijpiée v natpidordtpiooca
povoa touvs (‘O IMakauds kai 1j émoy1j tov, vol. 3, Athens 1960, p. 288).
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I shall now focus my attention on Palamas’ reaction to the event —or
rather, events— of the Disaster itself.

On 2 June 1919, only weeks after Greek forces landed in Smyrna, Palamas
published a poem entitled «Zpvpvny» in the Constantinopolitan journal ‘O
Adyog®. As one might expect, the poem reflects Palamas’ boundless enthusi-
asm at what appeared to be the imminent realization of the dream of the
«MeydAn ‘I8éa». Using once again the metaphor of the «Mother» —this time
Greece— uniting her scattered children across time and space, he makes
Smyrna the symbol of national re-birth:

Iépa dg népa ot yiig tiig Twviag,
doEaotikd dpyordynoe tpomdpt!
A’ v Kveoo dg v IIépyapo Beio xdpn
otv ‘EALdda, mnyn tfig dppoviag.
Koi & Zpdpvn, mdvta o papyapirdpt
o1 porlia Tfig vepdidag Mikpaoiog!
‘H Mikntog d&v elvar md kapdpt
¢ iotopiag’ tfig 86&ag "Egeoiog
oi kaipoi ofboav T @eyyoporid.
—XZpdpvn, Eavayevvijtpeg elvar oi Moipeg
(xrumfiote, ‘Opfpov iovikdv ol AOpeg)
péo’ ot Leot tiig Mdvag oov dykaiid
mov dvoiyetor SAa yia va T’ dykaAidoel,
Kol 10 okOpmLo Td oMAdY Ve TNG, Hid TAdOT.

Palamas’ historical and political awareness was, however, too acute for him
not to understand the darker side of the situation, as we see from this second
Aekatetpdotiyo, also written in 1919:

Zriig Mavayidg tiv I16An 10 Kopdvi
100 @eod ™ Logia matder kai Bpiler
pt deta yépra v iokiot €lv’ oi ZovAtdvot,
(7 6 Kobpdog kai, "Apuévn, ot Bepiler.
Tobd Zeipmékov yTumdet 1O yrutaydve,
kai 7| Poproodvn diymg petepilt,
Kt 1 "AvatoAn tob aipdtov cvvpifdvi.
Kai tfig ®pdxng 1 yf k1 g Aapmupiler
uE potayvapia ‘Opeéov kai Aryevidav,
pavpn i, kobppa Tovpkwv *Ocpaviidmv.

8. The poem was included in the collection Ta Aekaretpdoriya, published the same year in
Alexandria.
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Kt 1 Edpdnn o10v kabpéetn poyikd
nov 6 mepimaiytng daipovag tiig divet

t@dv "EBvdv, edvtoop’ dmiaoto Aevkd,

Kopap®ver Ty tavadepeooivn.

Here, the poet describes the plight of the Christian populations —Greek and
Armenian— of Asia Minor and Thrace, victims of Turkish (and Kurdish)
brutalities, but even more so, ultimately, of the nations of Western Europe
who, looking apathetically at the «magic mirror» of the «Devil», «take pride» in
the «ghost» of the «Brotherhood of Nations» (probably an allusion to the
League of Nations). While he is certainly referring to the persecutions which
had begun much earlier —his reference to the Kurdish «mowing down» of the
Armenians makes this clear— the immediate motive for writing the poem was
quite likely the «Disaster» which befell the Christian inhabitants of Aidini in
mid-June 1919, and in which Italy played a major collaborationist role’.

Verses from this poem, with the image of «Popioctvn» defenseless before
the deceptiveness of Western Europe, serve as an epigraph to Palamas’ long
poem dealing with the Disaster of 1922 itself, «Oi Avkow, published in the
journal Moboa in October 1922. The work has three parts, each of which bears
a specific date. I will focus here on the first part —that which provoked a
controversy following the poem’s publication— and on certain passages from
the second and third parts.

The first part is dated 27 August 1922, day on which the Turkish army
reached Smyrna and the persecution of the city’s Christian populations be-
gan'?. The «Poet» speaks:

Bookoti, ot pdvtpa tfig [Toiiteiog oi Avkot! Oi Aokor!
2ta 6mha, "Akpiteg! Mokpia kai ol gadlot kai oi meprtroi,
Kodopapddeg koi dnpokoénot kai proroefikot,

Y16 AGyoug @detovg 1 yid tob 6rEOpov td Epya Poktol.

(A tfig pavpikag tiig dpayvidag v dmobrikn

ot OKOVIOHEVO YUOALG KAELGHEVO, TAALO Kpaoti,
@V £K0TO Gov Y povdV Gvoiym TO dpyoviniikt
otob fAod 10 @éyyog, Ti ot mpoopévouy oi duvatol

9. See Chr. Em. Angelomatis, Xpovikov MeydAng Tpaywdiag (To *Emog tijc Mikpdc
"Aciag), 3rd ed., Athens, n.d., pp. 76-77.

10. See Angelomatis, pp. 214-218. This date is according to the Old Calendar, which Palamas
was most likely using. If, however, he was using the New Calendar (by which the Kemalian troops
entered Smyrna on 9 September 1922), then the poem was written one day after the counter-attack
of Kemal and the collapse of the Greek front at Afyon Karahisser, on 26 August (13 August by the
Old Calendar).
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Eava oav mdavta kol yio T pdyn kai yid 0 vikn

Va TOVG PTEPMOELS TO MATNHE Toug Smov matel.

¥ Eut —xehAdpng Avpdpng elpar,— o’ Epéva dvriket

va 10 Kepdow oTd VEa moTrpla T dpyaio moti).

. .. Bookoi kai okvrot, AdBa xai yopa. T* dpvid; Movlikot.
‘0O hadg; “Ovopa. TkAdBag mhéunag dovAa Kt 1) 6pyry,

Aixn dnondve Beia tdv dotdyactov Katadikn

kai Loyapidler koi Eemhepdver §oo dv dpyel.

Tpayovdnuévn kheptovprd, I'évog, dppatoriky;
Ta Eeypoppéva kol ta tpippéva, yépata, dyvoi.
’I8&a, Pulaytpa t@v TeETpakdolOv xpévov, 1| epikn
Tdpa, T0 pddnpa tdv ‘EAMjvev dg ytég, Eod

100 payld pdvo Bipiiky, mhdopa dpeikd, Edpudikn,
o0 maveAjviov peyaioveipov ypuconnym,

péc tov kabpéetileg péo’ otfig IIoAng 10 Paocihikt
tov Eumvnuévo Moppopopévo, Kovnyntn

10D ‘IoAdp. “H @pdkn mpowkid tov, & §6&a! Kai dravenpoikt
wa “EALada mdle otiv Tovpkepévny *Avatold,
¢ "loviag yAvko€nuépopoa...
— O1i Adkot! Oi Aokot!
ki ol Bookol dvd&iot, Aokot kai oi okVAoL, K’ oi dvtpeiot, dethoi.

Triic [ToMteiag T pdvrpa oi Adkot! IMavtod elvar Adkot!
Zava otd taptapa iokiog, Tod yditn Aatpeia k’ Ec0.
Yoéera 8An 1) otdvn. Oépte va modpe, KovPLo vianAikt,
Y10 T’ drokdpopa Tob pig mpénet, Kt 6moto kpaoci.

27 tob Adyovotov 1922

Beyond the poet’s call to arms to the «borderguards» to defend once again the
homeland; beyond his assuming the role of «lyre-playing steward» who will
serve the hundred-year-old wine of the Greek Revolution to re-kindle the
Greeks’ spirits to battle and victory (a role he had played in the AwSexdAoyog
700 I'bprov following the defeat of 1897); and beyond his lament over the
death of the «MeydAn ’I8éa», on which the Greeks had «nursed» for four
hundred years; what impresses us most in this poem is what Robin Fletcher has
aptly called «an orgy of anger, recrimination, hate, bitterness and desperation
unparalleled in the rest of his poetry»'!. For, in addition to the Western nations

11. Robin A. Fletcher, Kostes Palamas. A Great Modern Greek Poet. 1859-1943. His Life - His
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condemned in the epigraph, Palamas now finds himself forced to attribute the
defeat to elements in the Greek state’s institutions and society: journalists,
politicians, the army, the people themselves and... the «Bolsheviks» —an im-
portant detail, to which I shall soon return.

In the second section of the poem, written a week later (2 September 1922),
a «Voice» addresses the «Poet», urging him to find once again «peace and
serenity», an expression which serves as a refrain in the poem. For even this
«stormy» will pass:

Mud poipo tob @Tévov, Tod Tpdpov Kakn dpa,
Kt GvBovg kai kapmovg SAha d *pie 1) undpa.
Ta mavta v nepvodv, Ba mepdoet k* Ekeivn

Eiprjvn o’ tot kai yakivn!
and only Fate will decide whether Greece will be «small» or «great» (an obvious

reference to the opposing views of a «uikpa kai Evtipn ‘EAAdda» and the
«MeydAn *18¢0»), whether she will call the «Turk» or the «Frank» master:

Mikpég 1 peydhreg, ypa@to ki dv ol “EALAdeg
tov Tobpko 1 10 Ppdyko va Léve Gevtddeg,
kaveig ti Ba yivel, kaveig ti Bd peiver

(Carvvn o’ éoéva kai eiprivn!)

dtv Eéper. ITob; Ti; [Towd tod dpdpov 10 téppa;
Awavy; Tkpepvog; “Hiov dvdteipa; T'éppa;
Fpdager 6ho Eva Xépr. Ti ypdeet; Ti ofivey

The section ends with the hopeful message that poetry will triumph over des-
pair: .

Tatl td rolépto adv ratel rovpéry,

GmAvoL AT’ T HOVPO YAAGCHOTO CTEKEL

pid Movoa. IToté 1o Tpayoddt dEv mavet,

Yopeite, K’ ol Ehedtepot Tdyo, kai oi okhdfor.

AwBoivovpe, ki éva tpayovdt Ba peivet,

g eAGYag 10 Bdpa, dpooid 610 Kapivt,

yoljvn 1od k6opov kai gipfivn!

In the poem’s third part, dated 7 September 1922, the «Poet», unconvinced

Work and His Struggle for Demoticism, Athens, Kostes Palamas Institute, 1984, p. 203. Similarly,
Hourmouzios writes: «Kai 10 tpayovdt elvar pid dpapatik, dvérmdn kpoavyn 680vng dvapiktng
& 6py1y, Groyorjtevon, omapaypd yia 16 ykpépiopa Evog dveipov Bpeppévov Gmo Ta ypbvia mov
Gvaprdotnoe ki dvtphbnke otig EAANVIKEG ouveldrioeig 1} MeydAn “I8éa» (vol. 3, p. 288).
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by the «Voice’s» final message, addresses a long «potpoldw to his mother. He
refers once again to the death of the Great Idea, to the decay of Greek society,
to the disappearance of «prophets, heroes, martyrs, savioursy, as well as to the
threat of the homeland’s ennemies, as in the following stanza:

Mava, 1 matpida ydvetat,

Mdva pov, & k6opog ydvetal.
Toétng tlerdng yvunoe,

pe 10 onabia pé ta daviid,
onabid tod Tovpkov kol daviid,
nopapovedel 6 Boviyapog,

Kt 6 MéokoBog goBépa elvat.
K1 6 ®pdyxog 6 dpyoviag, ¢! ndg
T4 ooVEPMOE T4 PPHLL TOL,

kol ndg dvaonkdvovtag

oG dpovg, mapapépioe

010 dvrtaploopévo didfa pag,
yud va pn yyi€el dndvou pag!

The «Voice» responds, insisting again that «<Hope», «Faith» and «Love» still
exist, and that the poet’s lyre may become a «flagy in the midst of «danger».
The «Poet» remains unconvinced, however, and the poem ends with a quatrain
repeating the theme of the first part:

Tfig Mpag kdpe okowvid Tig KOPeg Y1 pia kpepdio,

i 010 okovnidia, va pun Bapaiver pag ) eevydia!

"A! 1) caotiopdpa! Tig ayopdpag @! 10 okovAfKL...
Zriig [Tohteiag T pdvrpo oi Avkot! ITavtod eivar Adkot!

I would like now to discuss briefly the reference to the Bolsheviks in the
first part, which must be linked to the mention of the «Muscovite» in the
second, for it was this element that provoked a controversy over the poem in
October 1922. )

Palamas was probably influenced here by articles that appeared in the
newspapers ‘H KaOnuepivrj and Xpovika in late August 1922, in which the
communists were blamed for the impending disaster in Asia Minor'2. In ‘H
KaBnuepivn (24 August), specifically, the view was expressed that the Greek
and Bulgarian communists had collaborated with Kemal®. Based on this evi-
dence, I would suggest that the «Bolsheviks» Palamas refers to in the poem are

12. See Yanis Kordatos, ‘Iotopia tijc Nedtepns ‘EAAddag, Athens 1958, pp. 575-579.
13. See Kostas G. Papageorgiou ed., Kostas Varnalis, ®@ilodoyika "Amopvnuoveiuara,
Athens 1980, p. 318.
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Greeks!4. This view is further supported by the fact that, with the exception of
the epigraph, the whole first section of the poem deals with the internal ele-
ments responsible for the catastrophe. But Palamas also knew of the treaty of
friendship signed by Lenin and Kemal in March 1921 —partly as a result of the
participation of Greek forces on the side of the Tsar in the Ukraine in the early
months of 1919— and it is to the external communist factor that he is referring
in the second part («x1 6 MéokoPog @oBépa elvaw).

The question of Palamas’ attitude toward communism' is beyond the lim-
its of my topic, as is that of the Greek communists’ stance toward the Asia
Minor campaign'®. It is, however, useful to consider a «poetic response» to
Palamas’ «AUkow, namely that of Kostas Varnalis, who in November 1922
published his poem «Agvtepidn, also in the journal Modoa'’, with the epigraph
«Avkot - MrohoeBikot. K. ITakapdc.» The poem is not about the Asia Minor
Disaster, but rather a revolutionary piece in which an «idealist» poet —pre-
sumably Palamas— learns that:

T Aevtepia 8ev 1) {ntdv pé mapakdiio: Tjve maipvovv
pe ta 8o yépra povayoi.

The poem ends with an image of the revolution, with the final stanza portray-
ing the «imbecile poets» being «torn apart» by the «wolves»:

Méoo. ot eLOYEG Kai kamvolg, dvapaln eida va Eetpéyet
tovg “Avopoug yrydvtia §| Aikn®

Edgvou tod odrayov kom® YEAa pE QTdoave oTpLyyd:
ondpalav Todg popovg ITomtég oi Avkot.

14. T would therefore disagree with Stathis Maras, who writes (in K&orag Bdpvalng. "[6eolo-
yia kai IToinon, Athens, Kastaniotis, 1986, pp. 60-61): «Z’ £va tov moinpa pé titho “To Tpayovdt
1@V mpooeuyev” [ = “Of Avkor”], bBpiotikd yid tovg ZoPietikodg Enavaotdreg Kai Todg &na-
vaotatnpévoug Aaovg YEVIKOTEPD, pikdet yid “pdvipeg”, “Omha”, ““’Axpiteg”, “okovnidia’ ki
dvopdlet Tovg ZoPretikovg “Avkoug’!»; as well as with M. M. Papaioannou, according to whom
(in Kdorag Bdpvaing. MeAéreg, Athens, Synchroni Epochi, 1984, p. 45): «vopilel kaveig mag oi
“umohroePikor’” 1od yperdoTnkay yid v dportokatainia pE 16 “Avkor”. "Acpardg 6 Makapdg
£vvoel 100G povoug prodoePikouvg, T6te, TOVG pOGOLG Koppouvioteg Ti¢ "Oytoppraviig "Enavd-
otaong:» [he quotes the stanza from the second part with the reference to the «Muskovite»].

15. Yanis Kordatos deals with the issue in his ‘Totopia tijc NeoeAAnvikijc Aoyoteyviag ("Ano
70 1453 dbg 10 1961), 2nd ed., Athens 1983, pp. 438-444. A systematic study of it would now begin
with the entry «Koppovviopdeon» in Palamas, “Aravra, vol. 17, Evpetijpia, compiled by George
Kechagioglou and G. P. Savidis, Athens, Kostes Palamas Institute, 1984.

16. See the article by Philip Carabott «The Greek “Communists” and the Asia Minor Cam-
paigny» in the present issue of the AeAtrio t00 Kévipov Mikpaciatikdv Enovddv.

17. See Ch. L. Karaoglou, T0 ITepiodiko «Moboa» (1920-1923), Athens 1991, pp. 40-41.
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This was not the first time Varnalis criticized Palamas’ poetry: in 76 @d¢
7oV kaiet, also published in 1922 (but completed before the Asia Minor Disas-
ter took place), he placed Palamas in the category of poets practicing the «art
of moronsy («1f} Té€xvn 1@V popdv»). As for Palamas, in 1924 he criticized that
work for its «raging Bolshevism» («d@piopévog prmoroefikiopndon)'s. Despite
these negative exchanges'®, however, there was mutual respect between the two
poets. Palamas’ differences with Varnalis were based on ideological, not poeti-
cal grounds, and specifically on their opposing views of the «MeydAn "I8éan.
Palamas’ response, less than a year after the Asia Minor Disaster, to an inter-
viewer’s question concerning the main ideology expressed in his work is parti-
cularly illuminating:

—[...][0] Kapaiokdkng. ‘H ITotpido. “H Gurr. Koi npd kol peta tov
nohepov moArEg véeg idéeg Epdvnkav kol Exivibnkav. Avdueca o’
advtég kai ) Toowohotikry. “Oyt ma 1) idéa tfig IMotpidag, pa 1 i6éa
wdg evtuyopévng "Avbpondtntag. Lt Pooia 1| idéa Enpoydpnoe mo
nmohd. ‘O Koppovviopdg. Ma kai €66 7 idéa avtn elye v Enidpacn
tn¢. Kai BéBara k1 80 v Pyel moinon anod trv idéa adTr «kaAdg vo.
Byein. Ma 1 dvtiknyn t@v kawvovpylwv idedv iowng d&v elvar tdéoo
kovta o’ gué. X’ gpt 10 peydro ‘I8aviko elvar dAlo. Elvor 1) «Meydin
"I8¢an.

— Anladn W) natproTiky 18éa;

— Nai. KaBavto 1 Meydin ‘I8éa. ‘O Moppapopévog Baoiiidg?.

Indeed, in 1925, while distancing himself from the ideology of 70 ¢d¢ mov
kaicl, he praised the work’s poetic qualities:

[“OJoo xt dv elvar 1) ideoroyia Tov dmokpovoTiKT Y1d TOVG TLOTOVG TAV
£0vik®v mapadopévav mod Exe TV Tiun p Ekeivoug va cuykataléyo-
pot, Spwg elvar moinpa téyvng mov d&ilel TpooeyTika kol STwodrnote
yainva va kortaytel dno Soovg Epatedovtat, kabag Eyd, trv IToldp-
via?!,

That same year (1925) Varnalis dedicated the first edition of ‘O XoAdwudg

18. Palamas, “Anavra, vol. 12, Athens, n.d., p. 309.

19. The confrontation between Palamas and Varnalis has been discussed by Maras, pp. 60-63,
and Papaioannou, pp. 44-51.

20. Palamas, “Azavra, vol. 14, Athens, Govostis, n.d., pp. 125-126. The interview, taken by
Photos Giofyllis, was published on 21 June 1923 in the newspaper 'EAevfepog Adyo.

21. Palamas, “Amavra, vol. 12, p. 386. In April 1925 Palamas signed the protest against
Varnalis’ six-month dismissal by the Ministry of Education for the publication of 76 gdi¢ o0
xaiet. And in 1928 he referred to Varnalis as the «&&1a tipdpevog Bapvainey (“Amavra, vol. 14, p.
208).
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ywpic peraguoik to Palamas, and some time later re-wrote the final stanza of
«Agvtepidy, eliminating the reference to «pwpodg montégn?.

Before leaving Varnalis, it is important to mention that, although the Asia
Minor Disaster as a theme is not dealt with in his poetry®, he wrote an essay on
the event published as a newspaper article («"H Mikpooiatikn Kataotpoeri»)
in 1935%. He blames the Greek «xepadatokpation and both Greek political
parties (Venezelist and Royalist), as wel! as British imperialism, for the defeat
and the subsequent suffering of the common people, and cauterizes the Greek
authorities who held the communists responsible.

Palamas once again took up the Asia Minor theme in his poetry in early
November 1922, this time to speak of the plight of the refugees. «To Tpayovdt
t®dv IIpooebywv» is a long-winded poem in which several well-known themes
reappear (the poet’s role in the resurrection of the race; Greece’s eternal place
in history; the unification of all Greeks, having one «mother» and one «souly;
the dead bearing seeds of new heroes), all indicative of a renewed optimism
characterized by the refrain:

Maoaxkpid k¥’ 1 dredmoia, poxpid kai 6pyr kai Opfjvog!

Indeed, in only four of the poem’s twenty-one stanzas does he deal with the
refugee theme itself:

— K1 Eogic, yopa xai | gtdyo oog, tod SABov ki Eoeig kapdpio,
ikéteg TOpa dmAdvovtog 10 dicko Tod yepiob,

tfig Gpyatidg, Tfig dpyovridg dapuévol, dmopevapia

g eAGYag Kai Tod payarptod,

10 kAoite Eogig 10 mdvTa cag, onitio, dyabd, Bela ddpa,
napotnpéva, dpaviocpéva, TAGopata, TOvALd,

8mov Spywvev 6 “Eportag, Bepiler 6 xdpog tdpa,

ndet k1 1) matpido ki 1) QOALA.

Trdyia Emov ypvowvav T yij, pavporoydv kopdkot.
Ta ddxpua kotarivovtag, {ntdte (6ipe 1 otiyun
nov od¢ Tpundel 6 cwhika copdkt Koi eappdkt),
yovia {ntate kol yopi.

22. It is not known at what date this re-writing took place. In Varnalis’ ITourjuara (’Exioyn) of
1954 and IToinixa of 1956 the poem is printed in its revised form. Interstingly, in the February
1935 issue of the journal Néo: ITpwrondpor the poem was re-printed in its original form with an
introduction by the editors. However, as Dr. Theano Michailidou has indicated to me, this may
have been without Varnalis® permission, since the poet’s quarrel with Palamas had ended in 1925.

23. For a discussion of the impact of the Disaster on Varnalis’ prose fiction, see Thomas
Doulis, Disaster and Fiction. Modern Greek Fiction and the Impact of the Asia Minor Disaster of
1922, Berkeley and Los Angeles 1977, pp. 124-136.

24. Varnalis, ®idlodoyika "Armopvnuovedpara, pp. 262-69.



210 DIANA HAAS

Kt 8,71 8d aicbdveote mag elvar dndvov n’ Sha T EAla
kai g GEiler Onoavpoic, tiig EexkAnpildg mardid,

Kt 8,11 {ntdte dveinoto, 10 EEpo elvar pid otdra
Gyann xoi kaAn kopdid.

While Palamas’ sympathy for the refugees’ misery is evident in these lines, and
while he goes on to urge the Greeks to give them a helping hand, his own rage
over the Disaster has clearly subsided, and even his critical disposition appears
to have diminished. )

Over the next nine years Palamas wrote five other poems containing direct
references to the Disaster: «vdpeg, kapdiég, oot “EAAnveey (1925); «'H
IMatpida otodg Nekpovg ey (1929); «Xpvodotopoc» (published 1931), a
hymn in praise of the martyred Metropolitan bishop of Smyrna; and «Ztov
¢ilo Muiyan *Apyvpémovro» (1931) and «Ztov momty *Amdéotoro Map-
uéAn» (1931), addressed to poets from Asia Minor whom Palamas held in
esteem. It is the optimistic tone that stands out in most of these poems, some-
thing that comes very close to the expression of a continued belief in the
«MeydAn "I8éan, such as was found in his remarks in the 1923 interview cited
above. Clearly this belief, though strongly shaken by the Asia Minor Disaster,
was too deeply engrained in the poet’s consciousness ever to be extinguished.

C. P. Cavafy was fifty-nine years old and in his poetic prime at the time of
the Asia Minor Disaster, the news of which reached him in another corner of
the Diaspora. A first element in his response to the events is, I believe, the
«unpublished» poem «ITdpBev». The piece was written in March 1921, as
Greece celebrated the one-hundredth anniversary of its War of Independence
and the Greek army, advancing toward the interior of Asia Minor and encoun-
tering Kemalian troops well equipped by the Italians, French, and Russians,
had already suffered serious losses?. Remembering an earlier phase in the
Greek-Turkish conflict, Cavafy, speaking with a degree of emotion rarely
found in his poetry?, bridges the gap between the end of Byzantium and the

25. See Angelomatis, pp. 114-15; and G. P. Savidis, Mikpa Kafagixd, vol. 1, Athens 1985, p.
355. Savidis also intimates (p. 351) a link between the publication of the poem «Anuntpiov
Zotfpog, 162-150 m.X.» in 1919 and the landing of Greek forces in Smyrna in that year «3#ifev pé
tig edAoyieg t@v 'Ayyro-TdAhov».

26. See Zisimos Lorenzatos, Mikpa dvaivtika otov Kafden, Athens [1977], pp. 12-13; Sonia
Ilinskaya. K.IT. Kafdong. Oi pduot nmpog 10 peaiioud otijv moinon tod 2000 aidva, Athens
1983, p. 225; Xenophon Kokolis, «FAwooikn dovppatdtnta, momtikn texviky kai moAttikn
Eypriyopon oto “Ildpbev” tob KaBdeny, Awafdle, 78 (5 Oct. 1983), pp. 66-67; and Diana Haas,
Le probléme religieux dans I’ oeuvre de Cavafy. Les années de formation (1882-1905), Paris,
Presses de I’ Université de Paris-Sorbonne (in press), chap. 3.
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beginning of the end of the «MeydAn ’I3€an; between two frontiers of Hellen-
ism, Alexandria and the distant Pontus:

ITAPOEN

Abtég T8¢ pépeg ddPalo dnpotika Tpayovdia,
yid T 46ha TdV KAeQT@V Kai TOVG TOAEpOLG,
npdypata copnadntikd: Sikd pag, I'patkikd.

AwdBala kai ta mévBpa yid tov yapo tiig Iéing
«ITfjpav v I16An, nfjpav v' nfipav 1 Zarovikny.
Koi trjv ®ovr mod £kel oo oi dud &yédvay,

«CepPa 6 Baoihidg, dekra 6 matpdpyney,

axovodnke ki elne va mdyovv mid

«ndyte momddeg ta yoptia kol kAeiote 0 Bayyéhion
nfipav v [I6An, nfipav tmv' wijpav 1 Zalovikn.

“Opwg &’ v dAAa md mold pt dyyike 10 dopa

10 Tparelodvtiov p¢ v napd&evri Tov YAdooa

Kol pg v A0 tdv Tpotkdv tdv pakpuvdv Ekeivav
nod {owg Lo miotevav mod 6d cwbolpe dkdumn.

Mo droipovov potpaiov movhl «dmai trv IToAnv Epton
UE 010 «@TEPOOALY GOE YapTiv TEPLYPAUpUEVOV

K1 008¢ otiv dpmelov koved’ unde otd mepidi,

Enfiyev xai Ek6veyev otod kumapic’ v pilavn.

Of apytepeic dev dvvavtar (fi d&v BELovv) va drapdoouvv
«Xépag viog MNavikag Evw adtog 10 maipvet 10 yopti,

kol 10 draPdler k1 dShogHpeTar.

«Z1v’ Gvayvad’ o1t’ dvakiaiy’ o1t’ dvakpody’ Thv kdpdiav.
N’ &M &pdg va Bdr Epdc, 1 Popavia mdpbevy.

Less than a year later, in early February 1922, when the situation at the
front had become so uncertain that the Asia Minor Greeks felt compelled to
create the «Asia Minor Defense» («Mikpaociatikr "Apvvar), with the even less
certain support of the Greek High Commissioner Stergiadis?’, Cavafy wrote
and published « Ynép tfic "Ayaikfic Zupunoliteiag [Tohepfcavtegy. A ficti-
tious Achaian poet, exiled in Alexandria during the corrupt reign of Ptolemy
Lathyros, writes an epigram on the defeat of the Achaian League by the
Romans thirty-seven years earlier, in 146 B.C., at Lefkopetra in Corinth. Diaios
and Kritolaos were the unworthy generals of the League, which, according to
the historian Constantine Paparrigopoulos, «dnfjp&ev 1) tehevtaio dnwoodv

27. See Angelomatis, pp. 127-136.
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Aéyov dEia dmémerpa, fiv t0 Evradba EAAnVikOV EBvog Eneyeipnosy fva di-
atnprion avtotedf] trapEiv kai dveEaptnoiovn?:

YITEP THZ AXA'TKHZ XYMIIOAITEIAZ [IOAEMHZANTEZ

*Avdpeiol ogi¢ mov moheprioate Kot téoat’ edkAedS
TOUg TOVTay ol ViKiioavtog Ut gopnbévieg.

“Apopot ogig, v éntarcav 6 Aiarog k1 6 Kpitdraog.
“Otav Ba B&hovv oi "EAAnveg va kavynbobdv,
«Tétolovg PBydler 10 EBvog pagy B Aéve

v1& odc. "Etot Bavpdoiog 84 *var 6 Enavédg cog.—

"Eypdon &v "AleEavdpeig Do *Ayaiod:
£Bdopov Erog ITtolepaiov, Aabbpov.

As early as 1926, within the literary circles surrounding the poet, a link had
been suggested between the poem and the events of 1922; indeed, it was said
that the poem’s «subtitle» should be «'H dndieia tfig "loviagy?. According to
witnesses, Cavafy was annoyed at this identification of an ancient historical
event with contemporary history. Bryn Davies, a British visitor to the rue
Lepsius in 1930, reported:

When I was talking to Cavafy in 1930 I had just had the poem about
the Achaean League translated to me, and had been told that it had a
special significance in view of what happened in 1922. It was this he said,
he could not understand and evidently, from the very detailed account he
gave me of the Achaean League, he had actually been thinking in terms
of what he called an entirely futile and inexplicable revival, with no
relation whatever to modern events at all. What struck me at the time
was that he spoke of the Achaean League as though it was a purely
contemporary event®,

And according to Yannis Sareyannis:

IToA)oi *AdeEavdpivoi B Bupodvtat Thv dyavakTnot tov, §tav dkove
va 100 Aéve 811 10 « YnEp 1fic "Ayaikfig Zupnohiteiag moleprjocaveg
100 10 elye Eunvedoel 1) Mikpoaoiatikn) Katootpoeri, 81t 10 8épa tod

28. Cited by Timos Malanos, ‘O ITointric KaPdeng. ‘O "AvBporog kai 10 Epyo tov, 3rd. ed.,
Athens [1957], p. 358.

29. G. Vrisimitsakis, 76 "Epyo o0 K. IT. Kapden, ed. G. P. Savidis, 2nd ed., Athens 1984, p.
38; see also Savidis, Mixpa Kapagixd, vol. 1, p. 350.

30. Robert Liddell, Cavafy: A Critical Biography, London 1974, p. 163. See also Timos
Malanos, Kefdgng 2, Athens 1963, p. 154.
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«Bulavtivog dpyov, EEdpiotog, oTiyoupydv» Titav 6 Eavtdg Tov Kai of
*ABnvaiot Adyiot, 6 «Odk Eyvaoy 6 Makdvog k.o.k. ‘O KaBdeng dev
fi0ele ta moujuatd tov v @aivovtal depéva pE G CLYKEKPLUEVN
npoypatikéTnTa, YU advtd npocnaboioe pg kdbe tpdmo va T dmokdPet
and Tic pawvopevikEg dpopuig Tiig Yévvnorig toug?!.

How much credence we should pay to Cavafy’s protestations is open to
debate??. However, while it is true that he did not respond poetically to the
Disaster in the direct manner of Palamas —only one example of the almost
diametrical opposition between their respective poetics— I believe that we may
at the very least perceive in « Ynép tfig "Ayoaikiig Zupunoiteiog [Toreprioav-
teg» what George Savidis has called the «echo» of «Cavafy’s anguish over the
impending Asia Minor Disaster»®. For this is, in fact, one of three poems
written (or re-written) during the two-month period between December 1921
and early February 1922 —a time when, as we have seen, fears over the
outcome of the Asia Minor Campaign were growing— in which Cavafy treats
the theme of military defeat. More specifically, each of the three deals with one
of the important battles of the Hellenistic Greek kingdoms against the Roman
army, all of which ended in defeat and led to complete takeover by Rome?.
The other two are «Teyvovpyog Kpatrjpwvy, where the Battle of Magnesia in
190 B.C. is named in the final verses:

¢ déka mévie ypoévia  mEpacav G T pépa
nov Emece, oTPOTIOTNG, OTiig Mayvnoiag v fTTav.

and «I1pog tov "Avtioyo *Emigavii», where reference is made to the Battle of
Pydna in 168 B.C., once again at the poem’s conlusion:

31. Yannis Sarcyannis, Zydlia orov Kafdpn, Athens 1973, p. 121.

32. In 1946, in his celebrated lecture «K. IT. KaBdeng, ©. Z. "Eiot Mapdriniow, George
Seferis once again proposed the link between ancient and modern history in Cavafy’s poem, and
also suggested that the atmosphere of decay which is described in other of Cavafy’s Hellenistic
poems must be connected with that of Greece on the eve of the Asia Minor Disaster (George
Seferis, Aoxiueg, 3rd. ed., Athens 1974, vol. 1, pp. 328-35). His analysis provoked a reaction on the
part of Timos Malanos, who in 1948 argued that «tv® npdypatt 10 noinpa dnpoocievtnke otig 2
DeBpovapiov, | Mikpaoiatikn Katactpo@r —1600 &npocdoknTn, yid pig 8 oty "Aledv-
Tpeta— Eyive povdya tov Alyovoto, dnhadn Eneita anod Entd GAGKANpovg pijveey (Kafdong 2,
pp. 139-140). To this argument Seferis responded in turn that, for Cavafy, «1 tpaypatiky Kata-
oTpo@n —1a Emakérovbd tng dtv ftav diéhov dnpocdoknta— Htav 1) ECOTEPIKT KaTAPpELOT
tob "20. Abt flrav 16 kopiewpa Tiig mohitikfig 1@V Aabipwv otd ypévia ikeivar (George
Seferis, «"Yotepdypago ot1j doxun “K. IT. Kapdeng, ©. Z. "Elot [Tapdhinior”», presented by
G. P. Savidis, ‘H Aéén, 23 [March-April 1983], p. 195).

33. Savidis, Mikpa Kaepagixd, vol. 1, p. 349.

34, See Savidis, Mixpa Kapagixd, vol. 1, pp. 349-351 (in his essay «Kpioieg pdyeg 100
“EAAnviopod oty noinon tob KaBdeny).
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"AMwoTe, dg LOLKOY,
toyéwg EnfirOe gig ITHdvav 1) dnaroio Aféig.

Moreover, in 1925 Cavafy created an imaginary sequel to the Battle of Lef-
kopetra treated in « Yngp g Ayaikfig Zupnoiteiag [Tolepricavrecy, with
the poem «Eig "Itahiknv mapariove. This may perhaps be considered one last
element in his response to the Asia Minor Disaster, if, as it has been suggested,
there is a parallel between the wealthy Greek youth of Magna Graecia witness-
ing Roman ships as they unload the «booty from Corinth», and his counter-
parts of 1922 witnessing the tragedy of the refugees®:

EIZ ITAAIKHN ITAPAAIAN

‘O Kijpog Meveddpov,  ‘Tralidtng véog,

Tov Biov tov mepvd péoa otég draockeddoel

¢ ovveBilovv Tobtol ol &n’ v Meydin ‘EALdda
MG oTa MOAAG TG TAoVTN GvaBpeppévol véot.

Ma orjpepa elvar AMav, mapd 10 @uoikd Tov,
ovvvoug koi katnerg. Kovta otmiv mopaliov,
p¢ Gxpav pelayyoriav  PAémer mobd Ex@optdvouv
td mhoia pg v Aeiav &k tfig Ilelomovvrioov.

Adouvpa EAAnvikd: 1} Agia tii¢ Kopivlou.
"A onuepa BePaing Stv elval Ogpitdy,
d¢v elvar duvatov 6 ‘Ttalidtng véog

va ’yet Y10 daokeddoeg  kopdv Embopiav.

Finally, in closing this discussion of Cavafy’s response to the Disaster,
evidence of a different kind may, I believe, be cited. This is the testimony of
Polys Modinos, Cavafy’s younger friend who visited him shortly after the
burning of Smyrna:

Méoo ZentepPpiov 1922, elye ovvteheoBel 1) kataoTpoer tod EAAN-
viopod tiig Mikpdc Aciac, 10 Eeppilopa kai 6 dpaviopsde. ‘O Ka-
Bdomng, kabiopévog ot ocvvnbiopévn Béon tov 610 caAdvi, okVBpw-
ndg, dpidntog kai nepidvmog. “Hpaotav pévor. Ea@vika pue mviypévn

35. Savidis (Mikpa Kapfagixd, vol. 1, p. 350) writes: «Tpia xpévia petd trv Kataotpo@t Tig
Zpvpvng, kai Evd dképa 10 maiippolakd kopa Tiig Tpooeuylds katakAvler To EAANVIKO kpdTog
800 kai §ho 1oV bnérotno ‘ErAnviopd, 6 KaBdeng 6& dnpootedyer Eva mikpod moinpa pt otéyo
TOpa TV Emméhain cvvarsbnpatiky avtidpaon dpiopéveov thovoinv kai TpLENAGY VEwv T0D
Meilovog ‘EAAnviopod dnévavt omiv tpayondia té@v Eeprlopévev 43eledV ToVGy.
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oovn Eéonace' «Elvar tpopepd adto mov pdg ovpPaiver. Xdvetar 1
Zuopvn, xaverar ) "lovia, ydvovtar oi Oeoi...» Agv undpece va cuveyi-
oel. 10 @O¢ Tfig Adpmag eldo 1a ddkpuva va KVAODV 0TO PLTISWHEVO
npdownd tov.

While it is Cavafy’s emotional response to the Disaster that is being described
here, it is nonetheless significant that this response is connected to his poetry.
In identifying the loss of Smyrna with that of Ionia and of the «Gods», Cavafy
is consciously referring to his earlier, lyrical poem «’Iovikov» (published in
1911), in which the land of Ionia is that «loved by the Gods», immortal protec-
tors and guarantors of the continuity of Greek civilization.

Kostas Karyotakis came of age during the years between the First World
War and the exchange of populations (he was twenty-six in 1922), and much
has been written on the role this experience played in creating the general
climate of despair and decadence that often characterizes the poetry not only
of Karyotakis but of other writers of the «generation of 1920». In my discus-
sion, however, I will concentrate exclusively on those texts of Karyotakis which
are connencted to the events of the Disaster itself.

Karyotakis® poetic response consists essentially of two poems, both pub-
lished in the collection ‘Edeyeia kai Zdtipegin late 1927: [ “Otav &vOn £déva-
te...]» (included in the second series of the 'Eleyeia), and «Eig *Avdpéav
KdABow» (included in the Zdripec)’’.

36. Polys Modinos, Tpei¢ 'EmiotoAés tod KaPfdgn, Athens, Greek Literary and Historical
Archives, 1980, pp. 9-10.

37. A direct reference to the Asia Minor Campaign is also found in the last part (VIII) of the
revue «[TeA-MéLy, wntten in the summer of 1921, which ends with the yuatrain.

Kai pé tov Kovotavrivo, pé pia EAnida,

HE pua okéym, pué pid kapdid,

va kwvijoovpe, vai, yia tiv Hotpida

Kai v& pmodpe oty ‘Ayid Zo@id.
The circumstances surrounding the revue’s composition (reported by Ch. G. Sakellariadis, «'O
Kapvetdkng Embeopnoroypdgocy, Néa ‘Eotia, 27,320 [15 April 1940], pp. 474-482; see now K.
G. Karyotakis, Ta [Mourjuara (1913-1928), ed. G. P. Savidis, Athens 1992, p. 393-394) prevent us
from giving these verses the same weight as Karyotakis’ other texts dealing with the events of the
Disaster. I believe that they may, however, be considered indicative of a satirical attitude toward
the Campaign, in view both of the satirical tenor of the entire revue (see G. P. Savidis, Z7a Xvdpia
00 Kapvwrdkn. Keipeva 1966-88, Athens 1989, p. 78) and of the context in which they are sung,
as told by Sakellariadis (quoted in Karyotakis, Ta ITourjuara (1913-1928), p. 394): «[...Z106 téhog
¢ mpd&ng, Erot oi Gvipeg cvArapBdvovial B¢ GvumdTAKTOL Kai praivouy ot Ypappt yid va
nive] 6hot 016 pétemo, k1 adtoi, Tiv dvdykn kdvoviag @ihotipia, tpayovdodv 10 [terikd, Ex
npdTNg Syewg Eexdppwto] Tpayovdw. I would, in any case, disagree with Christos Alexiou, who
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Savidis was the first to suggest that «[“Otav GvOn £8évate...]» «apparently
is addressed to the soldiers who were killed in the Asia Minor Campaign»®:

[OTAN ANG®H EAENATE...]

“Otav dvln £dévate otd Te@pa pariid cag,
kai pEg oty kapdid oag

dvinyoboav cdimyyeg, k¥’ fipbate ot yhpa
o PEYAAT TOpA —

ol dvBpomor p¢ ta EEarlda npdowna, té piyn,
elyav 6hot @uyet.

“Otav dAho émfipate mpdotaypa, dAlo dpdpo,
okbBovtag tov dpo,

v Babeldv dxovyovrag crom, ToLg YpHAOLG,
otnv Gxpn tob yeilovg

gva otdyv Balovtag pg mkpia téon —

elye ma voyTOOoEL.

K1 8tav ékivijoote Avtpopéva yépio

ndve ano 1’ dotépra,

Kt 6tav 610 KpuoTdAlivo BAéppa, oL dvesTpden,
6 ovpavdg Eypdoen,

Kt 8tav Epopécate 1O Aapumpo oTeEQAVL —

eiyote meBdver.

The poem’s progression is, I believe, clear. In the first stanza, the soldiers’
optimistic departure, accompanied by «flowers» and «trumpets;» their arrival
in a now «larger» country (Smyrna or Anatolia: the adjective «ueydAn» cannot
but remind one of the «MeydAn "I8éa»); and their discovery, upon arrival, of
having already been abandoned by those who, through their unbridled enthu-
siasm («ta EEadha tpdéownar) and patriotic fervour («td piyn» — we think of
«tBvika priyn»), brought them there. In the sccond stanza, the new «ordersy»

writes («'O Kapvotakng kai 1§ £moy1 tour, in Municipality of Preveza, Zvundoio yia tov K. I,
Kapvwrdxn, IpéPela, 11-14 ZentepPpiov 1986, ed. Memi Melissaratou, Preveza 1990, p. 308):
«'H EmBedpnon kheiver pt EEL tetpdoTiya xwpig catipikn idBeon dvagepdpeva ot Mikpaoct-
atikn Ekotpateia, mov SEv Exovv, BEBara, T Avpikh peyahootopio 1dv "Emvikwv 10D Zikeda-
vob, GALa Sranvéovtar and to (810 Spapa Tijg “Meyding "18éag” kai dno tov (310 Bavpacud oo
Bacihia Kovotavtivo [...]».

38. In K. G. Karyotakis, ITotrjuara xai ITe{d, ed. G. P. Savidis, Athens 1972, p. 93 (see now
Karyotakis, Ta IHourjuara (1913-1928), p. 347). From another point of view, Christos Papazoglou
(in Paratonisménh moysikh. Meléth gia ton Karyvtdkh, Athens 1988, pp. 112-113) in his discussion
of grammatical and syntactical characteristics of Karyotakis’ poetry, cites the poem as a case
where «the subject [...] is not entirely clear and precise»: «"Otav @vln £dévate otd te@pa parlid
oag... — (Edévate, mowoi;)».
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and new road: that of retreat, with the humiliation it implies («ox0Bovtag TOv
®po»); where silence, broken only by the sound of crickets, has replaced the
trumpets’ blare; and where bitterness and darkness prevail. In the third stanza,
in which the repetition of «tav» is accelerated, more positive images are once
again suggested: liberation («Avtpwpéva yépiar); movement toward the
heights («6 obpvdgy); the crown of glory; all, however, gotten too late, or
better, only through death. The condemnation of those responsible for the
Asia Minor Compaign and its ultimate failure —although the Campaign is
never directly referred to in the poem— as well as the sympathy expressed for
the soldiers” plight fit into the larger framework of Karyotakis’ well-known
antimilitaristic stance, the first and clearest expression of which is found in
«MuyaAiogy (in the Zdtipeg), written in 1919, after the landing of greek troops
in Smyrna, but containing no allusions to any specific historical event®.

The antimilitarism of ([ “Otav &ven £dévarte...]» reappears in the poem «Eig
*Avdpéav KdrBovy, this time with a direct reference to the Asia Minor Cam-
paign. Karyotakis compares the military ideals of the Greek Revolution, sung
by Calvos, when arms served the cause of Independence, with the present state
of the army’s moral decay, where the field of battle is replaced by the coffee
house and dance hall, and the sole purpose of military strength is to exercise
power®: clearly an allusion to the growing role of the military in Greek polit-
ics, which culminated in the Dictatorship of General Pangalos in mid 1925
(which Karyotakis directly satirizes in the poem « H ITediag xai 10 Nekpo-
ta@eiowr). I will cite only those stanzas (verses 31-45) which pertain to our
subject:

“H, Gv mpotipdc, EEdpvnoov,

GvTtig yeyvpuvopévov

Eupdv, Soa pactiylo

npdg ApiapPov Emosiovial
@V Kapsveiov,

“Inmovg 8&v EmPaivovot,

aun v EEovoiav

kol Tod Aaod tov Tpdyniov,

1800, pdyovtor oi fpweg
péoa gig ta vidvoryk.

39. Hero Hokwerda («’Eleysia fj Zdtipec;», in Zvundoio yia tov K. I. Kapvotdxn, p. 67)
writes: «To moinua ‘O MiyaAidg torprdler omiv aviyuhitaplotiky dtudceaipa mod Gkorov-
‘Bnoe kai oty “EALGSa tov Mpdto Maykdopio Méhepo —av kai elvat Stokoko vé kaBopicet
Kaveig xptpdg 10 61éY0 Tod MotipHaTog.

40. See Hokwerda, p. 66.

41. See the analysis of the poem by Papakostas, pp. 62-71.
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Tic ddgveg tob Zayydpiov

1 "ElevBepia gopécaca,

yopya Gmo piav xeipa

o’ 8AAnv mepvi kai cvpetat,
S0UAN oTpatdVOG?.

What is of particular interest here is, of course, the third of these stanzas,
with its direct reference to the «laurels of Sakaria». The Greek offensive
launched against Kemal’s troops in June 1921, which had resulted in several
victories as it approached Ankara and had earned praise for the Greek army in
the Greek and foreign press, was stopped in August by a Turkish counter-
attack and brilliant victory at the Sakaria River, which proved to be decisive in
the final outcome of the Asia Minor Campaign*. Karyotakis, condensing into
one image a long series of events, which included the successive handing over
of power from one government to another, appears to be satirizing here the
rapid degeneration of whatever victories had been won in the name of «Free-
domy, into the «slavery» of military dictatorship*.

Another aspect of the Asia Minor Disaster, the plight of the refugees,
elicited a response from Karyotakis in the form of a «short short story»*
entitled «"Evog ITpaxtikog @dvatogy. It constitutes the second part of a «trip-
tych» of three such texts written in January 1928 under the general title «Tpeig
Meydhreg Xapégr. The subject of each of the three pieces is entirely different
(the two others are entitled « O Kalog “YndAAnhog» and «Aeomoivig Bovary);
they are, however, thematically connected by the common conclusion which
each one ends: «Eivat gdtuyrign®. A conclusion full of irony, for each story
tells not of happiness but of tragedy. The irony is reinforced not only by the
general title, but also by the sarcasm of the epigraph that follows it, Solomos’
verse «"Opop@og k6opog, 1f01kdg, dyyehikd TAacpévogy.

Although «"Evog ITpoktikog @dvatogy, by virtue of its genre, technically

42. Verse 62 also contains a probable reference to the Disaster: «fj otpatid tfig fittney.

43. See Angelomatis, pp. 120-125.

44. Alexiou has suggested that in another poem from the Zdripeg, «210 "Ayahpa tiic
"EhevBepiag mod gotiler tov kdopon, Karyotakis «indirectly denounces the attitude of the Ameri-
can allies toward the disaster of Smyrnay (p. 315). Papakostas, in his analysis of that poem, cites
evidence regarding American economic interests in the area, of which Karyotakis must have been
aware (pp. 37-43). The question remains open to debate.

45. Savidis (in K. G. Karyotakis, Td ITe{d, ed. G. P. Savidis, Athens 1989, p. 157) calls it a
«Kpo-duriynpar.

46. As Kostas Stergiopoulos writes («T6 nelo £pyo tob Kapvwtdxkny, Néa ‘Eotia, vol. 90, 1065
[15 November 1971], p. 1528), the only «link» between the three pieces is «1d yeyovdg 8t kai otig
Tpeig mepintdoELg 16 Tpdowna kataltiyovy ot pid dpeifoing morétnrag kai Sidpkerag yapd,
ompiypévn mave o Eva Spapatikd mepiotatikd f of pid yevdaionon edtuyiagy.
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does not fall within the scope of this paper?, it should, I believe, be cited here.
The «office» (meaning «government office») theme, with the opposition be-
tween bureaucracy and human needs it implies, is, of course, an important one
in Karyotakis’ poetry (for example «['po@idcy, «[MicOia Sovierd...]n, «Anuo-
otot “Yndrliniow). And the story, drawn from the personal experience of his
assignment as supervisor in the «['pogeio ’Emonteiog 'Eykatactdoswng
IMpoc@uyov» from 18 December 1923 to 28 February 1924%, attests eloquently
to Karyotakis’ particular sensitivity to the fate of the refugees, and especially of
the children: in May 1927 he published a two-part article on the national
orphanages and boarding-schools («Tda "E6vikd *Opgavotpogeia kai Oiko-
tpogeian), in which he emphasized the urgent need for such institutions in view
of the large influx of refugees following the Disaster®.

ENAZ ITPAKTIKOX ©ANATOX

Atv Eépw Ti popodoe 010 kepdit. Ta podya g d&v elyav obte
oyfjna obte ypdpa. "Eunfike 010 ypageio kpatdvtag otV dykoiid dVo
nowdia kai oEpvovrag téooepa. KabBéva Exharye §| Eodvale pt idaitepo
tpémo. "AlAo Tpafodoe 10 @ovoTdvi tng, dAho Ta porid tng. “Eva
aybpr B¢ TPV Ypovdv ETpepe pE k4Tt topdéeva Gvoeiintd, ywpic va
khaiet. “Ola poali —@pryt ovppovie— ékoitalav 1 puntépa Toug
Smog of povoikol 10 potéotpo. At pag elye Eexdoet Tiv naptitodpa
¢ o’ Eva Kopyo ypageldkt 4nd acajou.

Ztdbnke pnpootd pog pg dpbdvoryta pdtia. Kdti oav yevtiko yé-
Ao, pd ykpipdroa oiktov Tpdg toV Eavtd tng, EEnyodoe td Adyia Tng.
"Hrtav *Appévicoa. ‘O dvtpag tng énébBave o’ Eva xopd, ki pbe 4mod
kel (nTdvtag yopi y1d 10 nodid e Topo napakarodoe vi oteyo-
o0el. Kdmotog mov 1ikepe ) yhdooa tng tiig elne 811 d&v Omfjpye mov-
Beva Béoig. Kai kabag dtv 1ibeke va kataldet, trv Epyarav Eéw o1
S1adpopo. "Epetve Eamhopévn pé ta mondid g dg o peonuépt. Triv
GAAN pépa, 1 1810 iotopia. "Hpbe molric @opig dxdumn.

*Emitédovg Tv Eptéav o pid drnobrikn. Tpidvo oikoyéveleg mpoo-
@byov mov Epevay ékel péoa elyav ywpioet Ta volkokvpid Tovg mpdyet-

47. At the same time, however, it constitutes, by virtue of its length, an exception within the
body of prose literature on the Asia Minor Disaster, made up of short-stories and novels. It is not
mentioned in the only existing systematic study of this literature, Doulis’ Disaster and Fiction.
Modern Greek Fiction and the Impact of the Asia Minor Disaster of 1922.

48. Georgia Dalkou, Kwvoravrivog I'swpyiov Kapvwtdkng, Snudoiog bndiiniog & "Abn-
vov, perarebeic eig Ipéfelav éoydrag..., Athens 1986, p. 50; and Savidis, in K. G. Karyotakis,
Ta Ield, p. 157.

49. Savidis, Zra Xvdpia tod Kapvwrdkn, pp. 156-159; and Nasos Vayenas, « O Kapvotdxng
kol ta 6ppavotpogeian, in Zvurdoto yiad tov K. I'. Kapvwrdxn, pp. 377-383.
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pa, PE PavtacTikovg toiyovg. Mméyot, kacéheg, kovBépteg dmlopévec,
E0ha Bakpéva ot ypappt, Eoxnpdtilav TETpAy®Va, TA PoYMTIKG TE-
Tpdywva Tig televtaiag duovng. X’ adtég Tig wiitg dxivnrodoav §
¢odhevav mévOipa okigg GvBpdnov. Tpeig-tpeig, névie-névie, okop-
mopévol dvapeca ot pumapd podya kai droleippata Enindov, frav od
va y1Bopilav napapdbia 1ij va tpoonabotoav oryd v’ drnotivdEovv to
oKOTAdL.

Tdpa 1 drobrixn eotiletar ano &va kepi. Kdnolo dépa tuhiypévo
pe kabapo dompo mavi Exel tonobetnBel Tpooektikd, kGOeTA TPOG TOV
t0iy0, yapov. Elvat 16 pikpdtepo dmod ta EEL mordid tiig "Appévicoag,
nob néBave Aiyeg dpeg peta thv Eykatdotoon tovg. T’ ddélera tov
nailouv EEw otov fjdo. “H pntépa, Ealagpopévn, topactéket Yo te-
Aevtaio popd 10 pwpd . Of dAAeg yuvaikeg T pakapilovv, yati 6&
unopéoet ano adpro va midoet dovheld. Elvar oyedov edtuyrig. Kai 6
vekpOg Gkdun meprpéverl pg téon dElonpéneia®...

While it would be misleading to draw general conslusions from what is only
part of a much larger study, the texts discussed in this paper bring to light at
least one point: that the immediate poetic response to the Asia Minor Disaster
was a polyphonous one. For it includes not only voices of «lament» and of
«praise», but also voices of doubt, contestation, and criticism, reflecting a
profound historical, political, and social consciousness.

Over the following two decades the Asia Minor Disaster elicited new re-
sponses on the part of Greece’s poets, the most significant of which is surely
Seferis’ Mvfiordpnua (1935)°'. As the experience became an increasingly dis-
tant memory, it was replaced in the poetic consciousness by the more recent
tragedies that have marked the history of modern Hellenism, until finally, in
our time, it seems almost to have been forgotten. It is significant that in one of
the latest poems (1966) having to do with the events of 1922, or more precisely,
in this instance, with their legacy forty-four years later, «forgetfulness» is one
of the central themes: not that of the living, however, but, as the poet tells us on
an ironical note, of the dead. I would like to conclude by quoting, without

50. Karyotakis, Ta ITe(d, pp. 31-32.

51. In studying the Disaster theme in Mv@iotdpnua, one must of course take into considera-
tion the fact that, just as Cavafy had been displeased by the thesis (of which Seferis was later a
proponent) according to which the inspiration for his poem « Ynép tfig *Ayaikiig Zupnotiteiog
IMoAeprjoavtegy came from the Asia Minor Disaster, so Seferis himself was displeased by the critic
Andreas Karantonis’ identification of the experience described in Mvbiorépnua with that of 1922
and angered by Malanos’ use of a phrase from a personal letter to support a view similar to that of
Karantonis.
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further comment, George Geralis’ «’Ava{ntioeig péow t0d ‘EAAnvikod
*Epvbpol Ztavpodn

ANAZHTHZEIZ MEZQ TOY EAAHNIKOY EPY®POY ITAYPOY

“Otav xatactydler 6 dAaraypog

4nd 10 mpdTo Hpiypovo,

Kt &v®d mpoPdAriel O Evaydvio EpdTnpa

Gv &g 10 téhog Ba mponyeitar 6 "Apng,
ouviiBag petadidovtar ol «*Avalntrioeig

péow tod ‘EAAnvikod *EpuBpod Ztavpod».
Zyedov mavopordtuma: ‘H *Ayyehikn
Gvalntel 1ov odluydv g Fappiir Tappiriroyiov
¢x TTiowdiag. "E&noavictn

Kota TV Mikpoolatikiv Katastpoenv

¢v Eter 1922, “Extote

1 "Ayyehikn) otepeitar £idrjoedv tov...» To apddoEo
dtv elvar, BéPora, 1 dvopovn

capdvta téooepa ypovia, Stav okeQTel Kaveig
¢xeivoug mov Elnoav S100THHATO TPORAYTIKG
Yxopig va mepipuévovy tinota (ki g doricovpe mid,
yoti mopdyve, @V dyadpdtov T poipa).

To nopddo&o

elvar 1 orony tod Cafpiir, mod dyvodvrag
tig téoeg duvaoToTnTEG EMOTPOQTiG

— 1 ot g kdnotag Emkovaviag —

0 ovpdvia eéyyn yaipetol koi otdv dyyélov
10 008£tEPO KAAAOG EVTpLYd, Kt AoLALGYIOTO
Gmo v dmepyfivn povoikt peBuopévog,

tfig ouliyon ) Aodepiv dyxddn EAnapdvnas.
K1 ékeivn

péow 100 “EAAnvikod "EpuBpod Ztavpod
émipova Ekmépmel

10 padlopmvikd g Ayyeipa

dvdpean o & fpiyxpove That

ot 600 4no tovg matépeg SiddyTnKe,

10 Y p€0g TG EkTerel, TO privopd tng dkovet
kol flovyn mid, propel va tapokolovdricet,

— fowg pt Eyvora yid 1 d6&0 tod Eyyovod —
av &g 10 téhog Ba mponyeitar & "Apng.

52. In the collection Kieiotog Kijmog, Athens 1966.
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NOTE

This paper was given first in the lecture series «The Asia Minor Greeks» sponsored
by the Alexander S. Onassis Center for Hellenic Studies at New York University, 7-28
February 1992, and then at the Colloquium on «The Asia Minor Disaster and Greek
Society» organized by the Centre for Asia Minor Studies in Athens, 10-12 September
1992. I am grateful to Dr. Theano Michailidou, Professor G. P. Savidis, and Professor
Alexander Kitroeff for bibliographical and historical references, and to Professor Pa-
nayotis Moullas and Professor Nasos Vayenas for their helpful observations as discus-
sants at the Colloquium.
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