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ELENA KOUTRIANOU

Odysseas Elytis on Poetry:
The Synthetic and the Analytical View
of the Poem

Introduction

Apart from his reflections on the status and the function of poetry, in
many of the essays he published in Avoiyra yapric and Ey Asvuxe and in
other of his commentaries, Odysseas Elytis referred extensively to poetic
writing itself. These more “practically theoretical”™ observations concern
the relation of poetry as an artefact and work of art to the vision it
presupposes and aspires to express, and the laws and rules of
composition. The way he conceived of these two different aspects of
poetry is manifest in his successive attempts to provide a conceptual
image of the poem. These ideas are perhaps the highest accomplishment
of his theoretical work on poetry, and the culmination of his-arguments
on poetics. Elytis expressed his views by referring, on the one hand, to
the poem as a unity, and on the other, to its distinctive parts. His usual
tendency to express his ideas through visual images so as to explain them
as lucidly as possible, led him to conceive of certain illustrative images
both for the poem and for its parts. These images are considered here as
stages that lead to a conception of the poem which unifies Elytis’ more
theoretical concerns and his more practically theoretical quests.

The aim of this essay is to examine Elytis’ endeavour to define the
prerequisites for the production of the “ideal poem”—a notion that in
itself plainly portrays his determination to achieve poetic perfection—and
also the features that constitute it. The factors he considered indispensable
for poetic perfection are analysed by putting into perspective the evolution
of his thought, in order to shed light on the stages that marked the
emergence of his ideas on poetic writing in the period between 1944 to
1960. It is shown that the two central conceptions that unify and
exemplify his ideas concern a synthetic and an analytical view of the
poem. It is argued here that Elytis’ ideas have been inspired by Surrealist
thought (and poetic practice), but Gaston Bachelard’s theories, based on
an analysis of Surrealist (and other modernist) poetry, have been a major
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influence on Elytis’ thought, helping him to systematize his own ideas in
relation to the Surrealist endeavour.

Section 1 focuses on the principle determining Elytis’ theoretical
undertaking, that is, his concern to connect content and form. Sections 2
and 3 refer respectively to his views of the poem as a totality, expressed
in the images of the poem as universe and as solar system, and to the
way he conceived of its parts, exemplified by his notion of “prismatic
form”. Section 4 draws together the concepts of the (poem as) solar
system, “prismatic form” and “Six@dveion” and reaches a conclusion
focusing on the image of the crystal, which, although left rather implicit
in his essays, is a central conception in Elytis’ poetics, and one used by
him to establish the originality of his poetic writing.

1 The Unity of Content and Form
Elytis’ ideas on poetic writing revolved around the centre of his
practically theoretical preoccupations, that is, the connection between form
and content or, as he preferred to call them, “[tn] popgoroyia Tov Tou)-
porog” and “[to] WOeohoyxd Tov mepiexduevo . Bachelard’s ideas may
have helped Elytis to find a way of connecting content and form. But this
Romantic idea was not Bachelard’s own and there could have been other
sources for him to draw on. For instance, he could have followed
Solomos‘. There could also have been other influences; in the essay
“Avorytéd xoptik. T.T.T. 1935”, where Elytis first referred to Bachelard,’
he also quoted the “law of Monod Herzen” which, in his view, explained
“1ig ethixplveic oxéoelg pop@ig o VAng ™. He may have regarded this
“law ” in this same context. Furthermore, in 1958 Elytis himself pointed
out that he came to this realization through Surrealism’.

Elytis was gradually led to the conclusion, which he expressed in
“ To yoovixd piog Sexactiog” (1963), that the external characteristics of
the poem, what he called “teyvucy” or “Apyitextovuien™, should
correspond to what was expressed in the poem; for this reason, he
believed that the technique of a poem should be invented and not given.
As he observes in his interview with Dimitri Analis, “Le poéme idéal se
doit, sous cet angle, d’étre en conjonction paralléle au contenu; Cest la
quelque chose d’incompatible avec les anciennes formes comme le sonnet
ou la ballade, ou le Pantoum malais, etc... qui ne constituaient que des
réceptacles préts a recevoir le matériel le plus hétéroclite™. His conception
of “architectural inventions”, which emerged while he was reflecting on
the unwritten essay for Empédocle, that is, sometime between 1950 and
1963, referred to the development of the external “scaffolding” (“I'é-
chafaudage™)* of the poem, which ought to correspond to its interior, that
is, the poemi’s content.
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’ In 1963, he held that technique, the “scaffolding”, should be
developed for the expressive needs of a particular poem and for that only:
«H Apyrrextovixd), Yl péve, 8ev elye ™ onpooia pog arnd To TEW oT-
wéwne oxodwoudg™. As he explained in his interview with Analis, the
initial or central idea of the poem should lead to a special “tone” and this
tone should dictate the appropriate “pattern”. He pointed out that he
found this solution in Pindar and in Romanos the Melodist:

Ce sont deux grands esprits de la tradition grecque qui miont aidé a
affronter ce probléme. De I'époque classique Pindare, et de I'époque
byzantine Romanos le Mélode. Et ce, dans le sens que chaque unité
poétique de leur oeuvre trouvait, suivant la nature du contenu, son
genre de versification. Dans les grandes compositions, cette sollicitude
architecturale— avec I’alternance des mesures syllabiques, et leur rappel
mathématique—s’est révélée étre salutaire. Le ton particulier donnait
naissance au type particulier”. (his emphasis)

In the essay on Romanos the Melodist (1975), Elytis claims that the
two properties he regards as distinctive of Romanos’ poetics, that is, his
metrics and his language, constitute “factors of content”™® and are not
simply external characteristics of his poetry. He further maintains that the
invention of new forms for the content of each poem is a characteristic of
Greek poetry, and he stresses the high degree of originality that this
method provides, since the invented form contributes, in its turn, to the
development of the content:

oMY, umopel vo el xavelg, Bapdvel 0 CLYTEAEOTAG TWV OPYLTEXTOVL-
KOV YVWELOLATWY OE [ioe Toinon 6mwe owTh, 610V TO VoMU YEWWLE-
To poll xow pécd’ amd to @paocTiké oxfuo mov pEAAEL va TAEEL.
Emet01] yioo x4t TETOLO TTPOXELTAL, XL OG (41 CUYXEOVLE TNV WOl TNG
pop@Ng OTwg TN cuvavtoVpe e8( ot 6Twg TV éxovpe SidorxBel ambd
Tig Eéveg ypappotoloyieg. .
Efvow &ido evteddds mpdypo ot tpelg téoocplg otalbepoi TOTOL TTOL
xenouronoinoce 1 Sutum Topadooy enl aubveg cov anAd doyeio, yia
vou o YeEpioel pe T0 To £TPOXANTO LALXG, X0t GAAO OL TPWTHTUTOL
x40 @opd petpucol vépoL Touv vroBdAlovton ¢’ évay EAAva TToTH
and ™y Bl ™) POoN TV UNVDUATWY TTOL OXOTEVEL Vo LETASHOEL,
(his emphasis)

The Greekness that he attached to the method, and the characteristic
choice of the Greek examples of Pindar and Romanos the Melodist are, in
any case, ideologically determined, and also conditioned by his own
selective criteria. Apart from them, what is striking in the above
observation is the emphasis, simultaneously, on originality and the
strictness of form. In fact, in both passages quoted above, Elytis referred
to mathematical accuracy and to “laws”. This combination of high formal
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control with innovation is presupposed in Elytis’ definitions of the poem,
which emerged while the poet was attempting, on the one hand, to
develop a theory of poetic writing, and on the other, to explain how this
theory worked within his poetics.

2 The Poem as Universe and as Solar System

In order to define the poem, Elytis employed the metaphors of the
universe and of the solar system; both conceptions emerged in the period
broadly between 1944 and 1960, although the final formulation of his
ideas on the poem as solar system appeared in 1963. Elytis defined his
conception of the poem as solar system in the essay “ To ypovix6 piog
dexaetiog” (1963), where he also stated that he had been working on the
idea of the poem as a complete and autonomous unit since 1944. It was
at that time that, in his response to Konstandinos Tsatsos (“[Nompor xou
aAMnAovyio otn véa pog Toinom]™), he expressed his more general view
of the poem as universe. In all, the later definition is not a remodelling
of his earlier conception of the poem as universe, since this view is not
cancelled out by the notion of the poem as solar system'. The latter is not
even a further elaboration of the former idea. Elytis simply used a more
powerful and more successful metaphor to express the same view of the
poem he had “started to feel” in 1944, that is, the idea of the poem as an
“autonomous unit”'’. The new metaphor of the solar system, which may
have been inspired by his ideas on “solar metaphysics”, was probably
conceived sometime between 1951 and 1963". The conception of the
poem as solar system prevailed over the notion of the poem as universe
for two reasons: on the one hand, it depicted more vividly the emphasis
on the central idea of the poem by focusing on the subordinate metaphor
of the sun, which, in Elytis’ theory of “solar metaphysics”, had acquired
a symbolic significance. On the other hand, this metaphorical depiction of
the poem made possible a closer observation of it, since a solar system is
closer to human perception (through the technical aid of a telescope) than
a universe, which is, more or less, imagined rather than perceived, and
therefore, more abstract.

It is explained in section 2.1 that the idea behind both of these
conceptions of the poem is that of the poem as an “ideal unit”, which
refers to the Surrealist notion of the “sublime point”. As is pointed out in
section 2.2, Bachelard’s theoretical work on Surrealist poetics and his own
theories about “projective poetry” appear to have been the principal
background for the elaboration of Elytis’ ideas of the poem as an “ideal

L

unit”.
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9.1 The Poem as an “Ideal Unit”
In the essay addressed to Tsatsos ([“Nénpow xou oAAndovyio o vEo pog
moinon]”, 1944), in order to stress the fact that it is very difficult to
examine the individual components of a poem, that is, its underlying “-
psychological currents”,® and the “aesthetic functions” governing it,
Elytis defines the poem as a “small and perfect universe”:
x60e moinuor (LA yLow Tor x0AG TotAporTo) Elvat Evar LixEod ol TEAELO
Soumay xon [...] xédfe Topmoayv cvvaraptiCetor amd v TAbog moL-
wAdvopo o StoupopdtpoTar atoryeio mov Spolve TowTOYEOVEL KO
Top&AANAe. xou Tov apotPaio xou aévvoo [sic] Eaxovton avéipuecd Tovg
oe TEOTO TOL V' OWTOEEXPAVILOLY TNV OTOWULXY] TOLG VTTOCTOCY [LOL
xoté Bébog vo ovpBdirovy vredbuvar TN SLOPOPPWON TNG TEAELWTL-
whig exelvng tpitng xatdotaong mov elvon  Avpu) TpoypoTeoTnTO .

In this essay, Elytis explains that his is a similar view to Solomos’
“ueoth exelvn xou wpolo SLoxpotion Twy LOEWY Ol OTOLOLS VO TTOO0L-
otolivouy ovolaoTixé Tov elg Toug aionoeg adpoarto Movépyn”. It seems
that his footnote at the end of the same essay is an attempt to comment
on the way he conceived of Solomos’ conception:

‘Eva eidog vofpatog elvor x’ owtd mov opyile topo teAevtoio vo
volnbw 6Tt Ttpénet va Topovotdlel xdbe moinpor oto gbvord Tov: Mo
ewxdvo. oAoxANEwPEV Tov V' amopTiletar oo TG eTL HEPOLG ULXEO-
TEPEG ELXOVEC TOV TLEPLEYOUEVOD TOV, ELXOVOL GUVOALXY TTOL VAVOIL GLVOL-
po xow mévtote utor I6€o®. (his emphasis)

Since the essay was addressed to Tsatsos in a concise and carefully
presented attempt to bridge the gap between the Greek Surrealists and
their opponents, Elytis did not really try to explain how an image can also
be an idea; by adding his comment in a footnote, he obviously intended
to bypass this important issue of the Surrealist endeavour as painlessly as
posssible. All in all, whether Elytis thought that an idea or an image
should control the subject-matter and the technique of the poem is no less
significant than his emphasis on the importance of the existence of this
controlling centre which ought to dominate and regulate the poem.

In the essay of 1963 (“To ypovixd plac dexoetioc”), he states that
twenty years earlier, that is, around 1944, he started conceiving of the
poem “Oxt oo HEPOVLG ULOG OEVONG EEOUONOYNTIXAG POTC, OAAL GOt [LLOC
povéadog owtévouns, 6Tov 6Aa T ETILLEPOVG aTOLElL OPEAAY VO GUYXAL-
youv Tpog xdmowo xévtpov™*. He explains that this was his conscious
withdrawal from the poetic pursuits of his early poetry, in which he
avoided subject-matter and tried to replace it with the “impersonal notion
of Poetry ”. In his view, his early poems that “survived” were those that
were controlled by a central idea, although this, he claims, was only
accidental at that stage. As examples, he refers to “Eméteioc”, “Mapivo
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TV Bedywy”, and “Mopei ¢ Bowwtiog” that is, poems usually identified
by critics with the more thoroughly reworked and successful poetic writing
of IlpoocavatoAiouol. Interestingly, in 1940 Andreas Karandonis observed
that “’Emtételog” was a perfect poem “ue oktolhievtn dekroteyvia obvbe-
oNG YOpW amd uLo xevtpw ovvouodnuotiny 1déo 2.

By March 1944, when he addressed Tsatsos, Elytis had a very clear
idea how to unite subject-matter with technique: this, he thought, could
be accomplished by developing a perfect and inclusive image (or an idea),
which would consist of a series of images of lesser significance. This view
had not changed much by 1963, when he held that all of the elements of
the “autonomous unit” of the poem should be subordinate to a central
element. In elaborately formulated prose, which seems to imitate what he
wanted to communicate, Elytis provided a new definition of the poem. In
this case, he used a more descriptive metaphor than the one of 1944, in
order to outline his mental image of the poem:

{ntovoa amd o Wovixd Toinuo V' amoTeAEl pixpoypopioe evég nALo-
%00 oLOTAROTOS TTANEN, Ke TNy Bla atopaEio xon To (5to Bog onw-
vidtntog 0to oOVoAo, TN Bl agvom xivnom oto ETRLEPOVS CLOTOTL-
%6 otoryeior Tov. ‘Etot avtihapBavo[p]ot xow opepo Ty topnvixy Sto-
ULOPPWOT TOL TOLAUOTOG, GO LOVADOG XAELTTNG, xoBWG ot TNy TeEAXKA
owtodVvapn eEoxtivwon tov, and ™y &modn TAVTOTE TOL YORUOTOC
TOU OUYXEXQPULEVOD, TTOV ¥ EUTIVELOY x0be Qopd evtoTilel, amopoved-
veL xal QTilel. Me ™) dtopopd OTL, Yo vor AGBEL CWUOL XOL VoL UTTO-
dvbel amoteleopatixd ™) 6€om TOL MAlOL, %ABWE xOL TNV ATOTEEY
OTTOGTOAY] TOL LEGO GTO CUOTNUO TWV ELXOVWY XL TWY EVVOLWY TTOU
OLUTTAPAOVPEL, TO vONuor awTd efvol ovdyxn vor oLUVOVOTTOOCETOL
odLéxora ot ToPGAAA pe o oLUBOAXY] pETOYPOUPN TOL e PLO-
LXAC XL GTEOPIXNG LPNG YVWEIOROTO, OVEAOYX pE Exelvar Tov xobt-
otoby ouchnt) oty avbpwivn vomon Ty €vvola Tov YEOvou®.

In this definition, the idea of the poem as a closed unit and the
emphasis on the central or controlling image is maintained. What appears
to be new, but in fact is not, as is pointed out in the next section, is Elytis’
explanation of the dynamics of the centre of the poem, that is, its
continuous evolution. In his view, this evolution ought to be transcribed
into a system of rhythmical and stanzaic features that would make
perceptible the passage of time. In other words, the nucleus of the poem
should not be static, but reflected throughout the parts of the poem, in an
“autoddvopn eEoxtivwon”. Elytis’ last observation seems to anticipate
the idea of “prismatic form”, which he formulated in his 1975 essay on
Romanos the Melodist. In point of fact, as is explained in section 3, Elytis
conceived of this idea, which is implicitly present in his essay on Kalvos,
sometime before 1946.
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that the poem is a dynamic entity in continuous evolution
. hi interview with Analis, in which he also suggests the
reappears in his later , : lishea. As h
rocess or the means by which this cou},d be ~accomplished. As he
I(;’bserves, the unification of “transcendence. (Wthh:‘ accordmg”to h1'm,
refers to the function of the law of analogies) and geomfatry (which
does not refer to composition but to “the way one conceives and uses
one’s materials” and to “the function of the soul”)*, with which he
aspired to supersede the “old problem” of content and form, could be
achieved through a kind of psychic automatism:
quelque chose que I'on obtient non pas tellement par préméditation
(telle quel’on pourrait I'imaginer et telle qu'elle se présente, par la force
des choses, en théorie) mais & travers un tressaillement instinctif, avec 1’-
abandon automatique de 1’dme & une sorte de tournoiement, et qui aurait les
mémes lois que le tournoiement de la matiére de chaque corps. (my
emphasis)®

Elytis’ view

Elytis’ observation of course refers to Surrealist automatism; in his
commentary on To A&iov Eoti, he explicitly points out that he wrote the
first draft of the poem with certain ideas in mind, but also “ywpic dAAeg
EYVOLEG LLOPQPONOYLKES 1] TEXVIXEG, XOUUGTIO TOWTIXA TOL YWPEiC Vo TO
0éAw, oa vo ‘povy medium, ETAUEVOY XXEOKTAPO EXXANCLOOTIXGOY KO-
potidy %, The kind of “tournoiement de ’ame” to which he refers in his
interview with Analis evokes André Bretoris ideas about visionary in-
spiration and automatism, and his consideration of mediumistic art?.
Furthermore, although his comments in this interview, which confirm the
conclusions we have reached elsewhere concerning his views on
(Surrealist) automatism?®, refer to the creative process rather than the end-
product, that is, the poem, their similarity with his observations on the
manner determining the evolution of the nucleus of the poem as solar
system is obvious. Yet, in the case of the poem, his explanations are
oblique and obscure. By contrast, the ideas referring to the centre of the
poem can be easily traced back to their Surrealist origins.

In the essay of 1944, where the idea of the poem as universe first
appeared, Elytis gave very little evidence for the sources of his ideas, but
stated that his conception did not refer to the poetic preoccupations of
Paul Valéry®. However, this same observation indicates that there could
have been at least one other source for his ideas. These ideas were
conditioned by the Surrealist frame of mind and were formulated against
the theoretical background of their quests.

What Elytis sought around 1944 was to use the achievements of the
Surrealist endeavour in order to go further than it did®. Among other
aspects he retained from Surrealism was the idea of the meeting of
opposites, and the related notion of an “ideal unit”. He stated that, at that
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time, his main theoretical preoccupation concerned this ideal unit: “tov
TEWTO AGYO elye TAVTOTE M Wovix] Lovado M xovy va tepixAcivetl t
avtifeta ywplc dAAa fxvr, étal 6mwg axpBadg v éRploxa otnv évvola
“xopital” 1 oty éwvota “ynot”- BéAw va Ttw, pe Tny Stor awTtovopio xo
™y (G oOunTwoy ent T0 awtéd evég TABovg amd etepdxAnTo. oTOL-
xelo”*. What he was working on was probably the Surrealist conception
of the “sublime point”. The “sublime point”, which may be regarded as
“a search for the continuous™®, is the example par excellence of the vertical
conception of time, that is, of the instant which transforms the temporal
disconnectedness of everyday life into a continuity. In Surrealism, the
rhythmical motion of poetry involves the perpetual succession of
opposites. Repetitive motion is accomplished in the resolution of opposites
in a third stage, realized in the notion of the “sublime point” (see L’Amour
fou)®. The dialectic involved in the infinite procedure leading to the
“sublime point” refers to “the resolution of two opposing elements into a
third, which then becomes the first element of another group, so that the
mobility is constant”*.
Three of the “theories” employed by Elytis, at least in To A&wov Eovi,
correspond to the theories underlying Bretoris notion of the “sublime
point”. These are “the theory of the extreme opposites which com-
municate”®, “the theory of the Void and of its filling with its opposite” or
“the theory of Offsetting” (“tov Zvpdmeiopod ™), and “the theory of the
single Point” (“tou evég Znueiov™). All of these “theories” point to the
Surrealists’ elaboration of the idea on the meeting of opposites. The
examples offered by Elytis to explain the first “theory ”, as, for instance,
the line “to Asux6 avalftnoo wg Ty Vototn évtacn / Tov pavpov ™%,
evoke the Surrealist game of “I'un dans l'autre”. The game of “I'un dans
Pautre” was defined by Breton in 1954. In this game, one element
anticipates its opposite or stimulates the appearance of its opposite”. The
second “theory”, of “Zvudmeiopés”, is based on the knowledge that
positive things are really felt and appreciated in their absence or lack.®
There is an obvious close affinity between these two “theories” of Elytis.
D.N. Maronitis probably refers to both when drawing on what he calls
the “principle of the twin” (“apy# Tov 8i30pov™)®, in order to explain
the “antithetical balance” of Mapia NepéAy. In Maronitis’ view, the
“principle of the twin” functions in this particular poem in two ways, that
is, either by joining the opposites which complement each other or by
dividing “a traditional unit” into two parts, so as to show the antithesis
within it.

Elytis’ definition of the third “theory ” exactly matches Bretorls
definition of the “sublime point”. As Breton explains in his interview with

N 2z

André Parinaud, “en [ce ‘point’] sont appelées & se résoudre toutes les
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antinomies qui nous rongent et nous désespérent”. In Elytis’ view, this
“Point” dev TEETEL Vo OUYYEETAL UE OTIOLONTTOTE Evvola. ‘péong oS0V’ .
Etvou 0 anépovtyn éxtaon Tov amoXOAVTTTETOL OTay ETLTUXEG vou apbeig
Tévew omd TN ‘oOuBaon Twy avTBETWY EVWOLDY LOOPPOTIWVIOG OTO
petabyutd Toug™. From a technical viewpoint, Elytis’ “theory ” of “the
single Point” perfectly explains his ideas on the unity of content and form.
The “single Point” could occupy the centre, the nucleus of the poem, as
a unifying and self-sufficient “meaning” (or image) surrounded by
“ideas” (or images) which are subordinate to it, the way pairs of
opposites are subordinate to the “sublime point”. This conception appears
to be the central idea in Elytis’ notions of the poem as universe and as
solar system.

However, Elytis’ abstruse observations on the dynamics, the constant
evolution or the “avtodvouyn eEoxtivwon” of the centre of the poem,
provided in his definition of the poem as solar system, cannot be
explained satisfactorily by the concept of the “sublime point” or of the
“single Point”, which are both equally abstract. The implications of Elytis’
ideas may become clearer if one draws on the theoretical basis that
inspired them. As it appears, Bachelard’s theories on the function of the
poetic imagination and “projective poetry” contributed to Elytis’ under-
standing of the function of the image and may have served as models to
develop his own views on poetics.

2.2 Bachelard’s Ideas on “Projective Poetry”

Elytis’ notion of the poem as universe, which became more sophisticated
in his reformulation of the poem as solar system, may have been inspired
by Bachelard, who applied his scientific methodology to his theoretical
approach to Surrealism®. This is highly probable, since the notion of the
poem as universe directly points to Bachelard’s use of science, and
especially physics, in his literary studies, but also, to his theories about
“projective poetry ” (“poésie projective”), as is explained in this section.
Elytis’ response to Tsatsos, in which his definition of the poem as universe
appears, was published only two months after Elytis’ enthusiastic
comments on Bachelard’s Lautréamont in “Avouyté yoptié. T.T.T. 1935”
(1944). In the same footnote of this essay in which Elytis greeted
Bachelard’s book, he also added the following comment: “H Bswpio tov
[Bachelard] ywo v eminedn xou moapaoctatini moinon oyetixd pe v
EuvxAeideio xou pn Evxdeldeto yewpetpio mpbdabeos pior onuovtixdTot
oeAido oty 1oTopia TNG xELTIXAG EPUNVEING TWY ALELXWY POYOUEVKY 4,
Bachelard reached his conclusions by studying Surrealist poetry. In this
respect, his neat observations and reflections on “projective poetry” may
have been precisely what Elytis was looking for at that time. By applying
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the principles of projective geometry to poetry, Bachelard devised the
“fundamental theorem of projective poetry”, which is as follows: “quels
sont les éléments d’une forme poétique qui peuvent étre impunément
déformés par une métaphore en laissant subsister une cohérence poétique?
Autrement dit, quelles sont les limites de la causalité formelle? . He
defined “projective poetry” as poetry in which certain images project
themselves on to each other “with certainty and exactitude” so that they
are one and the same image: “certaines images poétiques se projettent les
unes sur les autres avec siireté et exactitude, ce qui revient & dire quen
poésie projective elles ne sont qu'une seule et méme image” (his emphasis)®.
He regarded the effect of this projection as a kind of “déformation des
images”, which “ought to designate, in a strictly mathematical manner,
the group of metaphors” within a poem®. He observed that “parfois
certaines métaphores sont manquées parce quelles ont été adjointes en
dépit de la cohésion du groupe”. In his view, one simply had to
“determine the group of metaphors” in the poem by studying the
“deformation of the images”, in order to reveal the function of the poetic
imagination®.

The group of metaphors, as Bachelard described it, corresponds to
the expressions “clusters of images” and “bunches of objects”, used by
Elytis in another text of 1944: the expressions “toaumid exévwy, opu.o-
Biéc avtixelevwy” were offered by Elytis in “Toa xopitoia” as examples
of the manner in which poetry ought to reflect the metamorphoses of
life®. In this essay, he claims that, apart from finding the proper position
for a word in the poem so that the diachronic load borne by it was
manifest, the combination of words ought, on the one hand, to be original,
and on the other, portray the metamorphoses of life, that is, the
psychological repercussions of the phenomena of life:

péoa oTo PIXES oVUTOY TOL TOMUaTog, [...] oboowun N avdéTnTa
TWY TOAVTTAOXOTEQPWY GUYBVACUWY ETTPETE VOL YOUVALETOL TTOVW OTNY
eTSIWEN TOOTY: Vo TotPax0AoLOEL, Vo SLATILOTWVEL XoL, LE TO dxd TNG
TPOTO, Vo EovadiveL TIS UETOUOPPWOTELS TOL Toi{oVTal UETO UOG
OEVOLOL HOUL TTOV TIG TTEPLOCOTEPESG POPES oTELlovTanl oty avtoAloyy 1
TN OUYXWVEVON EVTVUTTOEWY OONYNUEVWY OTor ouclnTijold pog amo
ovyxivpon. (my emphasis)

This idea is central to Surrealist writing and was explained by
Bachelard, who observed that, by studying the function of the poetic
imagination in the group of metaphors of the poem, “On verra que les
métaphores sont naturellement liées aux métamorphoses, et que, dans le
regne de I'imagination, la métamorphose de I'étre est déja une adaptation
au milieu imagé. On s’étonnera moins de I'importance en poésie du mythe
des métamorphoses™®. In other words, Elytis held precisely what the
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French Surrealists claimed and Bachelard clarified, that is, that metaphor
is a product of the metamorphosing power of the imagination. In his
comments on the imagination in the essay “ Ta xopitoia ™, he stresses the
impact that this realization had on him, and he points out that it led him
to think of the possibility of an “ideal poetics™'.

The principal idea in these definitions, as well as in the rest of Elytis’
observations on the development and the function of the poem, seems to
have emerged from, or at least to have been systematized through his
consideration of Bachelard’s theory about projective poetry and the
assumptions involved in it. In the definition of the poem as universe, the
emphasis is on the projection of one idea (or image) on to the other,
described as a kind of mutual attraction, which diminishes the individual
properties of each idea (or image), for the sake of the integrity of the
poem. Elytis’ reformulation of this idea when commenting on the
continuous evolution of the nucleus of the poem in his definition of it as
solar system shows his perfect understanding of the principle underlying
Bachelard’s theory. In both of Elytis’ definitions, the poem itself is
regarded as a stable unit (a universe or a solar system), composed of
monads (the planets, that is, images) whose characteristic is instability. It
should be mentioned here that Bachelard identified the poem with the
condition of the stability of the universe, whose parts were in constant
motion. .

Elytis’ attempt to affiliate his notion of the poem as universe with
Solomos’ conception of the poem as a “dnpoxpotia [...] 18ecv” ruled by
or centred around a single imperceptible “Monarch”, that is, an idea,
should probably be attributed to Elytis’ wish to come to terms with the
idealist philosopher Tsatsos rather than admit a real debt to Solomos.
Elytis’ emphasis on “one idea” in the footnote of the essay considered
above further supports the presumption that Elytis used Solomos in order
to confront Tsatsos. However, in spite of this attempt, Bachelard’s theory
of projective poetry is traceable in Elytis’ comments, since he thought of
this “one idea” as an image, consisting of other, less significant images.
Even the example of “pia mopaototinng edéva” of the actors or factors
of the poem used by Elytis in that essay® can be considered as signalling
the hidden or semi-revealed pre-text of Bachelard, since, in the footnote
of the essay where he refers to Bachelard, quoted at the beginning of this
section, Elytis translated the term “projective” as “mopaotatue”. It can
be realized from Elytis’ employment of the same term in the essay on
Kalvos, which is considered in the next section, that he thought of it as
expressive of the function of the imagination and, on a more practically
theoretical level, that he considered it in connection with the production
of the image.
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In any case, the quest to unite content and form, as expressed in the
notion of the poem as universe, may have appeared possible to Elytis both
in the practical solution he found in Solomos and in the theoretical
explanations of Bachelard. But, irrespective of the source and the type of
influence, the conception of the poem as an “ideal unit” constitutes the
first landmark in the theoretical evolution of Elytis’ poetics. In his
definition of the poem as solar system, the idea of the poem as a closed
and self-sufficient unit is maintained, as is the emphasis on a central,
nuclear “meaning”. The employment of the metaphor of the sun for this
nucleus, which attracts and controls the system of images and notions, is
very successful, since it offers a view of the poem as a dynamic and
powerful entity in full motion.

However, Elytis’ consideration of the relation between the
subordinate images and the central one was not restricted to his synthetic
view of the poem as (universe or) solar system, a view that referred to
the subordination of secondary systems of images to the poem's nucleus.
The parallel conception of “prismatic form” emerged synchronically with
his ideas on the poem as (universe or) solar system. Although the notion
of “prismatic form”, which was the expression of his ideas on the
independent function of the individual parts of the poem, appeared as late
as 1975, the idea of “prismatic form” developed out of the same
theoretical considerations as those supporting Elytis’ early definitions of
the poem.

3 The Concept of “Prismatic Form”

Apart from his ideas on the poem as a totality, Elytis also expressed a
more analytical view of the poem, which concerned the function of its
individual parts; this he did by coining the term “prismatic form” (“mpt-
oupotixy] oe@y”) to refer to a certain manner of developing poetic
expression, and which he distinguished from “flat expression” (“eminedn
éxppoon™). It is shown in section 3.1 that the concept of prismatic form
seems to have been a further elaboration of Bachelard’s ideas about
projective poetry. As has been already pointed out, in the footnote of
“Avotytd yoptia. T.T.T. 1935” (1944) in which Elytis referred to
Bachelard, he mentioned the latter’s conception of projective poetry,
translating it as “mopactatiky woinon” and by juxtaposing it with “emi-
niedn moinon”®. This, and Elytis’ comments on poetic expression, which
appear in the early essay on Kalvos, show that, although his ideas on
prismatic form were explained in the 1975 essay on Romanos the
Melodist, they were not a later development in Elytis’ thought; in point
of fact, they appear to have emerged in the period between 1944 and
1960, while Elytis was still working on the problem of moulding his
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subject-matter into the appropriate form. As is explained in section 3.2,
the idea of prismatic form emerged while Elytis was considering the

function of the poetic imagination.

3.1 Prismatic Form
In the essay “Pwupovis o Merwdég” (1975), Elytis uses the term prismatic

form to refer to a certain kind of “expressions™, that is, expressions in
which “thought” has been successfully rendered into “images”, “similes”
or “apophthegms %, While in his synthetic view of the poem he used the
metaphor of the solar system to explain the function of the poem as a
unity revolving around one centre, he devises the metaphor of the red
corpuscles of the human blood for his analytical approach to the poem.
He employs this latter metaphor to explain that, in poetry where prismatic
form prevails, there is more than one functional centre or “nucleus”
(“mophveg”)*, since each individual part functions in isolation as well as
revolving around the centre of the poem®. In other words, just as the
perfect function of each of the red corpuscles is of vital importance and
all of them contribute to the health of the human blood and thus the
health of the human body, so these poetic nuclei function independently
and are at the same time vital for the success of the poem.

Casting a retrospective glance at Greek poetry, he maintains that these
nuclei appear in Homer, since each book of his epics is organized around
them, and the total depends on these “prominent” or “projecting” parts
(“mpoeEoyéc™) that control the whole poem®. He holds that ancient Greek
lyrical poetry, which followed Homer’s tradition and evolved out of it, not
only retained but further developed the technique involved in prismatic
form; he claims that, in this case, the poems “opyovovovtor Yopw ormtd
TVPNVEG TIOL TPOEEEYOLY XOL TIOL, EX TWV LOTEPWY, GUYXEATOVY TO
obvoro™®. It is precisely this manner of developing poetic expression
which, in Elytis’ view, “diver ploe xobovtd TELOLOTIXNG LOPYN GTO
AGY0 . As he observes, such poems:

ETEVEQYOVY OTOV OVOLYVWOTN O)t UOVO [UE TO OCUVOAD TOUG QLAAC ot TUY-
UOTIXCE, XOUUOTIXOTE, XOPN O’ QUTES TIS TPOEEO)ES, 0 auTOUS TOUS
xpVoTAAOVSE OOV amoxopLEWYeTaL N oEUTyTor Tov TyveduaTog. TIpd-
XELTOL YLOL PNOELG OTOL T LETOAAR TNG YAWOGOC XOUL TLY ELXOVLOTIXGY
agtoelwv ouyywvedovtal ot dTov N JtoTdTwaY wog okiletog eivon
%o N SLEYEPOY EVOG XOOUOL GPOUOLWOLLOL OTtd TNY TTEOCANTTIXGTTOL
¢ povtaociog poc®. (my emphasis)

In his essay, Elytis also claims that prismatic form is a dense and very
economical manner of expression: “Ilpdxeitar yia ptoy dgo yivetar Lo
Aoxwvixy] StatdTwoy, 0oL OAOL TOL TOWTIXOD POLVOULEVOL OL GLVTEAE-
otég €xouvy eEamooteilel ‘emi To auTd Tor BEAN Toucg”®. He further
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explains that the nuclei or the crystals of prismatic form are neither
spectacular nor striking but “mysteriously euphonic™®, since all of the
poetic factors, that is, “[0] YAwoowdg, [0] eovioTindg, [0] cLAAOYLOTIXGG,
[o] mmTds”, contribute to this effect. His statement is that the technique
involved in prismatic form depends on the identification of content and
form:

O. mupfveg avtol dev elvar xat’ avdyxnv “ewdveg™ elvon PpooTixég
povadeg atodvvaung axtivoBoiiog, 67tov 0 cLVdLAGUOG O MNYOAOYIXGG
ovpTimTEL pe Tov vonTuixd oe tétoto onpeio, Tov Sev Eépelg TEMXA Edv
N yornrelo TpoépyeTar o’ awtd oL AéeL 0 TTOMTHG N ATd Tov TPHTO
10V TO Adet®.

The terms employed by Elytis to develop his arguments on prismatic
form are at the same time very descriptive and revealing. The diction he
employs (“red corpuscles”, “functional nuclei”, “projecting nuclei”,
“crystals”, “prismatic”) points to two metaphors for the poem: the first,
which has already been pointed out, refers to the human organism and
the second to the crystal or the prism. Of the two, the organic metaphor
of the red corpuscles seems to have served as an example to describe
better the inorganic metaphor of the crystal or the prism. For this reason,
Elytis’ observations are here analysed by focusing on the metaphor of the
crystal or the prism.

Reading Elytis’ explanation of the concept of prismatic form, one may
reach the following conclusions. The notions of the “prominent” and
“projecting” nuclei allude to his definition of the poem as solar system in
which the nucleus of the poem is considered as being projected throughout
the poem. While in that definition Elytis’ explanation referred to the
nucleus of the poem, in his description of prismatic form he focuses on the
component parts of the poem, which he regards as individual nuclei. Yet,
in both cases, what is described is the same kind of projection, which is
defined in similar terms, that is, either as a “teAut) avtodVvoun
eEoxrivwon” of the poem in the first case, or as the “projection” or
protrusion of its parts, of the “mupiveg mov mpoeEgxovv” or of the “pové-
deg avtodvvaung axtivoPolrios”, in the second case. What further unites
these two definitions is Elytis’ care to stress that a poem in which prismatic
form prevails functions both as a totality—which is the main precondition
for the function of the poem as solar system—and in its component parts
(“ 6yt p6vo pe To oBYOAS Toug OAAG Xait TUNPOTIXE, Xoppatiaotd ™). Elytis’
observation is repeated twice on the same page in which he culminates his
explanation of prismatic form (as is explained in the next section), and
seems to have been anticipated not only in his 1963 definition of the poem
as solar system, but also in his 1944 definition of it as universe.
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The second observation that can be made through an analysis of
Elytis’ description of prismatic form concerns his employment of two
kinds of terms to explain the metaphor of the crystal or the prism. On the
one hand, he used the words “dtdomoptes QwTelVEg exAdpdets ™, “oxtt-
voBoioty %, “uetewpifovtor”, “oxtivoBorio ™ to refer to the final effect
of those parts of the poem which are written in prismatic form. On the
other hand, terms used by him to explain the way the “prisms”, that is,
the individual nuclei of the poem, function (“mpoeEéyouv™®, “copumi-
meel”, “mpoekoyés”) seem to have been borrowed from the vocabulary
employed by Bachelard when defining his notion of projective poetry.
Especially the word “mpoeEoxég”, which can be translated into English
both as “prominent” and “projecting” elements, seems to allude to the
principles underlying Bachelard’s theories about projective poetry. It is
apparent from his observations that Elytis broke the French term
“projection” into its two meanings (“oaxtovofoiio” and “mpoeEoyés”) in
order to explain his idea of the poem as crystal or prism.

As is explained in the next section, Elytis’ ideas about prismatic form,
which culminated in his exposition of the opposition between “prismatic”
and “flat expression”, are based on Bachelard’s notion of projective poetry
and on the latter’s views about the function of the imagination, that is, on
his ideas referring to the production of the image.

3.2 “Prismatic Expression” and the Function of the Poetic Imagination

In “H oanbwv @uoloyvwpio xal v Avptx TOAun tou Avdpea KdéABouv™
(1946), Elytis maintains that because of the ways in which their respective
imaginations functioned, the poetry of Kalvos was the opposite of that of
C.P. Cavafy, whereas Solomos’ poetry came in between™. In “Pwpavdg o
MeAwddc” (1975), he makes a similar classification, this time by juxta-
posing Kalvos, Romanos the Melodist and Pindar with Yorgos Seferis (in
his poetry after Ytpop7) and Cavafy™. In this case, his argument did not
refer to the function of the imagination but was based on the opposition
between “flat expression” and “prismatic expression”. By comparing
Elytis’ comments on the function of the imagination in the former essay
with his arguments on prismatic form in the latter, one may realize that
the notion of prismatic form emerged as a unifying principle in which
Elytis’ ideas on the originality of the image and the perfection of
expression reached their elaborate systematization. For the idea behind
them all is “the imagination as a function””, or the function of the poetic
imagination, which again evokes Bachelard’s theories of projective poetry.
As has already been pointed out in section 3, in his essay “Avouytd yop-
wa. T.T.T. 19357, Elytis referred to Bachelard’s notion of “mapaoctortti-
xN moinon” by juxtaposing it with “emninedn moinon”. In his essay on
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Romanos the Melodist, Elytis juxtaposes “prismatic expression” (“mpt-
opotxy éxppoomn™), that is, the manner of expression in which prismatic
form prevails, with “flat expression” (“emninedn éxppaon ™), which, in his
view, is the dominant feature of poems that function only as a totality™.
In other words, what distinguishes these two different poetic manners is
that the former depends on or contains expressions that can function
independently from the rest of the poem, which does not happen in the
latter. As he claims, “éva moinpo mov avamtdoceTol, KME OXOTO TNV
EXTTAMPWOY TNG KTTOGTOM|G TOVL, OXL ot PeE To xaf’ €xootoy pépn Tov
OAAG udvov pe to oOvoAd Tov”™ (his emphasis) is written in flat
expression, which is a manner whose origins are primarily Anglo-Saxon®,
and one that is foreign to the Greek poetic tradition. Elytis’ views on
prismatic form may explain why he admired Solomos and Hélderlin for
their stubborn rewriting of the same lines of the same poem”. They may
also explain why he never reproached Solomos or Kalvos for the
incompleteness or the fragmentation of their poetry, as did Seferis”. In
fact, it is in his essay on Kalvos that Elytis’ ideas on the opposition
between prismatic expression and flat expression are implicitly put
forward, since they can be evoked in his comments on the difference
between the lyric and prose.

In the essay on Kalvos, Elytis proclaims that content is much less
significant than the way it is expressed™, and he holds that the difference
between “true lyricism” and prose lies precisely in the special manner in
which things are expressed and not in the things themselves™. He
maintains that in Kalvos, diction ‘developed together and from within his
imagination ™, and he attributes to the imagination the originality of
Kalvos’ imagery. He uses the term “mopactdoeis” to refer to two
categories of images in Kalvos: the “pictorial” (“Cwypaguxég™)®, and the
“lyrical” (“Avpixég”). He defines the former as painterly, that is, as
images which could be painted in “the traditional descriptive manner”.
He focuses on Kalvos’ lyrical images, which he explicitly considers super-
real for expressing the “superior reality "of the “vAwq xouw TvevpoTLN
vrméotaon” of things®. Apart from stating that the presence of “ewdveg
avtipotixés”®, which lead to an “opety) muxvéTTag” in the poetry of
Kalvos, Elytis makes the following observation regarding Kalvos’
imagery:

xAelver mopotoxtind, xou wEls WECOAABMOYN OTLXOLEYMUEVWY, TIG
TeptooGTepeg Popéc, oxédewy, uéoa o’ éva xat o iBto molnua, ToMEg
xa WOLXIAEG, OUVTOUESG X0l AUTOVOUES, ELXOVES IOV, OOV KLOTPATES, VO
owtifouy xdmolo Béapa oL va 'vor cuvapa xal WEA, TETLYAVOVTOG
étotL TawTéypova éva ewtaio ot 1o6ppoTo cUvoro®. (my emphasis)

This passage seems to be Elytis’ earliest attempt to explain the
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principles of projective poetry or the requisites for projection, principles
that he had already considered while thinking of the poem as universe,
as was observed in section 2.2. The explanation provided by Elytis for
the processes of the lyrical or the “creative imagination™ clarifies the way
he conceived of Bachelard’s theory:
H ovyxivnon, mpowxifovrog pe ixavétyteg nbomoliog to otoryeio g
@bong, ue opyavirés Wibtnrteg Tar otoxelo Tov avdpyovouv x6ouovL,
Bploxel puévn tng, xou péoa and plav adiéxomy xivnom, to avdioyov
g (Blog ofbetog, QTAVOVTOG GTO ATOTEAECUA PLOG ELXOVOG, TTOL OV
70eAe TuXGV eketaofei emtotnuovind (adidpopo av otov YPuyxd XBEO
0V ToWTY EEMAONOE aLTOUOTO KOl OVATIOOTOOTO UE TO VWO TNG
éumvevang), Ba mapovoiole éva OAGXANEO oboTua TOAAaTAYG ovor-
YWYNG, YERATO QTG TLOPOP.OLICELS, UETAPOPES xal UeTaforés, cboty-
QO TTOV EX TWY VOTEPWY EXEL TETVUYEL TNV GVOLTPOTY] TOL (POLVOUEVOAO-
YoV xabeottytog, oe 6pehog g Babbtepng alibelag Tov avBpwmi-
vou Tvedporog®. (his emphasis)

The correspondence considered by Elytis as being discovered by the
poetic imagination cannot possibly be other than the “group of
metaphors”, dominated by one central image or idea, and in which reality
is metamorphosed, to use Bachelard’s words. The ‘“determination”, that
is, the identification of this group, as suggested by Bachelard (as has been
pointed out in section 2.2), or of the system included in an image, in
Elytis’ view of the poem as universe, which is evoked in the passage
quoted above, involves specifying the “identifications” achieved through
the “method of identifications” (“MéB0dog twv Toavtioswv ™). This
method was elaborated by Elytis prior to the publication of To A€oy Eot(
and ‘E&n xou plo togeis yor toy ovpavd. It is obvious that the “method of
identifications” referred to the production of metaphor and also, to other
“changes”, that is, metamorphoses of reality taking place in poetry.

The method developed by 1946 by Elytis to conduct the sequence of
metamorphoses is that of “moAlamAy, avoywy?”, which also seems to
have been inspired by Bachelard’s ideas about projective poetry. The
name of the method suggests that for Elytis this involved a process with
several stages in the development of the different poetic mechanisms. In
fact, the method may refer to the process that leads from a number of
images to the central image of the poem, that is, the “single Point”. The
examples from Romanos show that the precondition for an expression to
be prismatic is that it should contain at least one pair of ‘distant realities”
(e.g. “Bbtpug Tuxpiog”)®. Alternatively, as the examples of Kalvos® poetry
show, it may refer to the production of images which are “ew6veg avrt-
patixég” or images that are auxiliary to other, more prominent images,
that is, to the co-presence of many metaphorical nuclei which constitute
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one and the same image. Elytis’ brief examination of the “auditory
imagination” in Kalvos was possibly an example of this method of “moA-
Aot avaywy?n” or of the way projective poetry functioned. As he
observes, Kalvos’ “auditory imagination” depended on imagery of the
wind®, which gave his poetry the quality of Greekness®. Elytis’ argument
is that the imagery of Greekness was to be found in the imagery of the
wind, and the imagery of the wind was nothing other than the imagery
of Greekness®. Although this appears to be a poorly developed argument
about the imagery of Kalvos, since the examples chosen by Elytis do not
prove that the imagery of the wind is the imagery of Greekness and vice
versa, it is nevertheless an observation which proves that Elytis had
Bachelard’s ideas in mind. When he explained projective poetry in .
Lautréamont, Bachelard used the example of images of fire and life*,
which was similar to that employed by Elytis. Bachelard’s aim was to
explain two things: firstly, that certain images remain hidden unless “the
deformed images” are “determined”, that is, unless “the [whole] group of
metaphors” is identified, and secondly, that projection involved a very
simple, “primitive” “projective linkage” (“lien projectif *)®, which could
reveal a multiplicity of images within other images. This is precisely what
Elytis seems to suggest in his observations on the auditory imagination of
Kalvos. It becomes apparent from this that, just like Bachelard, Elytis was
referring to the function of the poetic imagination. Bachelard’s ideas on
projection and on the projective linkage that makes projection possible
may also have been what Elytis wanted to suggest in his essay on
prismatic form. The examples chosen from Romanos the Melodist seem to
share the same characteristics as those of Kalvos. They are prismatic, that
is, multifaceted images which may be “complex metaphors” (otherwise
known as “telescoped metaphors”). Thus, projection seems to be the
common property shared between the expressions of Romanos the
Melodist in prismatic form, such as “o Nvioxedwy TNV TWY xVOLUEVLY
TVONV™™2, or “eTvdyBn wg apdyvn xovioptod”, and the example from
Kalvos chosen by Elytis to support his argument on the production of
powerful metaphors by the lyrical imagination:

OVtwg and Tov Aoy,

WOA&V TTVPEOG GTOALYMLOTO,

TEQTOVOLY ELC TNV OdAaTTOy

TWY OLOVWY, XOL XAVOVTOL

L& Tavta ) o,
In his commentary on To A&y Eoti, Elytis refers to the method of

“moAhaTtA] avaywy"”, which he employed in the poem, as the “method
of multiple correspondence” (“Mé&6030¢ g TOAAATAY G avTioTotyiog™)™.

ZYT'KPIZH / COMPARAISON 1o (1999)



14 ELENA KOUTRIANOU

The method seems to have been associated by Elytis with his ideas on
transcendence and geometry or with his theory of analogies, since he
holds that “O pnyoviopdg awtdg éet and to Puowd oo AtghnTind xou
anté [to] Awobntixé oto HOwé*. The examples offered to support his
explanation of the method clarify the mechanism for the production of the
symbol; the method itself, which “Eivat Sidomaptn oc )Xo 1o €pyo”, and
may involve, for instance, “a triple correspondence”, yet still retains the
property of multiplicity presupposed in the arrangement of images, which
are subordinate to a main one. The fact that, in his commentary, Elytis
explains that the imagery of the line “Apeth pe T Téooeplg 0pbég
Ywvieg™ refers to ethics, the purity of deeds and the rigidity of the
architectural style of the Greek islands® shows that in To A&iov Eot{ he
was working on the idea of projection, using it in order to achieve the
perfection of poetic expression.

The conception of prismatic form was not a late development in Elytis’
theoretical considerations on the poem. It is alluded to in the observations
that were expressed in his essays of 1944, and it is implicitly present in the
essay on Kalvos. The notion was elaborated in the period between 1944
and 1960, although its final formulation appeared in the essay of 1975.
Elytis’ definition of prismatic form corresponds to Bachelard’s notion of
projective poetry, since it refers to those prominent or projecting parts of
the poem where form, or expression, and what is expressed (content)
coincide. These parts are autonomous poetic units which ought to involve
at least one opposition of elements, that is, to consist of at least two
subordinate images. The notion of prismatic form may be considered as a
principle conditioning Elytis’ poetic experiments from To A&iov Eot{ and
‘EEn xot plo toeg yio Ttov ovpavd onwards. It is a conception that
complements his ideas on the poem as an autonomous and perfect unity,
since it refers to the development of its individual parts as autonomous,
complete and perfect units in themselves. The idea underlying the
conception of prismatic form was also used by Elytis to support his
assertions on Greekness. The explanation of prismatic form provided here
shows that this was a poorly developed argument; complex metaphors are
widely used in non-Greek poetry (e.g. French Surrealist poetry), including
the Anglo-Saxon (e.g. Shakespeare), whereas the emphasis on the “peaks”
or the nuclei of meaning is implicitly presupposed in the more general
problematic on form in the modern lyric.

While the conception of prismatic form seems to have emerged out
of Bachelard’s theorem and theories about projective poetry, the evolution
which led to the final formulation and articulation of Elytis’ ideas may
also have involved other theoretical considerations. Although Bachelard’s
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notion of projective poetry presupposes the transparency of images, Elytis’
. metaphorical expression prismatic form has greater connotative power
than that of Bachelard. Prismatic form is associated with the standard
modernist metaphor of the poem as crystal or precious stone. In this
respect, it is linked with Elytis’ ideas on translucence —*diapdaveto”—

and purity, and with the principle of the transparency of the image.

4 “Aopcveror” and the Principle of Transparency in “ Crystalline” Poetry
In his interview with Ivask, Elytis admits that there is a “kind of
transparency [that] [...] [he] attempted to achieve” in his poetry®. He
claims that “even the most irrational things can be limpid. Limpidity is
probably the one element which dominates my poetry at present”
(emphasis by Ivask). His definition of the notion of Stapdveiat®—
translated by Ivask as “limpidity ” but referring both to the more
theoretical and abstract notion of translucence and to the practical or
technical quality of the transparency of a material or an object—is that
“behind a given thing something different can be seen and behind that
still something else, and so on and so on [sic]”. He stresses that this
condition, which is to him “something essentially Greek”, is irrelevant to
the clarity of reason: “ The limpidity which exists in nature from the
physical point of view is transposed into poetry [...] that which is limpid
can at the same time be altogether irrational”. This last comment, which
points to the rejection of reason by the French Surrealists and is
reminiscent of Stéphane Mallarmé’s notions of “translucence” and “-
limpidité” also evokes Elytis’ observations on the “clarity of emotion”
(“Sdyetor Tov cvvonoBipatog”)®. In fact, a more precise and self-
explanatory definition of translucence was formulated by Elytis sometime
before this interview—probably two years earlier'®. The term used in this
case is indeed the word “diadyeto”'®; Elytis holds that “Stadyeia” is the
ability to perceive a stable and polyvalent metaphorical point, through a
kaleidoscopic, multi-layered reality: “n Svvatdtnta vo BAémelg péo’ am’
TO TEWTO XOL TO SEVTEPO %Al TO TPITO X0 TO TOAAOGTH eTimedo pLog
X0l LOVNG TTROAYRLOTIXOTNTOS TO LOVOOLAOTOTO ot ouvauo TToALpOoYYo
onueto g petopopung tovg onuoactoroyiog”. It is apparent from this
definition that the conception of “dtapéveia” (or “Siadyeia”) emerged
out of the Surrealists’ theories on analogies and the idea of the “sublime
point”, and that it owes much to their concern with light and
translucence. It is also clearly associated by Elytis with the view of the
nuclear organization of the poem as a solar system, and the idea of the
“single Point” and with the transparency of the image.

Mallarmé used the image of precious stones to explain his idea of
incantatory art, which he preferred to evocative art. He claimed that the
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aim of art should be to produce precious stones and not simply use those
already available: “Lenfantillage de la littérature jusquiici a été de croire,
par exemple, que de choisir un certain nombre de pierres précieuses et en
mettre les noms sur le papier, [...] cétait faire des pierres précieuses. Eh
bien! non!™% (his emphasis). He held that what matters is not the
perceived object but its function as symbol: “La poésie consistant a créer,
il faut prendre dans I’dme humaine des états, des lueurs d’une pureté si
absolue que, bien chantés et bien mis en lumiere, cela constitue en effet
les joyaux de I’'homme: 14, il y a symbole, il y a création”. Mallarmé laid
the emphasis on the structure of the crystal, that is, of the image or of the
poem. The perfection of the poem depended on the elaboration of
language, its construction'®, its shaping. The perfect shape revealed the
absolute purity of the crystal in its radiance and its limpidity. Elytis’ ideas
about poetic expression sound similar to the views that Mallarmé
expressed about incantatory art.

In 1939, Seferis referred to the “striking crystal” of Gerald Manley
Hopkins, that is, his care for the perfection of expression, in order to
explain that ‘“difficult” art should be identified not with vagueness and
obscurity but with precision and translucence'”. While he mentioned
Valéry and Mallarmé among the poets who elaborated this kind of art, he
dismissed Surrealism as “facile poetry ™. Elytis’ idea of “dtopdveta™,
which presupposes the function of the Surrealist analogy, may have been
a response to Seferis’ views: apart from the translucence of the poetic
vision, Elytis’ conception of “diapdveln”, may also refer to the
transparency of the image or of poetic expressions, that is, of the
perfection (in Seferis’ sense of the term) of prismatic form.

Breton used the image of the crystal to refer to the poem and to the
life conduct of the poet: “Loeuvre d’art, au méme titre d’ailleurs que tel
fragment de la vie humaine considérée dans sa signification la plus grave,
me parait dénuée de valeur si elle ne présente pas la dureté, la rigidité,
la régularité, le lustre sur toutes ses faces extérieures, intérieures, du
cristal” (L Amour fou)'®. He regarded the individual entity, whether this
be the poem or the poet, as a “‘figure’—in the Hegelian sense of the
material mechanism of individuality ”.

Bretoris points may clarify why Elytis related the concept of the
poem as a crystal or prism with the function of the imagination. He quotes
the first of the above passages from Breton in “Avouyté yoptig. T.T.T.
19357 (1944), where he extensively refers to the notion of the crystal as
a metaphor for the poem which is most appropriate to his visual
imagination'”. He reveals that, although initially he used to identify this
metaphor with the poetic ideas of Valéry, his discovery of Bretor's
observation proved to him that the different roads of the quest for art’s
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“essential meaning” meet. While he simply observes that Valéry’s poetic
method, his crystal, was the result of intellectual effort, he enthusiastically
takes Bretoris side because, in his view, the Surrealist poet “&¢pnoe va Aet-
Tovpyfioovve ot yéuol g Lwig xon oty téxwn " (his emphasis). His
reason for admiring Bretor's concept of the crystal was precisely that this
involved both the product and the producer: Bretor's crystal stood for the
poem and the poet. In other words, in his case, the aesthetic point of view
presupposed a moral disposition, and vice versa; aesthetics was identified
with ethics, a central idea determining Elytis’ poetic quests!. Thus,
Bretoris crystal appears to have been associated by Elytis with
translucence, that is, the principle or the “rule” of purity'.

However, Breton’'s crystal also presupposed the Surrealists’
simultaneous promotion and questioning of the visual. In Bretoris poem
“Neeud des miroirs” (in Le Revolver a cheveux blancs)'®, the eye perceives
the crystal as one and many: “un seul cristal [...]J/ Un diamant divisible
en autant de diamants”!. The prism of the diamond is made of many
other such prisms. This idea seems to be involved in Elytis’ conception
of the poem as a solar system whose individual parts form a prismatic
configuration: around the nucleus of the diamond or crystal, other nuclei-
crystals combine and form the structure of the crystal or the “crystal
lattice”"*®. The same idea links the above definition of the poem and Elytis’
conception of prismatic form, since, in his view, prismatic form concerns
both the individual “prisms” of the poem and the poem as a totality*®. In
this case, the concept of the crystal functions as a model for the creation
of the poem, since the crystal itself is used as a natural model, while the
poetic imagination imitates the creative processes of nature. As nature
produces crystals, the poet produces poems; as the crystal is made of
crystals, the poents images (or prismatic expressions) revolve around one
central image. Bretorls diamond, divisible into many diamonds, may have
been a model for Elytis’ ideas on the production of the image and the
poem: Elytis aspired to attain the transparency of the crystal and also the
transparency of the many crystals composing its structure, that is, the
crystal lattice, or prismatic form. The technical meaning of the notion of
“Oroupdvera” refers precisely to the principle of transparency, in this case,
a practical “rule”, which combines with the theoretical rule of translucence
or purity to produce “crystalline” poetry.

Conclusion

In Elytis’ metaphor of the poem as solar system, the central image is seen
as the sun, that is, a source of light; the radiance of the poem is
considered as originating from this nucleus. In other words, Elytis seems
to conceive of the poem as a configuration with a centre, the “sun”, which
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projects itself on to other figures (the rest of the images, conceived as
planets). The conception of prismatic form, which presupposes the
existence of more than one radiant, translucent nucleus, combines with
Elytis’ definition of the poem as solar system to offer a complete image
of the poem and a theoretical explanation of the poetic process. The poem
is conceived as a planetary system where glittering crystals are set in orbit
around a luminous central crystal. All of these crystals shine and project
their light on to the rest of the crystals, but also reflect and refract the
light they receive from all of the rest of the crystals, including the central
crystal. As Bachelard observes, the association between stars and crystals
is very common in poetry: “Les gemmes sont les étoiles de la terre. Les
étoiles sont les diamants du ciel. Il y a une terre au firmament; il y a un
ciel dans la terre”'. This figurative depiction of the poem not only
appears in Elytis’ poetry, but also provides a detailed explanation of the
poetic principles of its production.

Notes

This paper is part of my doctoral dissertation entitled The Emergence and
Crystallization of the Poetics of Odysseas Elytis (Oxford University 1997).

' Here I use an expression devised by
Georgios Babiniotis, but with a
different meaning from his; Elytis
was practically theoretical because in
his essays and other commentaries he
referred not only to his philo-
sophical, aesthetic and poetic ideas,
but also to the more practical aspects
of poetic composition. Babiniotis
employs the expression “practically
theoretical ” to refer to the theoretical
observations about poetry that ap-
pear in Elytis’ poetry (see his essay
“IlomTinn LETOYAWOOO XOL  LETO-
YAwoowy, woinon”, H AéEn 106
(Nov.-Dec. 1991), p. 738.

? See Odysseas Elytis, Avotytd yaptid,
Ikaros, Athens 1987, p. 454.

*Ibid., p. 449.

“ Elytis is not the first Greek poet after
Solomos to abolish the distinction be-
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tween content and form (the opposite
view 1is expressed by Christos
Papazoglou; see his essay “O8vocéog
EAVtng”, in Odvocéag EAVtg, Xdy-
xoovor momtés 2, Akmon, Athens
1979, p. 184). Around the same time
as Elytis, Seferis makes similar
observations (see Yorgos Seferis,
Aoxuuég, vol. 1, Tkaros, Athens 1984,
pp. 201, 288-290). The two poets
may have drawn on the example
either of Solomos or Kalvos (see the
views that Kostis Palamas expresses
about Kalvos’ versification in his
essay “Kd&ABog o ZoxdvBiog”; in
Iowrer xpttixc, Fexis, Athens 1913,
p. 37) or, most probably, Kostas
Karyotakis (on the identification of
content and form in the poetry of
Karyotakis see Tellos Agras, “O Ko~
PLWTAXNG xoL oL Xdtipeg”, in K.T.
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Kopvwtdxng. Ilovjuara xou meld,
ed. G.P. Savidis, Estia, Athens 1998,

pp- 198, 209).
5See Odysseas Elytis, “Avouytéd yoip-
g, T.T.T. 1935”, Ta Néa

Toduppara 1 (Jan. 1944), p. 27, n. 2.
This footnote is omitted in the
reprinted version of the essay in
Avoiytd yaptic. As a general
observation regarding his essays, it
can be mentioned here that, on
several occasions, in the versions
reprinted in Avoiyta yoptia, Elytis
omitted or modified passages from
the original versions of his published
texts. The most characteristic exam-
ple is the omission of the footnotes to
the original versions of his essays,
some of which can provide signif-
icant information about his ideas (for
more on this subject see Elena
Koutrianou, “To Avoiyta yoptid
xo to XAeotd Teprodixa. o
uebodoroyio tpocéyyiong Tov Goxt-
paxod €pyov tov Odvooéa EAOT”,
O IToAitng 62 [Mar. 1999], pp. 59-
62). In this essay, the original ver-
sion is cited whenever such omis-
sions or modifications have taken
place; otherwise, references are made
to the standard, ‘definitive” edition
of 1987, or else both passages are
referred to in case both present an
equal interest.
¢ See Elytis, “Avouytd yoptia. T.T.T.
19357, op. cit., p. 23. Elytis quoted
the text from Science et esthétique in
French: “Les rapports de la forme et
de la matiére sont donc les mémes
que la matiére soit mise en oeuvre
- par le jeu de forces naturelles ou
mise en oeuvre par ['homme.
Lorsque une méme operation est
appliquée a des matiéres diverses, les
transcriptions resultants obeissent
[sic] & 1a méme norme, que le facteur
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operant [sic] soit I’Artiste oi1 la Na-
ture” (ibid., pp. 23-24, n. 1).

" See Elytis, Avoiyta yopric, op. cit.,
p. 638.

¢ Ibid., p. 449.

®See Odysseus Elytis, “Cartes sur
table avec Odysseus Elytis”, inter-
view with Dimitri T. Analis, Repéres
5 (Spring 1983), p. 100. A similar
observation is made in Elytis,
Avouyra yaptia, op. cit. p. 449.

' See Elytis, “Cartes sur table avec
Odysseus Elytis”, op. cit., p. 100.

" See Elytis, Avoiytd yoprid, op. cit.,
p. 449.

2 See Elytis, “Cartes sur table avec
Odysseus Elytis”, op. cit., p. 100.

% See. Odysseas Elytis, Ev Asuxe,
Ikaros, Athens 1992, p. 41.

“ Ibid., p. 38.

** This is indicated by the fact that in
that part of the essay “ Ta xopitolo”
which was written in 1972 (that is,
the part of the essay which is not
placed within inverted commas),
Elytis still reflected on the notion of
the poem as “évo pixp6 xou TéA€L0
Toumov” (see Elytis, Avorytd xop-
Tid, op. cit., p. 181).

' See Elytis, Avoiytd yootidt, op. cit.,
p. 419.

" Just before giving his definition of
the poem as solar system, Elytis
referred to the time when Albert
Camus and René Char asked for his
contribution in Empédocle (see Elytis,
Avouyrd yaptid, op. cit., p. 449). It
may have been after 1951 and before
1963 that Elytis replaced the notion
of the poem as universe with that of
the poem as solar system, since that
was the time when he may have
conceived of his ideas on “solar
metaphysics”.

® See Odysseas Elytis, [“Nénuo xou
oAAnrovyio ot véa pog moinon”l,
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To Néo Todupora 2 (Mar. 1944), p.
9.

9 Thid.; also in Elytis, Avoiytd yopTid,
op. cit., pp. 483-484 (slightly
modified in this version).

® See Elytis, [“Nénuo xouw oAinrovyio
ot véa pog moinon”], op. cit., p.
100, n. 1. The footnote is omitted in
Avouyta yopTtid.

* See Elytis, Avoiyta yaptid, op. cit.,
p. 419.

? See Andreas Karandonis, “H moinom
Tov Odvooéa EAOTY”, Ta Néo
Todppara 1 (Spring 1940), p. 75.

» See Elytis, Avotyta yaotick, op. cit.,
p- 450.

* See Elytis, “Cartes sur table avec
Odysseus Elytis”, op. cit., p. 100.

* Ibid., p. 98.

% See Odysseas Elytis, “[To AEiov
Eoti. Zvvomtixd Sibypoppo]”, in
Yorgos Kechayoglou (ed.), “Eva
owEX30TO LTIORVYLO. Tov EAVTY Lo
To A&wy Eoti”, Iloinon 5 (Spring
1995), p. 36. Elytis’ “commentary
on To A&wov Eoti, which the poet
himself never published, is reported
to have been written “for private
use” (see Edmund Keeley and
George Savidis, “Preface”, in Odvo-
céa EAS). To Aty Eoti—Odysseus
Elytis. The Axion Esti, University of
Pittsburgh Press, Pittsburgh 1974, p.
xv); Keeley and Savidis were the
first to use it in their translation of
the poem into English. Although the
publication of the commentary by
Kechayoglou in 1995 provoked a
reaction from the poet, it is a rich
source of metadiscursive information,
which has been used by other critics
too (see, for instance, Mario Vitti,
Odvooéag EAVTIG. Kot puelét,
Ermis, Athens 1984, pp. 234, 237,
271-272).

" Blake’s visionary automatism was
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also an example for the Surrealists.
On Breton and mediumistic art see
Roger Cardinal, “André Breton and
the Automatic Message”, in Ramona
Fotiade (ed.), André Breton: The
Power of Language, Proceedings of the
International Surrealist Conference
“André Breton: The Power of
Language—Speech and Silence”, 21-23
Sept. 1996, Glasgow University, Elm
Bank, Exeter (forthcoming).

»® See Elena Koutrianou, “Odysseas
Elytis and the Censoring of Auto-
matism in Greek Surrealism”, in
Ramona Fotiade (ed.), André Breton:
The Power of Language, op. cit.
(forthcoming).

® See Elytis, “[Nomua xo oAAnAiovyio
ot véo pog moinonl”, op. cit., p.
9.

% See Elytis, Avowytd yoptict, op. cit.,
pp. 419-420.

% Ibid., p. 162.

# See Mary-Ann Caws, The Poetry of
Dada and Surrealism, Princeton Uni-
versity Press, New Jersey 1970, p.
34.

% See André Breton, Oeuvres completes,
ed. Marguerite Bonnet in collabor-
ation with Philippe Bernier, Etienne-
Alain Hubert, and José Pierre, vol. 2,
Gallimard, Paris 1992, p. 780.

% See Caws, The Poetry of Dada and
Surrealism, op. cit., p. 16.

% See Elytis, “[To AEwov Eoti. Xvvo-
muxd Siaypoppal”, op. cit., p. 46.
® See Odysseas Elytis, To A&iov Eoti,
Ikaros, Athens 1980 (13th ed.; 1st
ed. 1959), p. ®, and Elytis, “[To
Atov Eotl. Zvvomtixd JSidypoyp-

pal”, op. cit., p. 47.

3 See André Breton, L ’Un dans I’autre,
Eric Losfeld, Paris 1970 (ist pub.
1954).

% See Elytis, [To AEwov Eoti. Zvvo-
txd Sidypoupal”, op. cit., p. 48.
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® See D.N. Maronitis, ‘Opot Tov Avpt-
ouob oroy Odvocéa EAVt), Kedros,
Athens 1984 (4th ed.; 1st ed. 1980),
p. 95.

© See André Breton, Entretiens (1913-
1952), Gallimard, Paris 1969 (1st
pub. 1952), p. 151.

“ See Elytis, “[To AEwov Eoti. Zvvo-
k6 Sudypappal”, op. cit., p. 48.
2 See Claude Abastado, Introduction au
surréalisme, Bordas, Paris 1986, p. 37.
“ See Elytis, “Avotyta yopmé. T.T.T.
19357, op. cit., p. 27, n. 2. The foot-
note appears in the original essay
and is omitted in Avouytd yaptid. It
has passed unnoticed by Ioannou,
who assumes that Elytis could have
been influenced by Bachelard but
does not pursue himself a detailed
examination of this influence (see
Yannis I. Ioannou, Odvcoéog EAU-
™. ATo Tig xotoforéc Tov Ymep-
peaAouoU otis exPoiés Tov uvbov,
Kastaniotis, Athens 1991, pp. 90-91,

94).

“ See Gaston Bachelard, Lautréamont,
Librairie José Corti, Paris 1939, p.
70.

% Tbid.

“ Ibid., p. 71.

“ Ibid., p. 72.

 See Elytis, Avoiyta yoptid, op. cit.,
p- 180. These expressions belong to
the original text of 1944, as quoted in
the final version of 1972.

“ See Bachelard, Lautréamont, op. cit.,
p- 72.

% See Elytis, Avoiyra yoptick, op. cit.,
pp- 168-169.

* Elytis points out that, “IloAd mpoTtod
avarteiiet péoa [Tov] To tSavixd pag
ITomtieis Tov Ba xatdepve vo To-
paxolovbioel wg xou TG TOEXUL-
XPOTEPEG UETOUOPPWTIXES LBLOTPO-
nieg Mg ovyxivnong”, he was only
marvelling at the power of the

imagination to reveal Surreality
(ibid., pp. 167-168; my emphasis).

% The word “mopaoctotini” is sitalic-
ized both in the original essay of
1944 (see Elytis, “[Nénpo xou ohin-
Aovyloe ot véa pag moinoml”, op.
cit., p. 97) and in the final version of
it published in Avotyrd yoptic (op.
cit., p. 484).

% See Elytis, “Avotyté yoptté. T.T.T.
19357, op. cit., p. 27, n. 2.

* See Elytis, Ev Aeuxd, op. cit., p. 48.

% Ibid., p. 47.

% Ibid., p. 49.

¥ Ibid., p. 50.

% Ibid.

® Ibid., pp. 49-50.

% Ibid., p. 50.

* Tbid.

% Ibid., p. 49.

% Ibid., p. 48.

% Ibid., p. 50.

% Ibid., p. 46.

% Ibid., p. 48.

¥ Ibid., p. 50.

% Ibid., p. 49.

*# Ibid., p. 50.

 See Elytis, Avotytd yaptid, op. cit.,
p. 91. It has passed unnoticed by
criticism and therefore has to be
stressed here that this distinction is
not Elytis’ own idea but an elabor-
ation of Seferis’ views on this subject
(cf. the original essay on Kalvos, in
Odysseas Elytis, “H aAnfwy ¢@uocio-
yvouioe xow v Avpitxqy TOAUR ToL
Avdpéo KdaABov”, Néa Eotio 467
[Christmas 1946], p. 99, and Yorgos
Seferis, “Amopieg Siafdlovtag wov
KdABo”, in Aoxiués, op. cit., p. 63
and “K.II. KaBdaeng, 0.Z. Elot
TapaAAnhor”, in Aoxiués, op. cit., p.
346).

"' See Elytis, Ev Azvxd, op. cit., pp. 45,
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” See Elytis, Avoiytd yoptid, op. cit.,
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p- 91. Although Elytis’ essay was
read at the “Koxiog Ilohopd” in
1942, it was first published in 1946;
in the meantime, Elytis could have
inserted fresh observations, based on
his reading of Bachelard’s theories,
sometime before 1944. Therefore,
one cannot use this essay as evidence
to conclude with certainty that Elytis
knew Bachelard’s Lautréamont even
before 1942.

See Elytis, Ev Aevuxe), op. cit., p. 50.
In his 1986 essay “‘Ilptopotiey’ xou
‘emtimedn’ mofnom”, Dimou juxta-
poses “prismatic poetry ” with “flat
poetry ” rather arbitrarily, since he
does not offer a satisfactory ex-
planation for making the general-
ization which Elytis himself avoided
(see Nikos Dimou, doxiuto 1. Odvo-
céag EAUtyg, Nefeli, Athens 1992,
pp. 105ff.). Dimou’s terms are
adopted by Katsakos, who argues
that Elytis’ own poetry is “prismatic”
(see Zacharias Katsakos, Poésie pris-
matique: une approche de la poétique et de
la poésie d’Odysseus Elytis. Mémoire
de D.E.A., Paris IV—Sorbonne 1988,
pp- 26-28), and by Connolly, who
comments on his own translations of
Elytis “prismatic poetry ” (see
David Connolly, “Merappdalovrag
mptopotye] mtoinon: Odvocéag EAG-
g xou ‘To eheyelo tqg OEdme-
Tpag’”, Evrevxnjpto 23-24 [Summer-
Winter 1993], pp. 115ff.).

See Elytis, Ev Aeuxw, op. cit., pp.
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Ibid., p. 50. By mentioning the
‘Anglo-Saxon” origins of flat ex-
pression, Elytis was apparently al-
luding to Eliot’s influence on Seferis,
since he observed that the latter
wrote poetry in which flat expression
prevailed after Ytpogy, that is, after
he had discovered Eliot’s poetry.
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% See Odysseus Elytis, “Odysseus Ely-
tis on his Poetry ”, interview with
Ivar 1Ivask, Books Abroad 49.4

(Autumn 1975), p. 642.
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p. 45, and elsewhere.

© Ibid., p. 470.

12 The essay “Zy€d0 Yl pLav ELGOYW-
Y] ot0 XWeo Tou Avyaiov”, where
this definition appears was first
published in 1973.

18Gee Elytis, Ev Asuxw, op. cit., p. 23.

%See Stéphane Mallarmé, Oeuvres
completes, ed. Henri Mondor and G.
Jean-Aubry, Gallimard, Paris 1945, p.
870.

15Gee Claude Abastado, Expérience et
théorie de la création chez Mallarmé,
Minard, Paris 1970, p. 41.
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oy, ed. Loukas Kousoulas, Ermis,
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Odysseus Elytis”, op. cit., pp. 96-97.

3 Elytis mentions Breton's collection in
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Elytis, Avoiyre yopnid, op. cit., p.
229).

14See Breton, Oeuvres completes, op. cit.,
p- 87.
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(see Will Kleber, An Introduction to
Crystallography, VEB Verlag Technik,
Berlin 1970, pp. 22-23). For an
analytical description of a lattice it is
necessary to define a base system of
coordinates on the lattice. Such a
system of axes is necessary for
building up the whole lattice (see
Kleber, in ibid., pp. 24-25).

#By drawing on the science of
crystallography, Georgousopoulos of-
fers a vivid explanation of Elytis’
ideas about prismatic expression,
when he observes that “ To moinuo
YU auTH TNV TOWTIX] TOAMDVETOL
Yopw amd Tov opxxd xploTaAro,
TNV TOTLXY LOVASA %Ol CUPUETEL-
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Twg 10 KoTifo TNg PG, avartio-
oeto” (see Georgousopoulos, “O
Kpvotahhoypdepog”, op. cit., p. 11).
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method is expressed by Paschalis,
although he disregards Elytis’ me-
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own. Thus, he names “method of the
‘mosaic” (see Stratis Paschalis, “O
EAStne we ‘@uAdopbving ”, Xdomg
2123 [Nov. 1986], p. 461) the
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Paschalis, in ibid, p. 462).

" See Gaston Bachelard, La Terre et les
réveries de la wvolonté, Librairie José
Corti, Paris 1973 (4st pub. 1948), p.
291.
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HeptAndn

EXévo. KOYTPIANOY: O O8vooéog EAVTG yia tyv moinon: H cuvletixn xou v ocvor-
AVTLXY) ETTOYN TOL TOLHUATOS

h OXOTOC Tng perétng awtig etvar vo eEetdoetl Tig oxéelg mov eEEppale o
7 0duacéoc EAGTNG Yo TO Tolnuo g GAov xat Yo T €Y TTIOL TO CLVLGTOVY,
avityvevovtac T Bewpnti Tpoélevon toug (oL ambelg Tov  onpilovtar Téoo
oTig Oewpleg tov I'aotdy Mrawoehdp Yo TV «mEofBoAw) moinon» 600 xot ot
vreppeohotinég Wéec), xou eEetdlovrog Ty eneEepyocio Tovg amd Tov mowTY
otig dexaeties Tov 1940 xow Tov 1950. Ontwg emionpaivetol otn LEAET pog, OL
Wéeg tov EAGTY apopody atov oplopd Tou momjpotog we (abumovtog xor) nito-
%00 OLOTAUOTOG XL GTOV TPOOOLOPLOUO TNG ExPEOoNG, Ue Bdon xol xoavovo
OVTO TTOL OPLOE WG «TTPLOUATIXN LoEPN». To cvumépaoud pag eivot Twe oL amd-
Peg avtég odNynooy tov EAGTn otn cOAMd Tov TOMpotog wg xpLaTdAAoL 1
TPIOPOTOG, pict XEVTPLX] UETOPOEE TTOL EVOTIOLEL TIG LOEEC TOV YLOL TN BNULOVE-
Y Srodixoaior kol OV 0 (SLog YENOLLOTOOE e TG GUVEXEIG TOL AVOLPOPEC
OTNV EVVOLO TG «OLOPAVELNG», TTOV TIPOEPYETOL ATTO TN LETOPOPA TOL XPVOTOA-
Aov, yia vor TTpoadlopioel Toug aTdyous xot Toug 6POLS TNE TEXYNS TOU.
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