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 Avoiyrd yoptic and Ev Aevxcs 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 “Stapévein” 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] popporoyia Tov Tou)-
patog” and “[to] WSeoAoyind tov mepieyduevo ™. 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
“Avouytd yoptid. T.T.T. 19357, where Elytis first referred to Bachelard,’
he also quoted the “law of Monod Herzen” which, in his view, explained
“tig ethixpivelg oxéoelg pnopeig xa LAnG™®. 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 ypovixé piog dexactiog” (1963), that the external characteristics of
the poem, what he called “teyvue|” or “Apyitextovixy’™, 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 parallele 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 poem’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 Apyrtextovixt, yioe péva, dev efye ) onpooio piog amwd to TPW OTN-
névng oxohwotdic™. 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:

ToAD, pmopet var el xaveic, Bopbvet o OUVTEAEOTYG TWY OPYLTEXTOVL-
AWV YVWELOUGTWY OE [lor TToinom OTg awTh, 6oL TO VéNUAL YEVWIE-
Tt poli xou péo’ amb 1o QpaoTiG oxiuo wov uélder vo mépet.
Emedn yio xdt tétoio mpdxerton, xt 0G UN CLYYXEOLUE TNY évvola TNG
HoPPNG 6TtwE TN cuvavTobUE £8C) xow 6mwg ™V éxovpe StdaxBei amd
Tig E€veg ypappatoroyiec. .
Eivow &Moo evteddg mpdypa o TPELG TédoEPL atabepoi TOmOL oL
xenowornoinoe N vt mopddooy el atdveg ooy amhd Soxelo, yio
Vo T Yepioel ue 10 o eTEP6XANTO LAXS, X GAAO oL TPWTéTLTOL
x4bBe Qopd petpixol véuor mov vToB&AAovTOL O évay EAMva TowTH
oo Y (S ™) PUoN TWY UNVLRETWY TTOL oXOTEVEL Vo uetTodwoetls,
(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 ypovixé QLo
dexoaetiog” (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 (“ [Nompa xou
oAMnAovyion ot véa pag 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

2

unit”.
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9.1 The Poem as an “Ideal Unit” ’
In the essay addressed to Tsatsos ([“Nénuo xow eAinhovyio ot véar pog
roimon]”, 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”:
x&be moinpor (AW yior Tor xaAd Tojpata) efvor évo uixpd o TEAELO
Zoumay xou [...] xébe Zopmayv cvvaraptiCetar amd évo TARboc moL-
xAwyopo o StopopdtpoTar aTotyelor oL Spovive TowTOYEOVEL KO
TopdAAnAal xo Tov apoBador xow aévvoe [sic] EAxovton ovdpesd Toug
oe TP0TO TOL V' awToeExPavifovy TNV aToWIXY] TOLG LTOGTAOYN WO
xota Bébog vou cuufBdArovy vedBvva o StopdPEwon TG TEAELWTL-
wNg exelvng tpltng xatdotaong Tov elvar  Avpuxd TpoypoTiRTTO .

In this essay, Elytis explains that his is a similar view to Solomos’
“ueot exetvn xou wpolo dnpoxportion Twy eV oL omolog Vo Topo-
oTaivouy ovCLAGTIXG TOV elg Talg afobnoeg adpato 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:

‘Evo eidog vonuotog elvor xt' awtd mov opyile twpo teevTaio vo
vouwbw 6Tl Tpémel o Topovotdlel x&be moinpo 6To GVOAS Tov: Miow
exova 0AOXMPWUEYN ToL V' aTtopTileTon ortd Tig emi puépovg utxpod-
TEPEG ELXOVEG TOL TEPLEYOUEVOD TOV, EXOVO. GUYOAXN TTOL VAL GUVE-
po xou mavtote uter I8€a®. (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 ypovix6 pioc Sexaetioc™), he states that
twenty years earlier, that is, around 1944, he started conceiving of the
poem “Oyt oo p€povg uLag aévomg eEoporoyNTMc pohc, oAAG Ga LOG
povadog owtdvoung, 6mov G T emUEPOug oToLyElX dPEAY Vor OULYXAL-
Youv Tpog xdmoto 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 “Emétetog”, “Moapiva
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TV BEdywy”, and “Mopg1 tng Botwtiog” that is, poems usually identified
by critics with the more thoroughly reworked and successtul poetic writing
of Ilpooavarodwouol. Interestingly, in 1940 Andreas Karandonis observed
that “’Emtételog” was a perfect poem “pe aktoliievty oekloteyvioe abvbe-
omNG YOPW omd o xevTpixy ouvoobnuotiny 8o 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:

{nrodoa amd To Wovixd moinpo v amoteAel pixpoypopion evéc Nhto-
%00 GLOTNUOTOG TTANEN, pe TNV Blar atopakio xor to Sto Beog oww-
VOTNTOG 0TO GVVOAO, TNy (Biar aévom xivnom oto eTTLLEPOVC GLGTATL-
x& ototyetor Tov. 'Etot avtidapfévo[p]on xon ofpepa Ty mopenvixn dio-
LOPPWCN TOL TOWUTOC, OO LOVADOG XAELOTNG, xaBWE xow TNV TEAX)
ovtodvvaun eEaxtivwon tov, amd ™y &rodn TEVTOTE TOL VOALOTOC
TOL CUYXEXQELUEVOVL, TIOV 1 EUTVELGY XAOE POPA evToTtileL, OTTOUOVK-
Vel ol @TIel. Me ™) dtopopd 6TL, yiow vor AGBEL oWpa xoL Vo LTTo-
dvbel amotedeopatixd ™ 0€om ToL NAOL, xABWG xoL TNV ATOTEEY
OLTTOGTOAY TOV PECO. GTO CUOTNUO TWV EXOVWY XOL TWY EVVOLDY TTOV
OLUTIOPOOVPEEL, TO VONUO OVTO EVOL OVAYXY VO GLVOVATTTOCCETAL
oSLEXOTIOL Kol TTOPGAMA pE ioe oLUBOAXY] pETOYPOUPY TOL e PLO-
ULXNG %Ol OTPOPIXNG LPNG YVWEIOUOT, oVOAOYX LE EXELVOL TTOL XaOL-
otovy ootnt) oty avbpwmivy vomon ™y évvola Tov XEOvoLE,

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
“avtodVvopn 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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I e poem is a dynamic entity in continuous evolution

Elytls. v1§1yv hthtae; tirx‘ﬁef)rview Withy:nalis, in which he also suggests the
reappears In s by which thi Id be accomplished. As he

rocess or the means by whic is cou . phsk .
EbserVes, the unification of “transcendence” (which, accordlng” to hl.m,
refers to the function of the law of analogies) and “geom.etry (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 quelle se présente, par la force
des choses, en théorie) mais a travers un tressaillement instinctif, avec 1’-
abandon automatique de 1’dme i une sorte de tournoiement, et qui aurait les
mémes lois que le tournoiement de la matiére de chaque corps. (my
emphasis)®

Elytis’ observation of course refers to Surrealist automatism; in his
commentary on To A&y Eoti, he explicitly points out that he wrote the
first draft of the poem with certain ideas in mind, but also “xwpic dAAec
EYVOLEG LOPPONOYLXEC N TEXVIXEG, xouud&TIo TOMTIX& TTOL YWPIC Vo TO
6éAw, oo va "povy medium, EmoUEVaY YopoxTHoO EXXANCLOCTIXWY KO-
patidy . The kind of “tournoiement de I'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
TPWTO AGYO eiye TAVTOTE N WSovixy LOVESa M avh va TepLxAeivel T’
avtiBeta xwpig A ixvn, étot 6mug axEBhe Ty €Bploxa oty évvola
“xopitor” % oy éwola “ynoi”- 0éAw vo Tw, pe T Bt ovtovopion xou
™Y Bl obpnTwon entl to avtd evég mARbove ot ETEPOXANTA GTOL-
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
rthythmical 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 Aiov Eoti,
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 Zvumeiopot”), and “the theory of the
single Point” (“7tov 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 “10 Aevxdé avalitnoo wg ™Y Votatn évtaoy / Tov puaBEOL
evoke the Surrealist game of “I'un dans I'autre”. The game of “I'un dans
lautre” 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 “vudmelopds”, 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” (“apx# Tov 88bKoL”)*, in order to explain
the “antithetical balance” of Mapiox Ne@péAn. 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 Bretoris
definition of the “sublime point”. As Breton explains in his interview with
André Parinaud, “en [ce ‘point’] sont appelées & se résoudre toutes les
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antinomies qui nous rongent et nous désespérent ?0_ In Elytis’ view, this
“Point” Sev TEETEL VoL CUYXEETOL L€ OTCOLOSNTIOTE EVVOLOL ‘néomg odov’.
Efvow 1 otéovTy] €XTA0Y TOV GTOXOADTITETOL OTOY emituyeig va apbeig
TGvew amd TN ‘obuBaon TV ovTfETY EVWOLDY LOOPPOTIOVTOG GTO
petaiyud 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
“jdeas” (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 “oavtodbvapn 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 “Avotyté yoptié. T.T.T. 19357
(1944). In the same footnote of this essay in which Elytis greeted
Bachelard’s book, he also added the following comment: “H fewpia tov
[Bachelard] yio tnv emimedn xou mopaotatini TOMoN OYETXE PE TNV
EuxAeideto xou un Evxdeidelo yempetpio mpbdobeoe o onuovtix@totn
oeida oTNV LoTopliar TNG XELTLXYg EPUNVELNG TV AVEIXWY POLVOUEVWY 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 sireté et exactitude, ce qui revient a dire quen
poésie projective elles ne sont quune 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 “tooumiéd ewxdévwy, appo-
Bieg avtixeevwy” were offered by Elytis in “To xopitolo” 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:

Héoa OTO WXEG OOUTOY TOL TOMUaTog, [...] oboowpn N woavdtnTo
TWY TTOAVTTAOXOTEPWY GUVOVOCULY ETPETE VO YOUVALETOL TTAV® GTNY
eTSlwEN TOOTN: Vo ToPokOAOVOEL, Vo SLTILOTWVEL X0, LE TO S1xd TNG
Tpémo, vo Eowvoldivel Tis uetauopploels mov malloviow uéoa poc
OEVOOL X0l TTOV TIG TIEPLOCOTEPES POPES otnpilovTar oty avtadday? 1
TN CLYXWYEVOY) EVIUTIWOEWY 0ONYNUEVWY oTa oucOntipid uog amd mm
ovyxivnon. (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 xopitoio ™, 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 “Onuoxpartio [...] WWewv™ 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 “uia wopaototing exdéva” 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 “mapaototixg”. 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-
opatie] Hop@R”) to refer to a certain manner of developing poetic
expression, and which he distinguished from “flat expression” (“eminedy
éxppaon”). 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
“Avoyta xoptid. T.T.T. 1935” (1944) in which Elytis referred to
Bachelard, he mentioned the latter’s conception of projective poetry,
translating it as “mopaotaticg Toinon” and by juxtaposing it with “emi-
7edn 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 “Pwp.ovég 0 Medwddc” (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”
(“mopviveg™)*, 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 “opyavwyovtow YOpw omd
TVPNVEG TTOL TPOEEEXOLY Xal OV, % TLY LOTEPWY, CLYXEOTOVY TO
oOvoA0 7. Tt is precisely this manner of developing poetic expression
which, in Elytis’ view, “Styer ploe xafowté molopoTi Lopen oto
AGY0 ™. As he observes, such poems:

ETLEVEQYOUY GTOV oVOYVWGTN Syt 1OV [4€ TO OVYOAS TOUG adAd: xou Tun-
UOTIXC, XOUUOTIOOTS, Yoy o autes TIg Tpoekoyéc, o’ avToUs TOLC
XPVOTAAAOVG GOV ATTOXOPVPLVETOL 1 o&vtnrar Tov mveduaroc. Tpé-
XELTOUL Yo PNoELS TToL Tor péToA NG YAWOOOIG X0 TWY ELXOVLOTIXGY
OTOWEIWY CLYXWVELOVTOL o GTTOL N SltdTwon piog odidetoe efvou
xoi M SLeyepon evig xéopov CLPOULOLDOLLOD TG TNV TPOGANTTTIXOTNTOL
™S @avtooiog poac®. (my emphasis)

In his essay, Elytis also claims that prismatic form is a dense and very
economical manner of expression: “Ilpdxerton yior pLay 6co Yivetot o
Aoxwvum Statdinwaoy, émou Ghot Tov TOMTIXOD PALYOULEVOL OL GUVTEAE -
OTEG €xouy eEamooteidel ‘emi 0 owtd o BeAn toug™™. 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] YAwooudg, [0] ewxovioTindg, [0] cuANOYLOTIXGC,
[o] mrixde™, contribute to this effect. His statement is that the technique
involved in prismatic form depends on the identification of content and
form:

Ot mupHveg awtoi Sev eivar xat’ avéyxny “ewdveg™ eivon @paoTixég
novédec awtodtvoung axtvofolriog, 6Tov 0 cLYBLAOPOG O NXOAOYIXG
oLUTUTTEL UE TOV VONTIXG oE TéTolo onpelo, Tou dev E€pelg TeAxd edv
7 Yontelo wpoépyeTan o’ owtd Tov Aéel 0 TOMTHG ) amd ToV TEGTO
0L TO Aéet™,

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) awvTodVvoun
ekaxtivwon” of the poem in the first case, or as the “projection” or
protrusion of its parts, of the “mvpyveg mov TpoeEéyouy” or of the “pové-
dec avtodbvoune axtivoforiog”, 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—uand in its component parts
(“6y1 p6vO pe T0 GBYOAS TOug OAAG xart TPNROTIXG, 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 “Siéomaptec POTEVEG EXAGUPELC S, “oryey-
voBoAovy %, “petewpilovton”, “oxTvoBoiio™ 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 (“npoegéxouv”‘*g, “ovumni-
nTeL”, “mpoeEoxéc”®) seem to have been borrowed from the vocabulary
employed by Bachelard when defining his notion of projective poetry.
Especially the word “mpoekoxéc”, 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 (“oxtovofolria” and “mpoekoyéc”) 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 | magination

In “H odnuvy PuoLOYVLUiX xow M Avpuxy TOAUY TOL Avdpéa KéaBou™
(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 “Pwyuovéc o
MeAwd6c” (1975), he makes a similar classification, this time by juxta-
posing Kalvos, Romanos the Melodist and Pindar with Yorgos Seferis (in
his poetry after 27p0¢7) 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-
Tid. T.T.T. 1935, Elytis referred to Bachelard’s notion of “ropaototi-
% Toinon” by juxtaposing it with “eninedn moinon”. In his essay on
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Romanos the Melodist, Elytis juxtaposes “prismatic expression” (“mpt-
opoTixy éxppoo”), that is, the manner of expression in which prismatic
form prevails, with “flat expression” (“eminedn 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, “évo Toinuor TOL OVOTTOOCETOL, WE OKOTO TNV
EXTIAMPWOY TNG OTOOTOM|G TOV, OXL xat UE To xalb)’ Exaoroy wépn TOL
o0& udvov pe 1o obvodd 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 “moapaotdoeig” to refer to two
categories of images in Kalvos: the “pictorial” (“{wypapuxég”)*, and the
“lyrical” (“Avpwxég”). 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 “LAu xou TvevpaTN
vnéotaon” of things®. Apart from stating that the presence of “ew6veg
avtipatinég”®, which lead to an “apeth muxvéTqTag” in the poetry of
Kalvos, Elytis makes the following observation regarding Kalvos’
imagery:

xAelver TopoToXTING, XU XWEIG WECOAGBMON OTLXOLEYNUEVWY, TIG
TEPLOOOTEPEC POpéc, oxédewy, uéoa o’ éva xou To (Sio moinua, ToMés
xou TOLxiAeC, GUVTOUES %Ol QUTOVOUES, ELXOVES IOV, OOY OOTOOTES, VOl
ewtilouv xdmolo Béopo Tov vo v ouvdua ol WEa, TeTuYivovTag
étoL Tawtéypova éva evwiao xau 106pEoTo Gdvoro®. (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, mpowiCovtag ue ixavétnreg nbomoliog ta otowyeio ™g
@Yong, pe opyavixés WGTNTEG Ta OTOXEl TOL OWOPYAVOL XGOLOL,
Boloxer uévn g, xon péoa amd pav adéxomn xivmo, To ovaloyoy
™G Blag oMibera, PTdvovtag 0To amotéeoua piog EXOVa, IOV o
NBele TuYSY eEetaobel emotuovixé (odiépopo av atov PYuyxé XWEO
TOL TOUTH EETANOE AUTOUATO X0 OVOTIOOTILOTO e TO XOWO TG
éumvevong), Ba Tapovoiale éva 0AGXANPO GhaTNUA TOAAXTIANG ovor-
YOYHG, YELGTO aTtd TOPOUOLWICELS, UETAPOPES XAl uetaBolrég, obotn-
BO TTOV £X TWV VOTEPWY EXEL TIETOXEL TNV AVOITOTTH TOU (QPOULVOUEVOAO-
Y00 xobeotwtog, oe dperog g BabTepnc aMiBetac Tov ovBpwri-
vou Tvebpotoc®. (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” (“MéBoSoc twv towticewv™)®. This
method was elaborated by Elytis prior to the publication of To A&iwov Eot!
and ‘E&n xou plo toeis yio tov ovpavd. Tt 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 “moAlamA) 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. “Bbrpug mixplag™)®. Alternatively, as the examples of Kalvos’ poetry
show, it may refer to the production of images which are “ewxdveg avti-
@atixéc” 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 avaywyn” 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 Mvioxedwy TNV TWY XLVOLUEVELY
Vo ?, or “eTvaBn 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 antd Tov HALov,

WOV TTLPOG TTOALYUAT,

TEQTOVOLY ELG TNV BdAaooay

TWY OLDOVWY, XOL XAVOVTOL

S8 vt M o, ‘
In his commentary on To A&tov Eoti, Elytis refers to the method of

“moAhomtA avaywyy”, which he employed in the poem, as the “method
of multiple correspondence” (“Mé€00d0g TG TOAAXTAY G avTioTotyiog)®.
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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 owtég méel amd 0 Puoké oto Awobntind xou
a6 [to] Aiobntixé oto HOx6 ™. The examples offered to support his
explanation of the method clarify the mechanism for the production of the
symbol; the method itself, which “Eivor Sidomoptn oe 60 T0 €pY0”, 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 “Apetq pe Tig téooepig 0pBEg
yowviec™ refers to ethics, the purity of deeds and the rigidity of the
architectural style of the Greek islands® shows that in To A&wov Eoti 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&wov Eoti and
‘EEy xou plo togetc ytoo Tov 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 —*“Swoupdvelo.”—
and purity, and with the principle of the transparency of the image.

4 “Aiopdvera” 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 Siapdveiol®—
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”
(“Sxdyetar Tov ovvouoBApaTog)®. 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 “3iadyelo”®; Elytis holds that “Stadysia” is the
ability to perceive a stable and polyvalent metaphorical point, through a
kaleidoscopic, multi-layered reality: “n Suvatétnto vo BAémelc puéo’ o’
TO TPWTO xoL TO SeVTEPO oL TO TPITO o T0 TOAAOGTO eTimedo wiog
xo UOWG TEOYUOTIXOTNTOG TO POVOSIAOTOTO X0t GLUVAPA TOADPHOYYO
oNueio ™G UETOPOPULNMG TOVg anuactoloying™. It is apparent from this
definition that the conception of “Stapéveta” (or “Stadyeia”) 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

ZYT'KPIZH / COMPARAISON 10 (1999)



116 ELENA KOUTRIANOU

aim of art should be to produce precious stones and not simply use those
already available: “Lenfantillage de la littérature jusquici 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 'homme: 1a, 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 “Siapdévelan”,
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 “Siopdveln”, 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 ”.

Bretor's 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 “Avoryté yopota. T.T.T.
1935” (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 Bretors
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 “&gpnoe vo Aet-
ToLPYNoOLYE OL VOuoL NG {whg xar oty Téxvn ™ (his emphasis). His
reason for admiring Bretor's concept of the crystal was precisely that this
involved both the product and the producer: Bretoris 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,
Bretorfs 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
“Neceud des miroirs™ (in Le Revolver i cheveux blancs)'®, the eye perceives
the crystal as one and many: “un seul cristal [...]/ 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 poem's images (or prismatic expressions) revolve around one
central image. Bretor's 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
“dapdvein” 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. 11 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 T 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
“Tomtued  petoyddooo xou KETO-
YAwooL]  Toinon”, H AéEy 106
(Nov.-Dec. 1991), px 738

* See Odysseas Elytis, Avorytd yoprid,
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 is expressed by Christos
Papazoglou; see his essay “Odvoocéoc
EAStc”, in Odvooéas EAdvyc, 20y~
Xoovor mommtés 2, Akmon, Athens
1979, p. 184). Around the same time
as Elytis, Seferis makes similar
observations (see Yorgos Seferis,
dosxwuée, vol. 1, Ikaros, 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 “KdABoc o ZooxbvOioc™; in
oo xpitixc, 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, “0 Ko-
PLWTAXNS %ol oL Xatipeg”, in K.T.



ODYSSEAS ELYTIS ON POETRY 119

Kopvwtdxns. Iouvjuato xow meld,
ed. G.P. Savidis, Estia, Athens 1998,

pp- 198, 209).
See Odysseas Elytis, “Avouyta yop-
wé. T.T.T. 1935”7, Ta Néo

Todpuara 1 (Jan. 1944), p. 27, n. 2.
This footnote is omitted in the
reprinted version of the essay in
Avoiytd yoptid. As a general
observation regarding his essays, it
can be mentioned here that, on
several occasions, in the versions
reprinted in Avoiytra yoptid, 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, “Ta Avowytd yoptid
xot T xAetotd meptodixd. I T
uebodoroyio tpocéyyiong tov doxt-
uoxod €pyov tov Odvocéa EAVTY”,
O IloAitng 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, “Avouyta yoptiéd. T.T.T.
1935”, 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] & la méme norme, que le facteur

operant [sic] soit 1’Artiste ot la Na-
ture” (ibid., pp. 23-24, n. 1).

’ See Elytis, Avouyra yoptid, 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,
Avoyyrd yoptid, op. cit. p. 449.

. *See Elytis, “Cartes sur table avec

Odysseus Elytis”, op. cit., p. 100.

' See Elytis, Avowytd yaptid, op. cit.,
p. 449.

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

¥ See. Odysseas Elytis, Ev Acuxd,
Ikaros, Athens 1992, p. 41.

% Ibid., p. 38.

** This is indicated by the fact that in
that part of the essay “Ta xopitola”
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 puxpd xou Téhero
Zoprav” (see Elytis, Avotytd yop-
Tid, op. cit., p. 181).

'® See Elytis, Avotytd yaptid, 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,
Avouytd yoptid, 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, [“Némpo »ou
oAAnrovyia otn véa pog moinon™l,
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To Néo Ioduuara 2 (Mar. 1944), p.
97

¥ Ibid.; also in Elytis, Avotytd yoptid,
op. cit., pp. 483-484 (slightly
modified in this version).

* See Elytis, [“Nénuo xouw odAnhovyio:
ot véa pog moinon”], op. cit., p.
100, n. 1. The footnote is omitted in
Avouytd yoptid.

* See Elytis, Avouyrd Xeptid, op. cit.,
p. 419.

 See Andreas Karandonis, “H Toinom
Tov Odvocéa EAOTN”, Ta Néa
Toduparo 1 (Spring 1940), p. 75.

* See Elytis, Avoiyrd yoptid, ep. cit.;
p- 450.

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

#Ibid., p. 98.

*See Odysseas Elytis, “[To AEiov
Eoti. Zuvvomtixé Subypoppa]”, in
Yorgos Kechayoglou (ed.), “Eva
avExd0To LTOPVNEE Tov EAGTY yio
To A&wov Eoti”, Ioinon 5 (Spring
1995), p. 36. Elytis’ “commentary
on To A&wv 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-
o€a EASm). To A&oy 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 EAbms. Kot pelém,
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, “[Nénuo xou oAAnAovyio
oTN VEo pog moinonl”, op. cit., p-
7.

* See Elytis, Avouyra yaptid, op. cit.,
pp. 419-420.

dbid.. 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.; py 16.

¥ See Elytis, “[To AEwov Eoti. Zuvo-
X0 dudypoupal]”, op. cit., p. 46.

* See Odysseas Elytis, To A&ov Eoti,
Ikaros, Athens 1980 (13th ed.; 1st
ed. 1959), p. *, and Elytis, “[To
ABwov Eoti. Zvvontixd Sikypopu-
ped”, op. dit., p. 47.

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

* See Elytis, [To AEov Eoti. Suvo-
mTuxo dudypoppal”, op. cit., p. 48.
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® See D.N. Maronitis, Opot Tov Avpt-
ouob ogrov 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 AEiov Eoti. Zuvo-
txd Siaypapual”, op. cit., p. 48.
2 See Claude Abastado, Introduction au
surréalisme, Bordas, Paris 1986, p. 37.
“ See Elytis, “Avotytéd xoptié. T.T.T.
1935”, op. cit., p. 27, n. 2. The foot-
note appears in the original essay
and is omitted in Avotytd 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, Odvooéac EAU-
™. ATO T xaroforés Tov Ymep-
peodiopot otic exfBoiés Tov pbbou,
Kastaniotis, Athens 1991, pp. 90-91,

94).

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

% Ibid.

“ Ibid., p. 71.

“ Ibid., p. 72.

 See Elytis, Avowytd 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, Avoiyta yoptick, op. cit.,
pp. 168-169.

* Elytis points out that, “IIoAd mpoto)
avateider péoa [tov] To tSavixd pog
IToumtixrig mov Bo xatdpepve vou Tto-
paxolovbnoel g xaL TG TOPOLL-
XQPOTEPEG UETAUOPPWTIXES LSLOTEO-
mieg g ovyxivmong”, he was only
marvelling at the power of the

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

> The word “moapaototin)” is /italic-
ized both in the original essay of
1944 (see Elytis, “[Nénpo xow oAAn-
Aovyia otq véa pag moinoml”, op.
cit., p. 97) and in the final version of
it published in Avoiyrd yoptid (op.
cit., p. 484).

% See Elytis, “Avotytéd yoptié&. T.T.T.
19357, op. cit., p. 27, n. 2.

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

% Ibid., p. 47.

% Ibid., p. 49.

¥ Ibid., p. 50.

% Ibid.

* Ibid., pp. 49-50.

% Ibid., p. 50.

* Ibid.

% 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, Avotyta yoptid, 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 oAnBw" ¢uoto-
yvouion xot M Avpwq TéAun Tov
Avdpéa KaiBov”, Néa Eotio 467
[Christmas 1946], p. 99, and Yorgos
Seferis, “Amopieg Safdlovtac Tov
KéABo™, in Adoxiués, op. cit., p. 63
and “K.II. KoaBdong, 0.%. Eiot
TopdAMAoL”, in doxiués, op. cit., p.
346).

" See Elytis, Ev Aevxd, op. cit., pp. 45,
50-51.

" See Elytis, Avouytd yoptid, op. cit.,
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p. 91. Although Elytis’ essay was

read at the “KoxAog Ilodopd” 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 Aeuxd, op. cit., p. 50.

In his 1986 essay “‘Ilptopotixd’ xou
‘eminedn’ moinon”, 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, doxiute 1. O8vo-
oéog EAUtns, 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, “Metagppdlovtog
mpwopoTxy oinon: Odvocéag EAG-

g xo ‘To eleyelo g OEwdme-

tp0g’”, Evrevxnjpto 23-24 [Summer-

Winter 1993], pp. 115ff.).

See Elytis, Ev Aevxd, op. cit., pp.
50-51.

?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 X7pogy, that is, after
he had discovered Eliot’s poetry.

7
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 Ibid., pp. 409, 411.

" See Seferis, doxiuég, op. cit., p. 61.
This observation is made by Kostas
Georgousopoulos, in “O KpvotaAdo-
Yo&@os”, Kabnueowvi-Entd Hué-
peg, (25 Sept. 1994), p. 11.

” See Elytis, Avoiyta yoptid, op. cit.,
p- 81.

* Ibid., p. 84.

® Ibid., p. 81.

* Ibid., p. 83.

® Ibid., p. 84.

® Ibid., p. 88.
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on Elytis’ imagery, which he com-
pares with Kalvos’ imagery (see Ka-
randonis, “H moinon tov Odvooén
EXOT”, op. cit., pp. 67-68).

% See Elytis, Avoiytd yaptid, op. cit.,
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46.
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# Ibid., p. 87.
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13See Elytis, Ev Asvxw, op. cit., p. 23.
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refers to the periodic arrangement of
atoms, ions, or molecules in a crystal

123

(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).

“6By 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 auT)] TNV TomTX] TOAGVETOL
Yopw amd tov opxixd xpbotaAro,
TNV TOWTLXY) LOVASO X0l GUUUETEL-
x&, emovoAauBavovtag mToLxtAoTEs-
Tiwg To potifo g apyig, avamtio-
oeton” (see Georgousopoulos, “0O
Kpvotoddoypéeos”, op. cit., p. 11).
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although he disregards Elytis’ me-
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EAOTIg wg ‘ @uAropdving'”, Xdpte
21-23 [Nov. 1986], p. 461) the
method “tng ovvévwong yYOpw amd
Evay aOXETE aPNENUEVO WG TTPOG TO
VOnUoL TUPENAVAL TTLXVOY ko cwBY-
TOEXTWY TONTIXWY Pneidwy” (see
Paschalis, in ibid, p. 462).

""See Gaston Bachelard, La Terre et les
réveries de la volonté, Librairie José
Corti, Paris 1973 (1st pub. 1948), p.
291.
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MepiAndn

EAévo. KOYTPIANOY: O Odvooeag EASTIS yior v molpoy: H ovvBeTxy xou N ava-
AvTia) dmodm Tov mohuoToc

O%0TOg TNg UeAéTng oS elvor vo e€etdioel Tig oxéelc mou eEéppale o
Odvocéac EAdtne yio to Tolnpa wg 6Aov o Yok Tor HEEN TTOL TO GLVLGTOVY,
avexvevoviag T BewpenTix TPOEAEVEN Toug (ot amédels Tov  otnpilovton téc0
0TLg Bewpiec tov I'kaotdy Mmooerdp yio Ty «TPOPoAu Toinon» oo xau oe
LTEPPEXALOTIXEG LOEEC), XoiL eEetélovrag Ty eneEepyaoion Toug amd Tov O T
oTg Sexaetieg Tou 1940 %o tov 1950. Onwg emonuaiveton OTN KEAETY pog, oL
13€eg Tov EAGtY apopoty ooy 0PLOUO TOL TOWILOTOG e (odumovTog xow) nhwor-
%00 GLOTAULATOC %Ol GTOV TPOTBLOPLOUS NG €xppaonc, pe Bdon xou xovédvo
OTO TTOL GPLOE WG KTOLOUOTLNY) LOPPH». To OVUTEQOOUG (oG Efvon TTeC oL aird -
e avtés 0dvynoay Toy EAS™) ot 6bMmdn tou TOMLOTOG WS XPLGTAANOL 7
mplopotog, pio XEVTOLM UETAPOPE TTOL EVOTIOLEL Tig 0€eg ToL Yo T onuLovp-
Y Stadixacion xaw mov o (diog ypnorpomoinoe HE TS oLVEXE(S TOL avapopéc
TNV €VVoLoL TN «OLOUPAVELOC, TTOV TPOEPYETOL OTtd TN HETOUPOPE TOL XPLGTHA-
Aov, Yl vor Ttpoodiopioet TOUG GTOYOLG X0 TOVG 6POLC ™G TEYVNS TOoU.
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