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Introduction

This paper focuses ofv Mévov e Zwijc tov Taleiorov (The Only Journey of His
Life) (2001), Lakis Papastathis’s film adaptation of lleeonymous short story written by
Georgios M. Vizyenos. | will attempt to contextuali my reading of this film with
references to other areas where Vizyenos has bemhin contemporary Greece, namely
Michel Fais’s noveE/invikn Avzvio (Greek Insomnip(2004) and its stage adaptation by
Rula Paterake (2007). My aim will be to assess huuch the myths surrounding
Vizyenos's life influence contemporary works, andurther ask why this happens.

Owing much to discussions about the role of imagedy engineered processes in
nation building (Anderson 1983) current debateModern Greek Studies are centred on
the construction of the Greek literary canon foliora{Lambropoulos 1988, Jusdanis 1987,
1991). At the periphery of contemporary culturese€ae has always employed
ethnocentric policies towards literature in orderconstruct a national identity (Tziovas
2003). Literary scholars and critics were considemaportant in circulating national
canonical literature with clear political meanirig. this framework, film adaptations of
Greek literature, interwoven in a dialogue with treional cultural narrative, sometimes
supporting it sometimes subverting it, form a ferfield where the understanding of the
articulation and circulation of literature in Greezan be explored.

As | will try to illustrate, Vizyenos constitutesralevant case in point, and this paper
aims to show how the work of contemporary Greeistaracts as a conduit for the artistic
formulation of founding literary myths. Critics veeralways interested in Vizyenos's
personal life Vizyenos because it ‘rivals the livéshis heroes in tragic nature’ (Peratzaki
1999: 9}. A very popular view is that his hospitalization Dromokaition Clinic was the
consequence of his intelligence or his critics\sagge and unfair criticism of his work.

The examination of the cultural myth of an authad ats role in the context of
modern sociocultural anxieties would be severetytéd if it were approached in the light

! “Eivon mov ko 1 {on N 1610 ToV CLYYPAPEN CUVAYOVILETAL GE TPUYIKOTNTA TA TEXPOUEVA TOVG [ie. TV
NPO®V TV dnynudtov tov] .



of the so-called ‘fidelity’ discourse. Fidelity dgsis is based on the discussion revolving
around the extent to which adaptations are faittdulhe literary source they purport to
adapt® Theoretical investigations in Reception Theory d@aer 1975, Martindale 1993)
and Cultural Studies Theories depart from the ablowe of thought and explore the
historical framework of adaptations’s policies obguction, exhibition and distribution, as
well as their reception both by critics and audesnim this framework the relationship
between literature and adaptations is seen as amatgd in its intellectual practices and
indicative of intricate interconnections betweestdiy, literature, power and culture. As
these approaches go beyond dualities such as mirftbmed or original/ secondary text,
they offer a political and cultural understandirigadaptations in the Greek context that can
be very useful.

Lakis Papastathis Reading Vizyenos: Reading as Sewi

In the last few years Greece has witnessed an agigzgrowing interest in film
adaptations. Initiatives from national organisasiofor example, from the National Book
Centre and the Greek Film Centre, include masteselaand workshops, retrospectives and
awards for the best script based on a novel, itidigghat adaptations are being promoted.
Moreover, the massive migration wave of ethnic, ntyaBalkan, minorities to Greece
followed by discussions about identity politics bgbt again issues of cultural connections
and Greek distinctiveness to the fore. This is t¢batext in which Lakis Papastathis
decided to adapthe Only Journey of his Lifen the big screen.

Papastathis’s well-known interest in literature gback to 1960s when he took part
in the so-calledNew Greek Cinemmovement GC).2 NGC directors’ self-conscious need
to make a rupture with the long-prevailing genred atyles in Greek cinema made them
form a new aesthetic paradigm with a clear edunatiaim (Soldatos 2002, Kechagias et
al.)* Their lack of public support, the monopoly of I@t films and the sociopolitical
instability in Greece were among the reasons tle¢yrmed to the past. They adopted a
hellenocentric approach to the past, depictedeir gubject matter and cinematography, in
order to find the ‘real’, the ‘authentic’ and theverlasting’. Paradoxically enough, they
were not completely cut off from Europe since thegd acquired European filmic
education, aiming at making films which would goybed the borders of Greece. Indeed
the so much needed nationally distinct cinema fioward-looking film-makers did not
rely on distinctions such as local/foreign or Gredlestern-European, a fact that explains
to a large extent the affiliations of this movemavith belated modernism in Greek
literature.

After a closer look at the interviews Papastatt@segafter the release dhe Only
Journey of his Lifehe reader would observe that, apart from detdotsut the production,
the director often referred to his status as aruauEven if contemporary viewers had not
heard of him before they would then learn that VWG C, history, literature and Greek

2 An illustrative example of this might be Peter B& contribution to the special isue #GSon Greek
cinema. His account on the two film adaptation&atantzakis’s novels does not comply with the oathe
editor of the volume for papers which could ‘seasa springboard from future debates and [..] d&tau
further research o&reek fim in the English language in the next centiConstantinidis 2000: 1.

® Papastathis worked as assistant director in 1968-hnd contributed to the publication of the
journal Zbyypovo¢ Kivyuozoypdpoc [Contemporary Cinema 969].

* In those years, cinema equalled the highly megast movies of comedies, populist melodramas,
musicals, war and mountain films. See Mitropoul®@8@ 274, Constantinidis 2000: 7, Soldatos
2002:13.



everyday life was rediscovered by directors to beeam matter of self-knowledge and
moral order.

[H yevid tov Néov EAAnvikod Kwvnuatoypdeov] [...] ékave T otpoen
oV 1otopia, otV Aoyoteyvia, otnv kadnuepwn Con [...] [Tote] éyve
GTPOQY GTNV 10TOPia, TOV NTAV £VO E100C AVTOYVWTING, LE TPMOTOGTAT
oV ®00wpo AyyehOmOvAO, TOV O TANPT], TOV O CNUOVIIKO, MG TPOG
™ ypagn, oknvobEtn avtig g yevidg [...] Hrtav vadbeomn dapopetiknig
nOikic  wlng, Oyt vmdbeon emayyeluaticpod (Papastathis in
Georgakopoulou 2002- my emphasis).

The above statement was made by Papastathis, wi&watetre explained that he was
interested in prose fiction and poetry because thegyict ‘Greek life, Greek landscape,
language, action, human behaviour (Fais 2002 8).his discussion about Greekness,
discourses of continuity, patrilineage and ethresagnt came strategically into play. He
stated, for instance, that he felt as if he was dtieic decendant of ‘Papadiamantis,
Vizyenos, Cavafy, Seferis and Elytis’ (Georgakopou2002: 68§.0n a personal level, he
subtly yet indirectly made a connection betweeny¥ims who narrated stories of his
childhood, with the days of his own (that is, theector’'s) adolescence when his first
encounter with literature took platéihat is more, it is obvious that he is consciously
aware of Vizyenos’s place in Greek literature amel discussions about the author’'s work
in criticism, a fact that made the interviewer VeBaorgakopoulou ‘feel as if | were a
student in a literature class’ (Georgakopoulou 20@&}®

Papastathis’s strong feeling of living on the fengf mainstream film industry fuelled
a hellenocentric approach or what Katsounaki callegllenocentric, literary passion’
(Katsounaki 2001). His status as a peripheral]l@atial director determined his purpose
when adapting’he Only Journey of his LifeQuoting Panagiotis Moullas’s belief that the
story is about a ‘study of death’ (Moullas 1980p&stathis defined the role of his mission
as drugging Vizyenos out of the past and his matgtace where his contemporaries had
placed him (Georgakopoulou 2002: 20). Accordincghit® own words, his inspired duty
towards the author and his work was to make a carhorewriting itself. Nearly ten years
before the shooting of this film took place, heided the role of the adaptator. He stated
that

®a vroPabuilape Tpaykd T Aoyoteyvia ov motedape 6Tt T0 LdVo TOL
umopel va pog odoet  givor  kAmoww  TpavtoyTd  Oépato  yuo
KIVILOTOYPOQIKT EKUETOAAEVGN N onplakomtoinoT. AALoD PBpioketon 1
ovoio: miow and ™ Spdon, oty ido ™ ypaen (Papastathis 1990:
523).

> ‘H edvikhy {on, 10 EAAViKO tomio, 0 Adyog, 1 Spaom, ot avOPOTIVES GUUTEPLPOPES TEALOVTOL Omd TIG
TVELHOTIKEG EMeVOVOELG TNG moinong kot tng meloypaeiag’, in Fais ‘Den mporeis na xefugeis apo te zow
kanontas kenematographWivliotheke 28/06/2002. Papastathis’s involvement with Gresknean be also
manifested, apart from his three full-length filtashis recently published short storlde Nuchterida Petaxe
andHe Heseche kai Alla Diigemata

® ‘Nowhope mardié tov Homadopdvn, Tov Biunvoo, tov Kapaen, tov epépn, tov EAvty’, ibid. 48.

" Papastathis goes back in his childhood in Mytelehen Epyaiopovv oe éva oeaiptotiplo Tic Gpec Tov
dev giyo oyoleio, poipalo pdpkeg kot EpTiayvo Kapedeg. Zoyvaloav ekel Aoyotéyves, Lopemuévol avlpwmot,

ot omoiot pue pomoav otn Aoyoteyvia'. See Papastathis Eikones

8 See also Georgakopoulou’s articleSieftherotypiae online 13 May 2000.



In other words, Papastathis was interested neith@dapting a literary text freely, just
because he has an affinity with it, nor in creaangecondary film based on the literary text
using cinematic tools (Zannas 1990: 199). Papastathnted to go beyond this dilemma.
His aim, he says, is not the ‘literary work’ buettext in its textuality (cf. Barthes From
Work to Text). He decided to turn the book to ciatimimage aiming at the revival of the
story as well as of the book and ofgigphe

Let us now turn to the film and see howtlal above come into play. Had it not been
for the addition of a frame-narrative, the film idtnave been a rather dull adaptation. Not
only did Papastathis retain the main story ofditBiorgis, his experience as an apprentice
tailor and his trip back to his hometown to see drandfather before he dies, but he
deployed the same narrative tools as the authdeitting them to the demands of the
cinematic medium. When casting the parts, the ttiregave the role of both grandfather
and Vizyenos to the same actor (Helias Logothetns) the role of the little kid to a girl
(Frangiski Moustaki) indicating the shift of idéres and (in the latter case, cross-
dressing) experiences between grandfather andrkab doing, he seems to have taken on
board to some extent Michalis Chrysanthopoulostgjce that

by identifying the ‘I’ of the discourse with the ‘of the character or
the narration Greek criticism has not only projdcecertain image of
the author, but also excluded the possibility of #uthor's being
inscribed not in the narration but in the other rabters

(Chrysanthopoulos in Beaton 1985:12).

Editing literally follows the rhythm of the book,hile the imposing photography blends
tale and fantasy with narration, pictorialism wiftiklore. Let us see now how and why
Papastathis, contrary to his statements, is fdjtlafart from the adapted story as briefly
discussed above, to the myths surrounding the @entiglace of Vizyenos in Greek letters.

Where Papastathis might have had the chance tpedickelity was exactly in the
first level narrative of the film. The adapted ghstory functions as a second level
narrative in the film for in the opening scenes see Vizyenos’s last moments before his
admittance to Dromokaition mental clinic. Notwitlaistling the scenes about his passion
for the adolescent Bettina and his consignmentiécasylum the film is certainly not about
the human side of the writer. If the opposite i tlase it is due to the following images of
the author recollecting or reading his short stooyn the journalEstia in the premises of
the clinic. | argue that the moment Papastathisgsld/izyenos in the asylum the director’s
playful reconstruction of the figure of the authegins.

Dromokaition is a place which exists and does magtealmost a non-topos, where
the writer becomes figure living on the fringe otciety. After some initial scenes where
Vizyenos wanders around aimlessly among other mgaths in corridors, bearing a cap
which differentiates him from the others, in thetref the film he is still, sitting in isolation
from the rest. As far as cinematography is conakrtiee asylum becomes almost an ideal
— idealised even- space: mise-en-scene impliesetvextything is clean-cut or politically
correct, and the light of the sun beaming insideahthor’'s room creates such a dramatic
tension that the viewers cannot do but identifyrtkelves with the author. In terms of its
emotional impact the film is successful with no bbu

Only with his death can the author leave his cadjrperipheral space. But even then
he is still alive. When in the last scene the autias just died, his life, Papastathis seems
to imply, would have been lost forever had it nee for ‘his books [.].his manuscripts’
which a nurse places with care in a suitcase. 3hitcase, essential in the film as several
close-ups indicate, stands as a metaphor fortitexaThe author, through his work, will be



literally handed in, circulated by the new generati Only through his written work can
the author leave his confinement and make the fjmmimey’ of his life.

Papastathis was not interested in making any regstsen about or interpretation
of the novel per se but, contrary to his own waatleut his focus on the writing,
he focused on the author. He did not engage himgt#ifthe human aspect of the
writer but rather with the idealised image of himusing any means the camera
could offer. On a deeper level, he commented onpthwer of cinema per se to
construct identities.

By narrating both the short story and the mythsutating by Viyenos'’s life the camera
renders the film not so much an adaptation ofadrty text but rather a comment on the
power of the act of cinematic narration in consingcidentities.

With The Only Journey of his LifPapastathis talked about Vizyenos not from a
peripheral position. The adaptation was financed Gneek, Turkish and European
production companies and was highly celebratedhénprestigious 42 Thessaloniki Film
Festival, where it won eight awards, among whicar@rPrix for Best Feature Film, Best
Cinematography and Best Film/ Dewards Audience AWaThe subject-matter of the film
and its production privileged the film over otherpre daring and distinctive, films which
took part in the Festival, nameBekapentavgoustaandPes sten Morphini pos Akoma tin
Psachlrgo Except for national, the film got internationalckim in festivals throughout the
world.

How was the film received by critics? Maria Katsakintraced the ‘Greek soul,
honesty, original passion’ in the film (Katsoun@kiO1), which later Vena Georgakopoulou
praised as being ‘not only very good [...] [but algtkllectual’ (Georgakopoulou 2001).
Stratos Kersanidis mentioned the ‘moral justifioatof New Greek Cinema’ (Kersanidis
2005) and Mare Theodosopoulou went as far as indlaat ‘it has already become a
myth’ (Theodosopoulou 2003J. In other words, it was believed to have raised the
spectrum of ‘quality’ cinema. Interestingly, thensaview about inspiration and fidelity in
the film have the speakers in the conference om$taghis work in 200% Although it was
not the most successful movie in 2001, it stangk m the ranks of popular films in 2001.
If in Thessaloniki Film Festival the film attractetie attention of the critics, Greek
audience went for comedies, nam@&byKidaua Byike ano tov [apaddeico [To Klama Vgike
apo tonParadeis®, 2Zzarxouav [Stakamahand O Kalvtepog puov @ilog [O Kalvtepog pov
®ilog], or even the avant-garde film adaptati@ss oty Mopgivy tawe Axduo v Poyva
[Pes sten Morphini poskomaten Psachnp which was provokingly neglected in the
festival (Rouvas 2002). Moreover, critics placed thovie in the genre of period piece
(towvio. emoyng) or historical (octopikr)) (Rouvas 2002: 532) and thus indicated that the
story of and about Vizyenos bears the burden abhisand memory.

It is obvious, as | have tried to show, that Pegthst, just like the grandfather in the
original short story, tried to piece together digiet fragments surrounding Vizyenos and

° The rest awards were Bet Cinematography, BesD8sign, Best Music, Best Sound, Best Make-Up and
Best Costume Designer.

191t was screened in the 26th Contemporary Worlde@ia (Toronto, 2001), Soffalnternational Film
Festival 2002 (Best Cinematography), in Medfilm Rorilm Festival (2003, Best Film) and in the
international film festivals in Hong Kong, D’AmouMons (Belgium), Chicago, Istanbul, Cleveland,
Singapoore. See Rouvas 2002: 532-533. It was steuhfor the 78 Academy Awards in the category
Academy Awards for Best Foreign Film.
M EMmvucn woxs, evipotnta, yvioto wdooc’, ‘H nowy ducoioon tov Néov EAnvicod Kivnpatoypéeov'.
‘H edMnvikny mapovoio oto 420 deotifdh Oeocarovikng dev eivar omAdg moAD kaAn. Htav kot wning
nvevpatikodtTog’, [0 kvnuatoypagikdc Bilunvog tov A. TTarnaotddn] éywve 1om pobog'.
12 As later published in Tomai- Konstantopoulou (2001



various readings of Vizyenos'’s short story. It meresting that, in order to direct this
adaptation, Papastathis was supported by stateifuhgstry as well as well-structured
politics to promote abroad this film, and, througgjHocal cinema production and the image
of Greece. In my view, it was exactly Vizyenoste lihat made Papastathis suture together
different fragments about Vizyenos and his worlo iatlarger narration in Greekness and
Greek cinematography in 2tentury.

With Michel Fais and his bodkreek Insomniathe mythical embroidery is being
unsewed as a proof that Vizyenos’s myth does nmoane fixed, yet still retains its status.

Michel Fais’s Greek Insomnia From Sewing pag1) to Writing ( coyypagi)

The next case study | am going to turn t&reek InsomnidEiiyvikn Avmvia] where
Michel Fais, departing from an approach which idesl and marks Vizyenos out of his
contemporaries, is interested as much in his autobiography as in a biography of
Vizyenos. Fragments of glossaries, archive matémah Dromokaition Clinic and letters
written by the author and addressed to Vizyenosndltogether in a single whole. The
presence of Vizyenos can be traced in the glossaiiid words of his works as well as in
guotations from his works in the letters. Moreoverjginal archive material from
Dromokaition clinic describing diseases and thergptestifies to crude realism, while
letters represent Fais’s main contribution in tretitfous aspect of the book. However,
Vizyenos is omnipresent in the whole book since llies and his work, together with
interpretations of it by critics of his time all enge from the hybridic writing.

Vizyenos is omnipresent, but always absent, | wadd. Fais follows postmodern
literary trends, especially in their awareness @ ftunction of the form in constructing
meaning. In their work, postmodernists offer muéiglternatives which invite the reader
to take an active part not in the constructioneality, but in the construction of his or her
own version of it (Tziovas 1987§reek Insomniain the form of a postmodern hybrid,
dismantles Vizyenos’s life which has been for saglacontaminated with myths and
inconsistent assumptions made by his critics affgdhe reading public. For Fais, his aim
is

Vo, akpeTNpLalo 1 va pdfio ototyeio mov £xm Aabpakovoel, Tov Ex® Ol e
KAE0TA pdTio, mov pov yubipilovv ot apddeg mov dev a&imbnka vo cupw
(Fais 2003: 106).

Fais’s technique is sewing different patches so ttie@ outcome is a patchwork, or,
using a word of Vizyenos, anpwro (quoted in Fais 2004: 178). In so doing the writer
takes the figure of Vizyenos out of its mythologdicaist while challenging on the same
time a single biography. There &biography out of many others and every reader is
invited to make up his or her own version, accaydim his or her own will. WithGreek
Insomnig what remains in the end is a figure of Vizyen@zahstructed, dismantled,
dissected, purified from long prevailing discoursbsoken into tiny parts, only to be
rearranged in different pieces, quotations andmpsans. Vassilis Lambropoulos would
certainly add that with Vizyenos

neither the sources nor their contemporary amalgamaeem to belong to
or form an organized whole, a linear narrative anrorganic tradition.[...]
[OJriginals lose their quality of origin and becomemadic: they circulate
but cannot function as tmpos a commonplace, a shared site of ancestry,
feeling and reference (Lambropoulos 2002: 192).



What Fais and Vizyenos have in common isirthearginality, expressed in
geographical terms. Fais considers himself &sic’ povipng BaAxkdaviog - dniadn
uetapulavtivog- youévog oe kevrposvponaikés Pipaodnkec’ (58). Born in Thrace from a
Christian mother and a Jewish father, Fais livedkamotini most of his time,in the in-
between of two religions and two places. At facédueaGreek Insomnias about the
biography of Vizyenos. On a closer look, howevernsian autobiography of the writer
through his symbiotic relation with another writas visualised in the front cover of the
book. It is not coincidental that in his previousok Honey and the Cinders of Gddo
Mél kau n Xtaytn tov Oeo0] (2002) Fais constructed the life of recluse Javpainter Julio
Kaimi, born in Corfu, again in the form of pasticles he argues, by writing

[...] mpoomabd va ddow amdvinon oto mov PBpickouat [...] Potilm
avTO OV LE EVOLOPEPEL HECH TNG Proypaiag tov dAlov. Bételg, pe
Ao Aoy, évav kaBpEéet Kot PAETEIC TO TPOCO®TO GOV UEG® TOV
dAlov (Fais in Pimblis 2005).

Vizyenos, for Fais, is minor because he writes£d pvbiotopriuate pog ekmatplopévng
YPOPNC uésa oTov id10 TNG TOV TOTOo, uéca oty idto g T yAwooo (174), talking from a
minoritarian viewpoint and departing from both tBehodoxy of Papadiamandis and the
Europeanism of Roidi§ From the instability of Vizyenos's life Fais dealth the
instability of his critics vis-a-vis his place ihg Greek literary canon throughout the years.
Vizyenos is a case in point as criticsuoroydptndes (52),

TPOoTafovy Vo, GOG KOWYOLV KOl VO 060G PAYOUV GTO OVOO KOO0V
eBvikod otdyov. EE ov ko ota ypovie cag m Acoypoeio kot 1
nboypagic (cav  vo  Aéue  oONUEPO T UETOVEMTEPIKOTNTO)
yvevvoPoiovoav cav kovvéleg Apocivndec kot Kovdvidxkndec. Eoeig
OUMC, Eva TPOCPLYAKL TNG AEVKNG GEMDAG, TN LOVY Aooypapio Kot T
uévn nboypagio mov exBvpoVGAUTE VO EKPPAGETE NTOV TO, TOPAYLEVOL
EVOTTVIOL TNG TOUOIKNG GO NAMKING- TOVG ACUTUSIOCUEVOVS LAPTUPEG
™G AdGUAoTNG ADTVING OO,

Following Fais’s line of thought, literatureritmue, Greek identity and national
narrative are all fluid and complex constructedabsewing practice. The book went out of
print within two months after its first publicaticand has been reprinted three more times
since. As for the critics who commented®reek Insomnidhey praised it because, among
other things, it deals with a ‘Greek’ and natiosabject® and has a ‘political meanindy.
Greek Insomniaseems to be part of Fais's general project on &ipg since he has
published other works on him, included Vizyenostavg photograph in a photo-album,

13 See H mapagpooivy cag eivan n omévinon oag agevoc oty miotn tov Momadapdvn Kot apetépov oty
gipoveia tov Poidn. To véonuo tov pvelov givorl n TpdTN TOPAKAUYN TOL ETLXEIPEITE TOGO GE GYEoT LE TNV
Kbtwbev opbodo&ia, 660 kot pe tov dvmbev e&evpomaiopd mov doperilovv tov 16mo. H yevikn moapdlvoic
TV PPEVOV UETE KIVHTIKNG 0T0Cllog €lval TO 1OYVPOTEPO EMYEIPNUO UIOG HUEIOVOTIKNAG AOYOTEXVIOG OV
@hodotei vo mapapeivel petovotikry’ (60- italics in the original).

14To 0épa eivon eEdyme eEMVIKd, dnhadn avavBpdmwo’, in Exarchopoulou 2004,
15 To va Stahéyeic wg mpoTumo Tov Bilomvod kon oyt tov Iomadiopdvn ovte tov Poidn, éxel o onpacio
TOMTIKN OV 6Tavia TV d1dackopacto 6to oyoAgio’, in Chartoulari 2004.



exhibited a painting at an exhibition of works ab¥izyenos and edited a book with short
stories written by authors inspired by Vizyerbs.

Roula Pateraki’'s Dramatic Theatrd&Reading Fais'sGreek Insomnia The Performance
of Nudity

When Roula Pateraki decided to ad@peek Insomnian stage in winter 2006-7, she
kept some of the ‘marginal’ aspects that Vizyenogsais’s view, had. The dramatization
of the book in theatre, under the same title, wagesl between December, 18 2006 and
January 20 2007 in Embros Theatre, an old printingse turned into a theatre, in Psyrri
district in Athens. The performance was the outcaimBateraki’s collaboration with Fais,
something which is clearly mentioned in the programand visualised on the front cover
of programme notes., where, apart from the titMichel Fais’s Hellenike Aupnid’ it is
Vizyenos's grave photograph as supposedly takeRais'’ It should also be added that
this was not the first time that Fais’s novels wadapted on stadé.

There were three actors on stage on the same g, of whom stood in a different
place and represented a different narrative voicth@® novel. The voice of the author-
meticulous researcher was performed by Tassia r8d6a who was behind a bench,
reading the archive material from Dromokaition wh#moking, video recording and
listening to music. On the other side of the staigere was Aglaia Pappa who was reading
letters addressed to Vizyenos. The two actressessmmally removed the two portraits of
Roidis and Papadiamandis hanging against the wviadlieating the presence of other
authors on stage. If the two actresses, who peddrthe two aspects of Fais were in a
delirium of creativity, reading and throwing awaggqes of paper, Vizyenos (Konstantinos
Avarikiotis) was in a delirium. The actor was clgaset apart from the rest due to his place
in the centre of the stage. Moreover, his perfomearwas the most unconventional of all
the three. The audience could follow his life frtme early days, when his coquettish figure
with a fancy costume, top hat and cane stood ffihancial support by his sponsors, up to
his latest days in the asylum. What followed a tmikiko song danced magnificently by
Avarikiotis'® was the most powerful moment that would not shiiek audience if the
performance was not about Vizyenos. Avarikiotis ktooff his clothes and started
masturbating on scene. Pateraki, with this realfgiysical enactment, saw Vizyenos in all
his lurid truth in Dromokaition hospital.

1% Tedpyioc Bilonvée. Bifiioypagpuci Ipéraoy. Athens: EKEBI (1996) Yotepo Biéuua, Athens: Patakis
(1996), Art ExhibitionGeorgios M. Vizyenos Choros Technes 24 in 20086lotel- Evoixor g I pagiic. Me
tov I'. M. Bi{onvo, AAd kou Xwpic Avtév. Athens: Patakis 2006, respectively.

" The programme includes photographs of Dromokaitjtuas taken by Fais.

18 pvrofioypagia Evée Bifliov, directed by Thodoris Gones, was staged in Korhatid Patras in
2005 only for two performances respectivelfy Avipoyvva, adaptation of part oAegypius
Monachusdirected by Pandelis Choursoglou, in Metaxourddieatre in Greece only for a limited
number of performanceé] 116y ota I'évaza, directed by Thodoros Anastasopoulos in 20-30 May
2006, in Amore-Exostes Theatre in Athens. It halsgainderlined that all these plays were staged
only for a couple of days. In cinema, he has writtike script forDelivery (2004), directed by
Nikos Panagiotopoulos, based on Faid'$l6in ota I'6vora [The City on its Knee2002], the
book-album from Fais’s photographic exhibition. By time these lines are written, he is co-
wrting the script for Theo Angelopoulos’s next film

9 Nikos Xydakis’s music of Greek Insomnia includedgmal music from Thrace, music composed by
Sopin, Strauss and Beethoven, rembetika and Thakidts music. See the programme of the performance.



Pateraki remained as close to the original noudlshe shiftedher attention from the
autobiography of Fais to the biography of Vizyen8fie wanted to present him in a
realistic way, having fully grasped the author’scis that propelled him to a top place in
Greek literature. In an interview she charactexély stated that

Epeig o EAMAnveg elpoaote mavta Alyo koumAelikol, Aépe cuvéyeia “a, oev

&yovpe peydAovg ouyypageic, oev éxovpe Evav Mmolldx, évav TLotg, évav

[Ipovot”, aAld eyd dev EEpw av ot Eévor €yovv €vav Poidn, évav

Mamadioapdven, évav Bllonvd. [...] tétoeg dovielég otnv EAldda [...]

EYOUV GYEOT HE TNV EAANVIKOTNTA LOG KOL HE TNV €0VIKN Hag KOLATOOpA.

Ot Beatég Ba avayvopicovy Kt and v “maTpida TOV YPOURATOV” Kol

mv “motpida g YAdocac” tovg, mov givar moAd onuovtikny (Pateraki in
Birbili 2006).

Pateraki is interested in adaptations because ith@jve the transformation of the
written, enclosed yet theatrical text to its reatlisn in the form of a performance (Pateraki
in Birbili 2006 and in the programme of the perfamae). In the case @reek Insomnia
by staging a performance instead of a conventipltegl, the director retained the original
language of the book and its intense and monotorfeeng, as caused by the
palimpestuous form to the book (Pateraki in Birl@006 and Cleftoyianni 2006).
Notwithstanding her purpose not to treat Vizyensaanyth she still held the view that it
was Vizyenos and the language which he used, linke@reekness and Greek national
culture, that made her adapt Greek Insomnia. Tims,twith her project about Vizyenos,
she managed attain financial support by the J.oStdpoulos Foundation. The programme,
which included reviews about Faisdreek Insomniaand advertisements of Fais’s novels
and Papakostas’s publication of Vizyenos's lettevas printed with the assistance of
Patakis, the publishing-house which put Gueek Insomnia

Concluding Remarks

So why did a contemporary film director, author atage director adapt Vizyenos
then? It seems that the distanced relation betwdeyenos and his adaptators allowed
them to draw upon different prevailing myths sundumg him. Their touchstone was
Vizyenos's peripheral place in 1&entury Greece. Papastathis worked from the camite
transformed Vizyenos into a hero who has stoodstoty and still holds a special place in
Greek Letters. If the film consolidated the mythiaamage of Vizyenos, Fais'&reek
Insomniawas less about the generally circulated myth afy®inos and more about the
function and role of minor literatures in modernriglo Last, by directing Fais’s book,
Pateraki used nudity to present Vizyenos in an owentional way. The adaptations of and
about Vizyenos discussed go beyond binary oppositisuch as centre/periphery,
national/international, rupture/continuity and hbiaghy/ autobiography.

In my paper | did not seek to provide a full-fledgenalysis of the formation of the
figure of Vizyenos in the latest years in Greeoethiat case, | should have equally referred
to adaptations for Greek televisfSras well as Demos Avdeliodis’s famous performances
with Anna Kokkinou inMorphes apo to Ergo tou Vizyen{2000) and Lydia Koniordou in
To Monon tes Zoes tou Taxidig2007). Although | did not seek to provide an axdiave

2 n the first one, directed by Vaggelis Serdarimr@os Kimoulis plays the role of Vizyenos (ERT)itehin
the second one, entitlededpyioc Bilonvés and directed by Christophoros Christophes, Andonis
Theodorakopoulos plays the role of the writer (ERT)



analysis of how Vizyenos has been adapted, itrdehd to show some of the connotations
and discourses involved when adapting literarystdat the big screen or for stage. In
addition, it was an attempt to show how the refetiop between literary texts and
adaptations is complex, intricate and interwovemnstitutional discourses and practices.
There is no doubt that this is not a simple taskehlity, it is controversial especially when
power and influence have been accrued to the woftdve original text. Adaptations either
accept the fixed views concerning the writers awbgnize a coherent and stable order or
shake off their authority of the writers and thaaxts questioning the national rhetoric
about them. In my mind, adaptations are culturatatizes. Investigating the dynamics
inscribed in these texts is as much daring asfassinating.
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