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This article examines the different editions of Dido Sotiriou’s first novel O1 vekpol
nepévovy, whose first edition was published in 1959 and the definitive edition, one
hundred pages shorter, in 1971, when the military junta ruled Greece and strict
censorship was being exercised. The first edition depicts details of the resistance
movement against the Axis powers, whereas this has been cut from the definitive
edition, which ends just as Greece enters the war against Italy. It will be argued that
the revisions, on the one hand, address criticisms of the first edition, in an attempt to
improve the novel. On the other hand, the omission of descriptions of resistance
against a tyrant (something the colonels resented, for fear of comparisons being drawn
to their regime) and the shifting depiction of identities of two main characters, from
one that is stable (1959 edition) to one that is subtly performative (1971 edition), also
inform discussions of censorship and identity during the years of the military regime.
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In Greek literature of the twentieth century, it was fairly common for a later edition of a
text to differ from its earlier edition. The works of Stratis Myrivilis are a key example of
this: O Baoilnc o ApPovitng first appeared in the newspaper H lpwia in 1934, was
published as part of his short-story collection To yalalio Piprio in 1939 and
re-published on its own in 1943. Each of the versions is different; Mario Vitti calls the
first edition of 1934 a ‘mpémhacpa’’ of the final edition and understands the changes as
the step-by-step process” of a writer going through drafts until he finds the formula he

1 M. Vitti, Ideoloywxi Aerrovpyia e ElAnvikng nBoypopios (Athens 1980) 124-5.

2 Vitti writes: ‘AvTég Tig eMBIOEELG HTOPOLLLE VO TIG TTapakolovbncovpe e Tpog frpa 6to Tépocya omd
ypaen ov 1934 (kow 1939) o ypagn tov 1943’ (op. cit., 120). For a discussion on the changes between
editions, see op. cit., 97-125. Mackridge discusses Myrivilis’ H {wij ev tdpw, which evolved into its final
form from its early newspaper edition. It first appeared in the Lesvos weekly newspaper H Kaumavo in
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desires and shapes his ideologies. Another example from a different writer is Dimitris
Hatzis’ To télog g wukpric pog moing, a collection of short stories first published in
Romania in 1953. Several of the stories from the collection were republished in the
journal Emi@scopnon téyvnc between 1958 and 1962, and the definitive edition was
published in 1963. The final edition contains seven stories (as opposed to five in the
first), and the stories themselves have been altered. Hero Hokwerda discusses the three
versions of ‘O Zwodlog o topmdkog’, one story of the collection, and traces how Hatzis’
ideological changes (“dgohoyicy [...] e6MEN’) are evident through the three versions.’
Both Vitti and Hokwerda, in their discussions of Myrivilis and Hatzis respectively,
attribute the changes to the evolution of the writer’s views and ideas and the evolution
of the writer as a writer. Peter Mackridge states that, in many instances, writers of the
Generation of the 1930s considered their writings as ‘¢pya &v 1podd®.”*

In the present discussion, the author Dido Sotiriou and the different editions of her
first novel Or vexpoi mepyuévovy will be examined. The changes that were made between
the first and the definitive edition can, in part, be attributed to her development as a
writer, as some of the changes make the writing more effective by omitting redundant
phrases or words. We can indeed understand Sotiriou’s novel as a ‘work in progress’.’
However, as the significant changes between editions were made during the years of
the military junta, Sotiriou’s case, on the other hand, informs discussions about the
censorship laws and how writers attempted to overcome them. The omission of the
resistance section suggests that the text was censored, most likely by Sotiriou herself,
who was by 1971 well aware of the colonels’ rules and how they ‘curtailed mentions
of torture, the secret police, paid informers, curfews, random arrests, or house
searches,’ fearing associations that could be drawn between the Nazis and themselves.®
Further to this, the changes between the editions of Sotiriou’s novel also reveal an
evolving ideology about identity. The female characters in the first edition are less
restrained, more outspoken and intelligent. In the definitive edition, most of these
female characters have become stereotypes; they have been silenced, and those that do
speak do so to the utter surprise of the male characters, who are the strong,

1923-4 and was republished six times after that (1930, 1930/31, 1946, 1949, 1954, and 1955), with each
edition from 1924 to 1930 to 1949 considerably expanded. Mackridge, ‘And xpion oe kpion: n eAknvun
peconoiepcr] Aoyoteyvia kon gueic’, in E. Koutrianou and E. Filokyprou (eds), Ma © yvpedovv o1 woyéc pag
taéidedvrag; Avalytioels kau aymvieg twv eAavav loyoteyvay tov uecomoréuov (1918-1939) (Athens 2018) 24.
3 H. Hokwerda, ‘To télog tng puikpnig pog toAng: Ado ypoagsc’, Avei 298 (1985) 33-9.

4 Mackridge, ‘An6 xpion oe kpion’, 24.

5 Tsakiri, in her biography of Sotiriou, mentions the changes between the editions, ascribing them to the
author’s attempt to improve the novel: ‘T v 16T0pia, onueidvovpe dt1, apyKd, To BPAIo eiye exotd ceMideg
TEPIOOOTEPES, Y10Ti 0vE YeyovOTO Kot amd v Avtiotaon. Enedn, opwg, avtég mapapdptovoy m dujynon, [...]
N Add amopdoice va Tig koyel S. Tsakiri, 4id6c» Zwtnpiov: Ané tov kiimo e Edéu oto kouivi o0 aidva uog
(Athens 1997) 219. For examples of some of the omissions of redundant phrases between editions, see
E. Camatsos, The Female ‘I’ in Modern Greek Prose Fiction, 1924-1962 (New York 2013) 217-18.

6  G. Van Steen, Stage of Emergency: Theater and Public Performance under the Greek Military
Dictatorship of 1967-1974 (Oxford 2015) 94.
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patriarchal, military heroes responsible for the nation’s victories. A closer reading reveals
the characters of the definitive edition to be partaking in a ‘performance’ of expected roles
on a surface level, but a subtext can also be discerned. Thus identity has become
something changeable, and performance has become the means through which censors

are ‘tricked’, showing it to be a powerful tool of expression and subversion.”

The junta and censorship

The military junta of 1967-74 initially enforced preventive censorship (1967-9), which was
used as a ‘control mechanism before publication or production takes place’.® The colonels,
in this initial phase of “hoyokpicio’, issued strict rules about what was and was not allowed
to be published, asking authors or publishers to submit their works to the censorship office
for approval. Some writers published during this period, some chose to remain silent, while
others published their works abroad.” Many writers with left-wing backgrounds chose the
path of dignified silence, what became known as the ‘authors’ silence’; however, refusing to
publish also meant not being able to protest against the regime.'? In 1969, the colonels
replaced the preventive censorship law with a New Press Law, which came into effect on
1 January 1970, and which required editors, publishers and authors to bring their own
work into line with the ‘Revolution of 21 April’."" This appeared to be a relaxation of
the initial censorship, but the new law ‘proved to be a mere token liberalization of the
earlier censorship legislation, and the freedom enjoyed after 1969 was but a relative
one’.'? Writers broke the ‘authors’ silence’ in 1970 with their response to this press law,
namely the volume Aexooyred keiueva, published by Nana Kallianesi at the publishing
house Kedros which she and her husband had founded in 1954 and which had become
the home for leftist writers and thinkers. Kallianesi was one of the progressive publishers
who rose to the challenge of publishing politically charged material during the years of
the junta, thereby helping to reclaim ‘the autonomy of the Greek publishing world’."?
The title of the volume itself parodies the junta’s requirement that titles of texts must
correspond to the content.'® This collection consists of poetry, short stories and essays,
and contributors (most of whom belonged to the ‘conservative ranks’") included
Nikos Kasdaglis, Alexandros Argyriou, D. N. Maronitis, Lefteris Poulios, Stratis Tsirkas,

7  In her book Kassandra and the Censors: Greek Poetry since 1967 (New York 1998), 15, K. Van Dyck
argues that two forms of literature emerged from the years of the junta, a representational one and a
performative one.

8  Van Steen, Stage, 107.

9  R. Beaton, An Introduction to Modern Greek Literature (Oxford 1999) 262-3.

10 Van Steen, Stage, 101.

11 Op. cit., 106-20.

12 Op. cit., 118.

13 Op. cit., 104,

14 Op. cit., 103.

15 Ibid.
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Spyros Plaskovitis, and Thanasis Valtinos. The volume was prefaced by the poem ‘Ot ydteg
7 dn Nwora’ by George Seferis, which had been published in other languages but never in
Greek.'®

Dido Sotiriou was asked by Stratis Tsirkas to write a piece for this volume and she
submitted the monologue ‘Tlohteia koeardrov’,'” which describes a man who,
following an earthquake (Sotiriou’s metaphor for the junta) and the blinding/muting
of an entire society, checks himself into a mental hospital and who, at the conclusion,
‘Gvotée o e Ohec Tic mopTeg ko Ppédnke Eavé miowm ot (o’ It is a text that is bold,
both in its thin disguise of the regime and in that it negatively describes the inertness of
individuals in society and their failure to react or awaken. It is, however, no more
daring than some of the other texts that were included. For example, Valtinos’
‘O yOyog’ is about a man who finds himself in a surreal hospital and, at the

19

conclusion, is in a full body cast which begins to suffocate him.~ However,

Alexandros Kotzias, one of the editors, refused to include Sotiriou’s piece in the final
volume, for reasons ‘unknown’.*’ Kallianesi’s position on the inclusion of Sotiriou’s
piece has not been recorded. Herein, we can discern an ambivalence surrounding
Sotiriou, who had spent years as part of the Left, working as a journalist and as a
spokesperson for women’s rights,”' and had become the first female chief editor of the
Communist Party newspaper Piloomdotig. Sotiriou was, however, expelled from the
Party in 1947, following her return to Athens from Thessaloniki as a result of an
illness.”> Her novels were popular and widely read, as she had acquired the identity of
a writer of the Asia Minor Disaster, especially following the publication of Marwuéva
yoouara in 1962. This book was also praised by the Left and claimed as its own.”® At

16 The prologue of Aexaoyrd reiuevo reads: ‘Kpivape taplactd va mpotdEovpe TymTikg ota Sk pog Keipeva
£voL TOMUO TOL ZEPEPT), ONUOCLEVUEVO GE EEVEG YDPEG AL AVEKSOTO GTN YADGGA TOL.

17 E. Pappa in D. Sotiriou, Oéazpo (Athens 1995) 10.

18 Sotiriou, Géazpo, 126.

19 This text concludes with ‘Evoiwca 1o otopa pov va yepiCel amd v anyi vdapf palo tov yoyov. H yedon
TOL 8ev fTaY EVIEADG SUGGEPESTN, GALG efya KIOAAG apyicel va acpuktid’: T. Valtinos in dexkaoyrd Keiueva (Athens
1970) 180.

20 Tsakiri writes: ‘O AAéEavSpog Kotlidg apviOnke va ) copmepihdPet.” Tsakiri, Aidd Zwtnpiov, 260. In the
prologue to this publication, Pappa also mentions the unknown reasons for its not being included in the
Aexooyra keiuevo (Pappa in Sotiriou, Oéazpo, 10). This offers an interesting area for further study, as what
is omitted and silenced can provide insight into the mechanisms of censorship.

21 In November 1945, Sotiriou, together with Chrysa Hatzivasileiou, attended the International Congress
of Women, as members and representatives of EAM, the Communist-led National Liberation Front. See
M. Poulos, ‘So that life may triumph: Communist feminism and Realpolitik in civil-war Greece’, Journal of
Women’s History 29 (2017) 67.

22 According to Tsakiri, 415 Zwtnpiov, 189, the charge against her was ‘Eyxotdienyn 0écewg’. Tsakiri goes
on to say that the allegation behind this charge was that Sotiriou had been afraid because she was not a worker
but a member of the bourgeoisie.

23 Sotiriou writes of an article she read in a newspaper in 1967: ‘H x0Opia £idnon frav 6t Bpédnke poPepd
VAKO ota ypogeio Tov koppoatog. Kot 1t éheye avipesa oe dAka; Ot n Ao Zompiov éByaie Eva @paio Piiio,
10 Mozwuéva yduara ko mpénet va. tpondndei’ (Sotiriou, quoted in Tsakiri, 4i6c) Zwtypiov, 248).
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the beginning of the junta period in 1967, Sotiriou checked herself into a mental clinic for
three weeks in order to avoid being arrested®* (‘Tloteio kopodhmv’ is based upon this
experience). One gets the sense that the military regime, while wanting to put Sotiriou
into the category of ‘Left’, was unable to do so, due to her popularity as a writer who
was herself a refugee from Asia Minor and who represented a chapter in Greek history
(the Asia Minor Disaster) that united Greeks. At the same time, however, there was a
need to censor her, or to keep her at a safe distance because of her associations with
the Left.”> Did the other writers or editors of Eighteen Texts fear that she was too
radical or that her writing pushed the limits and would lead to the censorship of the
whole volume? While the answer may never be clear, it is important to note that
Sotiriou’s first attempt to publish under the dictatorship was censored by the editors of
the volume. Sotiriou’s piece was bold and explicit in its critique of the regime, allowing
one to argue that in any subsequent attempts to publish, Sotiriou would take a
different (and more subtle) approach in her challenge to the oppressors.

Sotiriou, performance, and the different editions of Ot vexpoi mepyuévovy

Sotiriou wrote three texts during the early years of the junta period (1968-9): two plays,
Tlepuéteio, diymg téhog’, Trov mhavAtn I'm 6Ao mhve koAd’, and the aforementioned
monologue, ‘TloAteio ko@oAdAwv’. These were published together many years after
they were written, in 1995, in a volume entitled @éazpo. Interestingly, the first two
were the only plays she ever wrote. The fact that they were written during the early
years of the junta, when censorship was at its most stringent, suggests this medium, the
theatre, became, for Sotiriou, a way to express herself during these years.’® The
rejection of her monologue for the volume of 1970 is also important in that it allows
for the argument that Sotiriou had to find more subtle means to communicate her
message to her readers. The revisions made to O vexpol mepiuévovv, which mark her
second attempt to publish during the years of the junta, are informed by this move
towards theatricality and reveal characters who are role-playing on the surface.

The first and second editions of O vexpol mepuévovv were published in 1959 and
1962 respectively. The first edition (a) was published in Athens by Kedros; there

24 See Tsakiri, op. cit.,46-51. Sotiriou’s sister Elli Pappa did not escape this fate and spent most of the years
of the junta in jail or in exile, leaving her son Nikos (the child of Nikos Belogiannis) in the care of Sotiriou and
her husband Platon.

25 None of Sotiriou’s books were included in the list of banned books issued by the junta in 1971. See
L. Axelos, Exdotikij dpactnpiétyra kar kivion v idedv otqv EAéda (Athens 2008) 167-73.

26 Van Steen discusses the subversive role of theatre and performance during the junta years in both her
article “The story of Ali Retzo: Brechtian theater in Greece under the military dictatorship’, Journal of
Modern Greek Studies 31:1 (2013) and also her book Stage of Emergency. She writes that ‘Theater and
performance became weapons for the rebellious younger generation to use when waging war against
tyranny’ (Stage, 75) and argues that Greek theatre ‘assumed the role of fiction and offered itself up as a site
of cultural and political renewal’ (24).
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followed a second edition (b), published in Bucharest by IToltikég kot Aoyoteyvikég
ekdooelg. The novel was also published in Romanian (1961) and Russian (1962). The
two Greek editions are virtually the same, with a few minor changes,>” and include
events from the German occupation and the Greek resistance. The definitive edition
appeared in 1971 and is a hundred pages shorter than the previous editions,
concluding just as the Greeks enter the war against the Italians. This edition (c) was
the second by Kedros and the third overall. All subsequent editions (photographic
reprints of the 1971 edition) have been published by Kedros.

The only references made to the revisions of Or vexpoi mepiuévovv in Sotiriou’s
archives are the following: the proofs of the text exist until page 175, where the
versions begin to differ; the later pages of the proofs for the third edition are missing
and there is a handwritten note: ‘€36 Oa pmel n cvvéyewa and oed. 171 “ot dovdeieg Tov
Oeiov Tavykov” KA €wc oeh. 175 ... ko petd ™ oed 175 1 oedida 170 f 171 ko ta
ouuTANpopaTIKd XEpdYpapa Tov Ba eivar to Téhog Tov BLﬁMOU’.ZS This is followed by a
handwritten page labelled 171 and the words ‘to téhog BiBriov’ at the top.”’
Furthermore, on a separate list of the publication history of the novel, the typed text
for the third edition has a handwritten note in the margins which reads ‘eniong and mv
ékdoon avt dev cvpmepapfavetar mAéov To kepdhowo g kotoyic’.>® It remains
unclear if the revisions to the third edition were made so as to conform to the press
law. As Gonda Van Steen notes in her work on the theatre and public performance
under the military junta, plays which ‘featured uncanny historical parallels to the Nazi
P33t it is thus
highly probable that Sotiriou chose to take out the sections of her novel featuring the

Occupation and Civil War [...] were banned or aborted in rehearsa

Nazi occupation and the Greek resistance in order to avoid rejection of its publication
in an act of self-censorship.’> However, if this is the case, it is puzzling that Kedros

continues to publish only photographic reprints of the 1971 edition and has never

returned to or republished the first edition.>?

27 For example, in the 1959 edition, Part 2, the chapter number 4 is skipped, so that chapter 3 is
immediately followed by chapter 5; thus, in Part 2, the chapter numbers reach €18’ (this also occurs in the
definitive Kedros edition). The chapter number 8’ too is skipped in edition (a). In the 1962 edition, these
editorial errors have been corrected, and there are only 17 chapters to Part 2. Camatsos, The Female ‘T’, 216.
28 EAIA, Sotiriou archives, Folder 12.1.

29 Ibid.

30 Op. cit., Folder 30.1.

31 Van Steen, Stage, 94. Van Steen discusses two plays about the resistance that were banned, Gerasimos
Stavrou’s Kadnviyro Mapyapito. and Dimitris Hatzis” Mapyopizo Iepducépn. See Van Steen, Stage, 137.

32 For a discussion on self-censorship and its long-ranging consequences, see Van Steen, Stage, 117.

33 Inadiscussion with current editors at Kedros, I was shown a copy of the novel (definitive 1971 edition) in
which Sotiriou had made hand-written changes and given them to Kedros for a new edition of the novel. These
changes by Sotiriou do not mention a return to the first edition, suggesting that Sotiriou herself preferred the
definitive edition. Although discussions about a new edition have been undertaken (either to republish the first
edition or to publish another edition with Sotiriou’s changes to the definitive edition), no decision about this
has been made by Kedros at the time of publication of this article.

https://doi.org/10.1017/byz.2020.7 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/byz.2020.7

Performance and subversion under the Colonels’ gaze 295
Reception of the first edition was favourable:

Me 10 pobiotdopnua «Ot vekpol mepyévovv» g Addg Zmtnpiov, UTOPOVLE Vo
movpe Yopig vaepPforn Ot n veoedinvikn weloypagio, €uTHYNCE V' OTOYTHOEL
Eval EKTANYTIKG dPo £pyo, vo TAovtiost W Evo Pipiio, opdonuo ki apetnpio poli,
vy pio. mepiodo mo otabepng avinong. [...] eivar éva PiPrio PobdTamg Kt
ayvotatng avipomds. Eva épyo efaipetng modttog mov dev Td povo v
oLYYPOPEN TOV, OAAG Ko KoBoMKMTEP TOV AvOp®TO Ko T VEQ AoyoTeyvia uag.34

[...] To peydro mpocdv tov BipAiov g Zwmpiov givar ov ot GvBpwmoi g dev givor
avtpeikeda. ‘Eyovv odpka, koOkkoAa, kopdid kot vov. Tolavrtilovion péco oty
Tpopep 8ivi TV yeyovotmv.>

Ta yeyovoto col divovion Leotd, mapactatikd e 0Ao 0 PAPOg TG TIKPNG TOVG
Tpory pamcémwg.3 6

These and other reviews are positive.>” The only negative review of the novel, or more
specifically, of the second part of the novel, was by Dimitris Raftopoulos, a literary
critic whose opinion carried significant weight, who wrote: ‘Méco otig id1eg oelideg
VIapyeEl va TEPIENUO LLOIETOPNHO K VO KOTOOKEDAGHO EYKEQOUAKO ovOTOQOPO |...]
IMoAd kaAdtepa Ba oy ta Tpdypato av 1 Add Zotnpiov £KAEve T0 PLOGTOPNUO TNG
oV TGO TEPiodo TG Tpooeuyds otov Hepad.”*® Raftopoulos’ critique of the second

half is harsh and unforgiving: ‘O0te otV emekéotepn Kpitiky dev pumopet vV avtéEetl avtd

10 pépog tov Pipriov’,>” and he writes that he hopes the author learns her lesson and in

the future avoids ‘d9okorec cuvOéoeic’.*”

In all definitive editions of the novel, the back cover includes excerpts from both the
aforementioned reviews by Levantas and Vrettakos (amongst others), despite the fact that
they were written for what is essentially a different novel. Additionally, after the definitive

edition was published, the left-wing writer Elli Alexiou praised the novel without

referring to the changes made between editions.*!

34 H. Levantas, To mepiodiko pog 7-8 (1959) 200-1.

35 K. Porfyris, Avyj, 16 Jan. 1959.

36 N. Vrettakos, Aveéaprnrog Tomog, 6 May 1959.

37 For example, see the reviews: S. G., Axpdmoiig, 19 Jan. 1959, D. Klaras, Bpadovij, 11 Feb. 1959, ‘O
Eranistis’, Aveédptnroc Tomog 10 Jan. 1959, and ‘O Vivliofilos’, Ivvaika, 21 Jan. 1959.

38 D. Raftopoulos, ‘Aidd Zompiov «Ou vexpoi mepwévoov»’, Embedpnon Téxvne 52 (April 1959)
225. T. Doulis also voices a similar criticism, but this was published in 1977, after the definitive edition
appeared, and he does not mention the revisions: ‘The Dead Wait leaves the impression of being a
“diptych”, a long and interesting work that is really two novels.” Doulis, Disaster and Fiction: Modern
Greek Fiction and the Asia Minor Disaster of 1922 (London 1977) 196-7.

39 Raftopoulos, ‘Aid®d Tempiov’, 224.

40 Ibid.

41 E. Alexiou, Piloordorng, 28 Feb. 1975, 4.
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3

I have discussed in detail the differences between the editions of Ot vexpol mepiuévoov
elsewhere and related them to gender;** in this essay, I would like to focus upon the
characters of Zisis and Niovi, using the changes in the presentation of their characters
between editions to show the shift towards a performative identity that pays lip-service
to traditional gender roles allowed by the junta (physically strong men and quiet
women who supported the men in their roles to bring glory to the nation)*’, while at
the same time subverting them.

In the first edition, the characters of Zisis and Niovi are fully developed (according to
Raftopoulos, these two characters are idealized and didactic**) and their roles in the
resistance movement are central to the second part of the novel. Both are participants
in the resistance, and after Zisis is taken to the Merlin Street prison, tortured and
killed (a 301-3), Niovi retreats to the mountains to continue the fight. It should be
noted that scenes of torture, oppression, and women who directly participated in the
resistance are themes that the junta censored.*’

The two editions (first and definitive) are identical until the first appearance of Zisis
(a177 and ¢ 212). An initial look at the differences between editions reveals that Zisis, in
the first edition, is a character whose central role in the novel is as a resistance fighter, with
a background in Asia Minor, whose father was killed by the Turks. When he is first
introduced, he describes himself as part of the community of refugees, using the ‘we’
pronoun (‘O t6mog 0 dikdg pog sivar wo £8®° (a 177)), something which Niovi notices:
‘H N16Bn mpooete pe kotdminén ekeivo 1o «gueig»’ (a 179). Zisis is shy, soft-spoken,
addressing his mother as ‘untépa’ (a 177), and he later expresses his love and feelings
for Niovi explicitly (‘- X’ ayomd! g yiB0pioe kot g 6moe T0 TPOTO ayvo, EPOTIKO TOL
e’ (a 196)). In the definitive edition, his background as an Asia Minor refugee is
omitted, and, when he is introduced, he refers to his mother as ‘péva’ and the narrator
refers to her as ‘ypi&@’ (c 212). Having Zisis use the word ‘péva’, instead of the more
respectful ‘untépa’, makes him more aggressive (in the junta’s beliefs, this meant more
masculine) and less polite or sensitive.

It is worth putting the two versions of the relevant passage side by side:

"Evag véog mov ftav Eamlmpévog o€ o ToAvbpdva. Kol @ovotay adiipopog ot
ov{non, avoige ta pdtio Tov Ko gine oryavd:

— Mntépa de Gov e€NYNoa TmG TPENEL Va. TO TAPELG AmOPacT; O TOTOG 0 S1KOG Log
etvan mo €60. Oco {ovue pe v ovtamdTn TOL YLPWGUOV TPoKomn Ot Oa
dovue. (a 176-7, my empbhasis)

42 Camatsos, The Female ‘I’, 216-30.

43 The junta’s ideology favoured God, the nation, and traditional family structures, and the colonels urged
filmmakers, for example, to ‘keep to innocent, sentimental stories, preferably chaste romances ending in a
church marriage’ (Van Steen, Stage, 116).

44 Raftopoulos, ‘Add Twmpiov’, 224-5.

45 Van Steen, Stage, 94.
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"Evag véog mov Ntav EamAmpévog og pio moAvBpova kot dSafole, Exielce To Pipiio
TOV EMOEYTIKA, ONKOONKE Kol pe KAmoo adnpovio, gine otn ypLd:

— Mmpe paval Agv ta gimope yiMeg opés; ZEX0GE TOV T AVTOV TO YVPIoUO, Vo
’GUYACELS KOl GV KL Ol GAAOL TOV G OKOUVE. (c212)

Another blatant change is the reversal of characteristics in the following description:
‘O Znomng B Paiet v otk Tov ££0poT| KL 0 ZOTAPNG TO EUTOPIKS TOL dapdvio’ (a 205)
becomes ‘O Zfong Oa Parel T0 eumopikd TOL SAUUOVIO KOL O TOTHPNG TNV TOMTIKY TOL
é€apon’ (¢ 231) in the definitive edition. This aligns with the dictators’ version of
history, in which ‘Military leadership, muscle power, and victory are valorized over
any intellectual or artistic achievements,’*® thereby making Zisis into their type of
hero, someone who is not interested in intellectual pursuits but rather in capitalist gain.

Sotiriou’s use of the word ‘emdeiytikd’ (c 212) in the revised edition is something
which upon a first reading might go unnoticed. Nevertheless, examined together with
the changes in Niovi’s character, the performative aspect of these revised characters
becomes clear. In the first edition, Niovi immediately turns to Zisis: ‘Avtf n @pdon
kivnoe 1o evdapépov ¢ NoPng ki dpyice o {onpn ovdjmon pe Tov Ayveoto vEo’
(a 177). In the definitive edition, Niovi turns instead to the narrator, Aliki, and

3

whispers, ‘— Agv pov Aeg; Emideitn kdaver o veapdgy’ (¢ 212), and it is the father who
engages in the initial discussion of politics with Zisis. Again, we see the use of the
word ‘enideiEn’ with reference to Zisis, emphasizing that he is partaking in a display or
show of sorts. Niovi is described as playing the expected role of a woman: ‘H Nidpn
éBode ta yého. Qc tdpa dev eiye mel AéEn. Mapdotave T0 KOPITGOTOVAO TOV AKOVEL KO
dev &gl dikég tov omoyes’ (¢ 214). When she eventually joins the discussion after a
period of silence, Zisis looks at her with surprise: ‘Aev 1o mepipeve g keivo to apuiinto
WKPOKOU®UEVO Kopitol propovoe va *yet Tétotov gidovg evduapépovta’ (c 214). The word
‘6knAnén’ is used again a few paragraphs later: ‘H mopéuBach g frav pia wokd
guyaplotn Ekminén yw to ZAon’ (¢ 215). Zisis, in the definitive edition, expresses
surprise at the intelligence of Niovi, who acts the way she is supposed to act (a small,
quiet girl) and is, in fact, something else (an intelligent woman). These changes seem
to bring the male-female characters into alignment with the junta’s stereotypical
images of males as the heroes and women in auxiliary roles, acting as ‘humble physical
helpers [to the] soldiers engaged in real action.”*” However, these roles are only
surface-level (thus appeasing the censors who were interested only in the obvious,
superficial reading®®), and a subtext can be discerned. Just after Zisis and Niovi meet,
they engage in a conversation which is presented as a script. The narrator disappears
and the text reads:

46 Op. cit., 180.

47 Op. cit., 178.
48 Op. cit., 157.
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N16Bn: Zoyvé avapoTiépot PRmog Ki ival oxéty axdrn n aveéopmoio pog |...]
Znongc: Kot gtdvouve Kot 6€ amokAEIGHoNg Kot Kotoyég Kt eppOleg épidec! ... ]
Nwopn: Zrlafaxia pog Géve, de ywpdel apeBoiio.

Znong: Kat 66eg popéc dev o fpiorovve apketd. vmeKovovs, HAS TOPOTOPODVE
TEAETIYPOPO, KO EKPOPIOTIKES O1OKOIVAOGEIG. (c 216, my emphasis)

Before and after this section, dialogue between the characters is in its standard format,
with the use of a dash to introduce the speaker. In the above passage, however, Niovi
and Zisis are characters in a play, with their names followed by a colon and the words
they are scripted to say. We read their dialogue directly, with no mediating narrator,
and it is as if this section has been emphasized with its script-like text. The actual
words, however, reveal an awareness on the part of the characters of the roles they are
asked to play and that failure to play these roles (in this case, the role of ‘cxAafdxia’)
will lead those in power to engage in intimidation tactics.

In the first edition, as stated earlier, Zisis is tortured and killed in prison. Niovi
engages with the struggle by going to join the resistance in the mountains. The novel
ends with the following passage:

Kot axovomkov am’ OA0VG TOVG TAPOVS TV EKTEAECUEVOV, POVEG (OVTOVEG:
— Oa mepiévoupe!

Kot o’ 6hovg tovg dpopovg Tov KOGHOL akovotnkay Bipata. Bripata
avOpodnev Tov Tpafodoay PUTpooTd... (a 307).

In contrast, the definitive edition ends just as the Occupation begins, thereby not
allowing any room for characters who resist the oppressors or for dialogue such as
Zisis’ call as he is taken to prison: ‘unv ta eofdote ta Opacvdea ckvid. To aipo dev
okotdvel Tov 6o ¢ Agutepldc, Tov eovvidvel!’ (a 297). Aliki mourns Aunt Ermioni’s
death for several months (this is described in the third edition in one short paragraph),
and Niovi comes to pull Aliki out of her mourning: ‘—= Na Eepdbeg! N* aoyonbeic pe
Kkdti. No PBpelg 10 dpopo cov, vo dpdoels. Aev pmopel va uéverg maveo. Gsarng. "Exovue
a&inoelg omd oéva. Eicat dva mvevpatikd kepdAoio’ (¢ 246, my emphasis). The use of the
word ‘Osotf¢’ to describe Aliki enters this scene only in the definitive edition; in the
first edition, it reads: ‘Na Eepdbdeig! N’ acyoindeic pe ki dvokoro, dnuiovpyko. Na Bpeig
10 Opolo Gov, TOV TPoOoPWUd cov. Tote Ko poévo 10TE Bl VOudoE otyovpld, yopd Kt
wavomoinon om’ tov gavtd cov’ (a 205). The addition of the word ‘Oeatic’, with
reference to Aliki, further emphasizes the performative role of Zisis and Niovi. She as
the narrator has been watching the play put on by Zisis and Niovi, but it is now time
for her to enter into a more active role herself. This invitation to action by Niovi to
Aliki can also be understood as Sotiriou’s attempt to urge readers to become active
citizens rather than mere passive observers and to engage in a resistance against the
oppressive regime of the junta, something she had also tried to do in her monologue
for Eighteen Texts. The final chapter of the definitive edition contains a plurality of
voices with no clear source, calling out:
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— Oa ’yovue Aéte, TOAENO;
— [ToAepo;

— [16Aepo!

— Nau, woérepo!

— IMotog o Aéey;

— Awdodoerc.

— Ipomarydvdes. (c 248)

The script here lacks specific characters who are speaking the words, making it more
immediate for the reader, and in this way, making the reader an active participant in
the reading. It ends with the dead calling out (the reference to the executed, which
appears in the first edition, is now omitted, and the dead are now the dead of the past
in general), and Sotiriou has added a second ‘Oa neppévoope!’, further emphasizing the
call to action:

Bynkav kot ot vekpoi omd tovg tépovg yio GOUTAPAGTACT).
— Oa mepipévoope!
— Oa mepuévoope! (¢ 250)

Conclusion

The novel O1 vexpol mepiuévooy was significantly altered between its first edition of 1959
and the definitive edition of 1971. There are most likely two reasons for this editing:
firstly, Sotiriou wanted to address the problems of the first edition that Raftopoulos
had pointed out, and more specifically, the weakness of the second half of the novel.
Secondly, it would be naive to ignore the publication date of the revision, during the
years of the junta, and to overlook the fact that the omitted sections are of events that
the regime did not want to bring to the forefront of people’s memories.

A close look at the changes gives us an insight into the possible [self]-censorship that
was exercised. As the text existed before the dictatorship, the changes that were made to
its publication in the junta years allow us a glimpse into how authors were able to get
around the censors and the means they employed to do so. The changes that were
made with the characters of Niovi and Zisis suggest that Sotiriou was attempting to
bypass the censorship that may have been imposed on the text; as such, identities were
shown to depict what was acceptable but at the same time were also shown to be
performative. Identity shifted from something that was stable to something that was
changeable, and there are sections of the revised edition in which we can discern a
subtle subtext that would not be picked up by the junta’s censors, who were interested
in readings on a simple and obvious level, and which we can argue is Sotirou’s attempt
to communicate with her readers in a more inventive way. The novel, which continues
to be published by Kedros, has never been republished in its original version. Perhaps
this was because Kedros preferred the less expensive method of reprinting the text
photographically. Alternatively, perhaps it was Sotiriou herself who, in the post-junta
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years, decided that she did not want to reprint the more overtly politically committed
conclusion of the first edition, or that the revised edition had indeed improved the
novel. Whatever the reason, the first edition of the novel portrays the period of the
Greek resistance, with torture scenes, deaths of resistance fighters, and strong female
characters who played central rather than auxiliary roles, and its erasure from the
pages of literature highlights a continued awkwardness surrounding this period of
modern Greek history.
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